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Preface 


The  expression  “contemporary  history”  is  probably  self-contradictory, 
because  what  is  contemporary  is  not  history,  and  \t’hat  is  history  is  not 
contemporary.  Sensible  historians  usually  refrain  from  writing  accounts  of 
very  recent  events  because  they  realize  that  the  source  materials  for  such 
events,  especially  the  indispensable  official  documents,  are  not  available 
and  that,  even  with  the  documentation  which  is  available,  it  is  very 
difficult  for  anvone  to  obtain  the  necessary  perspective  on  the  events  of 
one’s  own  mature  life.  But  I  must  clearly  not  be  a  sensible  or,  at  least,  an 
ordinary  historian,  for,  having  covered,  in  an  earlier  book,  the  whole  of 
human  history  in  a  mere  27:  pages,  I  now  use  more  than  1300  pages  for 
the  events  of  a  single  lifetime.  There  is  a  connection  here.  It  will  be  evident 
to  any  attentive  reader  that  I  have  devoted  long  years  of  study  and  much 
original  research,  even  where  adequate  documentation  is  not  available, 
but  it  should  be  equalh'  evident  that  whatever  value  this  present  work 
has  rests  on  its  broad  perspective.  I  have  tried  to  remedy  deficiencies  of 
evidence  by  perspective,  not  only  by  projecting  the  patterns  of  past 
history  into  the  present  and  the  future  but  also  by  trying  to  place  the 
events  of  the  present  in  their  total  conte.\t  by  examining  all  the  varied 
aspects  of  these  events,  not  merely  the  political  and  economic,  as  is  so 
frequenth'  done,  but  bv  mv  efforts  to  bring  into  the  picture  the  military, 
teclinological,  social,  and  intellectual  elements  as  well. 

The  result  of  all  this,  I  hope,  is  an  interpretation  of  the  present  as  well 
as  the  immediate  past  and  the  near  future,  which  is  free  from  the  accepted 
cliches,  .slogans,  and  self-justifications  which  mar  so  much  of  “contem¬ 
porary  history.”  .Much  of  nn'  adult  life  has  been  devoted  to  training 
undergraduates  in  techniques  of  historical  analysis  which  will  help  them  to 
flee  their  understanding  of  history  from  the  accepted  categories  and 
cognitive  classifications  of  the  society  in  which  we  live,  since  tliese,  how- 
c'"er  necessart'  titev  may  be  for  our  processes  of  thought  and  for  the 
concepts  and  st  nibols  needed  for  us  to  communicate  about  reality,  never¬ 
theless  do  often  serve  as  barriers  which  shield  us  from  recognition  of  the 
underlying  realities  themselves.  The  present  work  is  the  result  of  such 
nn  attempt  to  look  at  the  real  situations  which  lie  beneath  the  conceptual 
ix 
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and  verbal  symbols.  I  feel  that  it  does  provide,  as  a  consecjuence  of  this 
effort,  a  fresher,  somewhat  different,  and  (I  hope)  more  satisfying  ex¬ 
planation  of  how  we  arrived  at  the  situation  in  which  we  now  find  our¬ 
selves. 

■More  than  twenty  vears  have  gone  into  the  writing  of  this  work. 
Although  most  of  it  is  based  on  the  usual  accounts  of  these  events,  some 
portions  are  based  on  fairlv  intensive  personal  research  (including  research 
among  manuscript  materials).  These  portions  include  the  following;  the 
nature  and  techniques  of  financial  capitalism,  the  economic  structure  of 
France  under  the  Third  Republic,  the  social  history  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  membership  and  activities  of  the  English  Establishment.  On  other 
subjects,  my  reading  has  been  as  wide  as  I  could  make  it,  and  I  have  tried 
consistently  to  view^  all  subjects  from  as  wide  and  as  varied  points  of  view 
as  I  am  capable.  Although  I  regard  mvself,  for  purposes  of  classification, 
as  a  historian,  I  did  a  great  deal  of  study  in  political  science  at  Harvard, 
have  persisted  in  the  private  study  of  modern  psychological  theory  for 
more  than  thirty  years,  and  have  been  a  member  of  the  American  Anthro¬ 
pological  Association,  the  American  Economic  Association,  and  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Association  for  the  Advancement  of  Science,  as  well  as  the  American 
Historical  Association  for  many  years. 

Thus  my  chief  justification  for  writing  a  lengthy  work  on  contem¬ 
porary  history,  despite  the  necessarily  restricted  nature  of  the  documenta¬ 
tion,  must  be  based  on  mv  efforts  to  remedy  this  inevitable  deficiency  by 
using  historical  perspective  to  permit  me  to  project  the  tendencies  of  the 
past  into  the  present  and  even  the  future  and  my  efforts  to  give  this 
attempt  a  more  solid  basis  by  using  all  the  evidence  from  a  wide  variety  of 
academic  disciplines. 

As  a  consequence  of  these  efforts  to  use  this  broad,  and  perhaps  com- 
ple.x,  method,  this  book  is  almost  inexcusably  lengthy.  For  this  I  must 
apologize,  with  the  e.xcuse  that  1  did  not  have  time  to  make  it  shorter  and 
that  an  admittedly  tentative  and  interpretative  work  must  necessarily  be 
longer  than  a  more  definite  or  more  dogmatic  presentation.  To  those  who 
find  the  length  excessive,  I  can  only  say  that  I  omitted  chapters,  which 
were  already  written,  on  three  topics:  the  agricultural  history  of  Europe, 
the  domestic  history  of  France  and  Italy,  and  the  intellectual  history  of 
the  twentieth  centurx-  in  general.  To  do  this  I  introduced  enough  on  these 
subjects  into  other  chapters. 

Although  I  project  the  interpretation  into  the  near  future  on  a  number 
of  occasions,  the  historical  narrative  ceases  in  1964,  not  because  the  date 
of  writing  caught  up  with  the  march  of  historical  events  but  because  the 
period  196;- 1964  seems  to  me  to  mark  the  end  of  an  era  of  historical 
development  and  a  period  of  pause  before  a  quite  different  era  with  quite 
different  problems  begins.  This  change  is  evident  in  a  number  of  obvious 
events,  such  as  the  fact  that  the  leaders  of  all  the  major  countries  (e.xcept 
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Red  China  and  France)  and  of  many  lesser  ones  (such  as  Canada,  India, 
West  Germany,  the  V'^atican,  Brazil,  and  Israel)  were  changed  in  this 
period.  Much  more  important  is  the  fact  that  the  Cold  War,  which  cul¬ 
minated  in  the  Cuban  crisis  of  October  1962,  began  to  dwindle  toward 
its  end  during  the  next  two  years,  a  process  M'hich  Mas  evident  in  a 
number  of  events,  such  as  the  rapid  replacement  of  the  Cold  War  by 
“Competitive  Coexistence”;  the  disintegration  of  the  tM  o  superblocs  M'hich 
had  faced  each  other  during  the  Cold  War;  the  rise  of  neutralism,  both 
M'ithin  the  superblocs  and  in  the  buffer  fringe  of  third-bloc  powers  be- 
tM-een  them;  the  sM’amping  of  the  United  Nations  General  Assembly  under 
a  flood  of  neM'lv  independent,  sometimes  microscopic,  pseudopoM'ers;  the 
groM’ing  parallelism  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States;  and  the 
groM’ing  emphasis  in  all  parts  of  the  M-orld  on  problems  of  living  standards, 
of  social  maladjustments,  and  of  mental  health,  replacing  the  previous 
emphasis  on  armaments,  nuclear  tensions,  and  heavy  industrialization.  At 
such  a  period,  when  one  era  seems  to  be  ending  and  a  different,  if  yet 
indistinct  era  appearing,  it  seemed  to  me  as  good  a  time  as  any  to  evaluate 
the  past  and  to  seek  some  explanation  of  how  M  e  arrived  M'here  we  are. 

In  any  preface  such  as  this,  it  is  customary  to  conclude  M’ith  acknowl¬ 
edgment  of  personal  obligations.  Mv  sense  of  these  is  so  broad  that  I  find 
it  invidious  to  single  out  some  and  to  omit  others.  But  four  must  be  men¬ 
tioned.  Much  of  this  book  M’as  typed,  in  her  usual  faultless  M^ay,  by  my 
wife.  This  Mas  done  originally  and  in  revised  versions,  in  spite  of  the 
constant  distractions  of  her  domestic  obligations,  of  her  oMn  professional 
career  in  a  different  university,  and  of  her  omo  Mriting  and  publication. 
For  her  cheerful  assumption  of  this  great  burden,  I  am  very  grateful. 

Similarly,  I  am  grateful  to  the  patience,  enthusiasm,  and  amazingly 
wide  knoM’ledge  of  my  editor  at  The  Macmillan  Company,  Peter  V. 
Ritner. 

I  wish  to  express  mv  gratitude  to  the  University  Grants  Committee 
of  CeorgetOM’n  University,  M'hich  tM'ice  provided  funds  for  summer 
research. 

And,  finally,  I  must  say  a  M’ord  of  thanks  to  my  students  over  many 
years  mTo  forced  me  to  keep  up  M'ith  the  rapidly  changing  customs  and 
outlook  of  our  young  people  and  sometimes  also  compelled  me  to 
recognize  that  my  M  ay  of  looking  at  the  M  orld  is  not  necessarily  the 
only  Way,  or  even  the  best  M  ay,  to  look  at  it.  Many  of  these  students, 
past,  present,  and  future,  are  included  in  the  dedication  of  this  book. 

Carroll  Quigley 


^Vashington,  D.C. 
March  8,  if 6s 
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INTRODUCTION: 
WESTERN  CIVILIZATION 
IN  ITS  WORLD  SETTING 


Cultural  Evolution  in  Civilizations 
Cultural  Diffusion  in  Western  Civilization 
Europe's  Shift  to  the  Twentieth  Century 


Cultural  Evolution  in  Civilizations 

There  have  always  been  men  who  have  asked,  ‘Where  are  we 
going?”  But  never,  it  would  seem,  have  there  been  so  many  of 
them.  And  surely  never  before  have  these  myriads  of  questioners 
asked  their  question  iii  such  dolorous  tones  or  rephrased  their  question 
in  such  despairing  words:  “Can  man  survive?”  Even  on  a  less  cosmic 
basis,  questioners  appear  on  all  sides,  seeking  “meaning  or  identity,^ ^ 
or  even,  on  the  most  narrowly  egocentric  basis,  “trying  to  find  mvself. 

One  of  these  persistent  questions  is  typical  of  the  twentieth  century 
rather  than  of  earlier  times:  Can  our  way  of  life  survive.-  Is  our  civiliza¬ 
tion  doomed  to  vanish,  as  did  that  of  the  Incas,  the  Sumerians,  and  the 
Romans?  From  Giovanni  Battista  Vico  in  the  early  eighteenth  century 
to  Oswald  Spengler  in  the  early  twentieth  century  and  Arnold  J.  Toynbee 
in  our  own  dav,  men  have  been  puzzling  over  the  problem  whether  civili¬ 
zations  have  a 'life  cycle  and  follow  a  similar  pattern  of  change.  From  this 
discussion  has  emerged  a  fairly  general  agreement  that  men  live  in  sepa¬ 
rately  organized  societies,  each  with  its  own  distinct  culture;  that  some 
of  these  societies,  having  writing  and  city  life,  e.vist  on  a  higher  level  of 
culture  than  the  rest,  and  should  be  called  by  the  different  term  civili¬ 
zations”;  and  that  these  civilizations  tend  to  pass  through  a  common  pat¬ 
tern  of  experience. 

From  these  studies  it  would  seem  that  civilizations  pass  through  a 
process  of  evolution  w  hich  can  be  analyzed  briefly  as  follow’s:  each  civili¬ 
zation  is  born  in  some  inexplicable  fashion  and,  after  a  slow  start,  enters 
a  period  of  vigorous  expansion,  increasing  its  size  and  power,  both  in¬ 
ternally  and  at  the  expense  of  its  neighbors,  until  gradually  a  crisis  of 
organization  appears.  W'lien  this  crisis  has  passed  and  the  civilization  has 
been  reorganized,  it  seems  somew  hat  different.  Its  vigor  and  morale  have 
w'eakened.  It  becomes  stabilized  and  eventually  stagnant.  After  a  Golden 
Age  of  peace  and  prosperity,  internal  crises  again  arise.  At  this  point 
there  appears,  for  the  first  time,  a  moral  and  physical  weakness  which 
raises,  also  for  the  first  time,  questions  about  the  civilization’s  ability  to 
defend  itself  against  e.xternal  enemies.  Racked  by  internal  struggles  of  a 
social  and  constitutional  character,  weakened  by  loss  of  faith  in  its  older 
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ideologies  and  bv  the  challenge  of  newer  ideas  incompatible  with  its  past 
nature,  the  civilization  grows  steadily  weaker  until  it  is  submerged  by 
outside  enemies,  and  eventually  disappears. 

When  we  come  to  apply  this  process,  even  in  this  rather  vague  form, 
to  our  own  civilization.  Western  Civilization,  we  can  see  that  certain 
modifications  are  needed.  Like  other  civilizations,  our  civilization  began 
with  a  period  of  mixture  of  cultural  elements  from  other  societies,  formed 
these  elements  into  a  culture  distinctly  its  own,  began  to  expand  with 
growing  rapidity  as  others  had  done,  and  passed  from  this  period  of 
expansion  into  a  period  of  crisis.  But  at  that  point  the  pattern  changed. 

In  more  than  a  dozen  other  civilizations  the  Age  of  Expansion  was  fol- 
lov  ed  by  an  Age  of  Crisis,  and  this,  in  turn,  by  a  period  of  Universal 
Empire  in  which  a  single  political  unit  ruled  the  whole  extent  of  the 
civilization.  W’estern  Civilization,  on  the  contrary,  did  not  pass  from  the 
Age  of  Crisis  to  the  .Age  of  Universal  Empire,  but  instead  was  able  to 
reform  itself  and  entered  upon  a  new  period  of  expansion.  Moreover, 
Western  Civilization  did  this  not  once,  but  several  times.  It  was  thL 
ability  to  reform  or  reorganize  itself  again  and  again  whidi  made  West¬ 
ern  Civilization  the  dominant  factor  in  the  world  at  the  beginning  of  tlie 
nventieth  centuty". 

As  we  look  at  the  three  ages  forming  the  central  portion  of  the  lil'e 
cycle  of  a  civilization,  we  can  see  a  common  pattern.  The  .Age  of  E.x- 
pansion  is  generally  marked  by  four  kinds  of  e.xpansion:  (i)  of  popula¬ 
tion,  (2)  of  geographic  area,  (3)  of  production,  and  (4)  of  knowledge. 
The  e.xpansion  of  production  and  the  expansion  of  knowledge  give  rise 
to  the  expansion  of  population,  and  the  three  of  these  together  give  rise  to 
the  expansion  of  geographic  extent.  This  geographic  expansion  is  of  some 
importance  because  it  gives  the  civilization  a  kind  of  nuclear  structure 
made  up  of  an  older  core  area  (which  had  e.xisted  as  part  of  the  civiliza¬ 
tion  even  before  the  period  of  expansion)  and  a  newer  peripheral  area 
(which  became  part  of  the  civilization  onK^  in  the  period  of  expansion 
and  later).  If  we  wish,  we  can  make,  as  an  additional  refinement,  a  third, 
semiperipheral  area  between  the  core  area  and  the  fully  peripheral  area. 

These  various  areas  are  readily  discernible  in  various  civilizations  of  the 
past,  and  have  played  a  vital  role  in  historic  change  in  these  civilizations. 
In  .Mesopotamian  Civilization  (6000  B.C.-300  b.c.)  the  core  area  was  the 
lower  valley  of  .Mesopotamia;  the  semiperipheral  area  was  the  middle  and 
upper  valley,  while  the  peripheral  area  included  the  highlands  surround¬ 
ing  this  valley,  and  more  remote  areas  like  Iran,  Syria,  and  even  Anatolia. 
The  core  area  of  Cretan  G'vilization  (3500  b.c.-iioo  b.c.)  was  the  island  of 
Crete,  while  the  peripheral  area  included  the  .Aegean  islands  and  the 
Balkan  coasts.  In  Classical  Civilization  the  core  area  was  the  shores  of  the 
.Aegean  Sea;  the  semiperipheral  area  was  the  rest  of  the  northern  portion 
of  the  eastern  .Mediterranean  Sea,  while  the  peripheral  area  covered  the 
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rest  of  the  Mediterranean  shores  and  ultimately  Spain,  North  Africa,  and 
Gaul.  In  Canaanite  Civilization  (2200  B.c.-ioo  b.c.)  the  core  area  was 
the  Levant,  while  the  peripheral  area  was  in  the  western  Mediterranean 
at  Tunis,  western  Sicilv,  and  eastern  Spain.  The  core  area  of  Western 
Civilization  (a.d.  400  to  some  time  in  the  future)  has  been  the  northern 
half  of  Italy,  France,  the  extreme  western  part  of  Germany,  and  Eng¬ 
land;  the  semiperipheral  area  has  been  central,  eastern,  and  southern 
Europe  and  the  Iberian  peninsula,  while  the  peripheral  areas  have  included 
North  and  South  America,  Australia,  New  Zealand,  South  Africa,  and 
some  other  areas. 

This  distinction  of  at  least  two  geographic  areas  in  each  civilization  is 
of  major  importance.  The  process  of  expansion,  which  begins  in  the  core 
area,  al.so  begins  to  slow  up  in  the  core  at  a  time  when  the  peripheral  area 
IS  still  expanding.  In  consequence,  bv  the  latter  part  of  the  Age  of  Ex¬ 
pansion,  the  peripheral  areas  of  a  civilization  tend  to  become  wealthier 
and  more  powerful  than  the  core  area.  Another  way  of  saying  this  is 
that  the  core  passes  from  the  Age  of  Expansion  to  the  Age  of  Conflict 
before  tlie  peripherv  does.  Eventually,  in  most  civilizations  the  rate  of 
expansion  begins  to  decline  everywhere. 

It  is  this  decline  in  the  rate  of  e.xpansion  of  a  civilization  which  marks 
Its  passage  from  the  Age  of  Expansion  to  the  Age  of  Conflict.  This  latter 
IS  the  most  comple.x,  most  interesting,  and  most  critical  of  all  the  periods 
of  the  life  cycle  of  a  civilization.  It  is  marked  by  four  chief  characteris¬ 
tics:  (a)  it  is  a  period  of  declining  rate  of  expansion;  (b)  it  is  a  period  of 
growing  tensions  and  class  conflicts;  (c)  it  is  a  period  of  increasinglv  fre¬ 
quent  and  increasinglv  violent  imperialist  wars;  and  (d)  it  is  a  period  of 
growing  irrationalitx%  pessimism,  superstitions,  and  otherworldliness.  All 
these  phenomena  appear  in  the  core  area  of  a  civilization  before  they 
appear  in  more  peripheral  portions  of  the  society. 

The  decreasing  rate  of  expansion  of  the  Age  of  Conflict  gives  rise  to 
the  other  characteristics  of  the  age,  in  part  at  least.  After  the  long  years 
of  the  Age  of  Expansion,  people’s  minds  and  their  social  organizations  are 
adjusted  to  expansion,  and  it  is  a  very  difficult  thing  to  readjust  these  to 
a  decreasing  rate  of  expansion.  Social  classes  and  political  units  within 
the  civilization  try  to  compensate  for  the  slowing  of  expansion  through 
normal  growth  by  the  use  of  violence  against  other  social  classes  or  against 
other  political  units.  From  this  come  class  struggles  and  imperialist  wars. 
The  outcomes  of  these  struggles  u'ithin  the  chilizittion  are  not  of  vital 
significance  for  the  future  of  the  civilization  itself.  What  would  be  of 
such  significance  would  be  the  reorganization  of  the  structure  of  the 
civilization  so  that  the  process  of  normal  growth  would  be  resumed. 
Because  such  a  reorganization  requires  the  removal  of  the  causes  of  the 
civilization’s  decline,  the  triumph  of  one  social  class  over  another  or 
of  one  political  unit  over  another,  within  the  civilization,  will  not  usually 
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have  any  major  influence  on  the  causes  of  the  decline,  and  will  not  (except 
by  accident)  result  in  such  a  reorganization  of  structure  as  will  give  rise 
to  a  new  period  of  expansion.  Indeed,  the  class  struggles  and  imperialist 
wars  of  the  Age  of  Conflict  will  probably  serve  to  increase  the  speed  of 
the  civilization’s  decline  because  they  dissipate  capital  and  divert  wealth 
and  energies  from  productive  to  nonproductive  activities. 

In  most  civilizations  the  long-drawn  agony  of  the  Age  of  Conflict 
finally  ends  in  a  new  period,  the  Age  of  the  Universal  Empire.  As  a  result 
of  the  imperialist  wars  of  the  Age  of  Conflict,  the  number  of  political 
units  in  the  civilization  are  reduced  by  conquest.  Eventually  one  emerges 
triumphant.  When  this  occurs  we  have  one  political  unit  for  the  u  hole 
civilization.  Just  at  the  core  area  passes  from  the  Age  of  Expansion  to  the 
Age  of  Conflict  earlier  than  the  peripheral  areas,  sometimes  the  core 
area  is  conquered  by  a  single  state  before  the  whole  civilization  is  con¬ 
quered  by  the  Universal  Empire.  When  this  occurs  the  core  empire  is 
generally  a  semiperipheral  state,  while  the  Universal  Empire  is  generally 
a  peripheral  state.  Thus,  Mesopotamia’s  core  was  conquered  by  semi¬ 
peripheral  Babylonia  about  1700  b.c.,  while  the  whole  of  Mesopotamian 
civilization  was  conquered  by  more  peripheral  Assyria  about  725  li.c. 
(replaced  by  full)-  peripheral  Persia  about  525  b.c.).  In  Classical  Civiliza¬ 
tion  the  core  area  was  conquered  by  scmiperipheral  Macedonia  about 
336  B.C.,  while  the  u  hole  civilization  was  conquered  by  peripheral  Rome 
about  146  B.c.  In  other  civilizations  the  Universal  Empire  has  consistently 
been  a  perijaheral  state  even  when  there  was  no  earlier  conquest  of  the 
core  area  by  a  semiperipheral  state.  In  Mayan  Civilization  (1000  b.c.- 
A.D.  1550)  the  core  area  was  apparently  in  Yucatan  and  Guatemala,  but 
the  Universal  Empire  of  the  Aztecs  centered  in  the  peripheral  highlands 
of  central  Mexico.  In  Andean  Civilization  (1500  r.c.-a.d.  1600)  the  core 
areas  were  on  the  lower  slopes  and  valleys  of  the  central  and  north¬ 
ern  Andes,  but  the  Universal  Empire  of  the  Incas  centered  in  the  highest 
Andes,  a  peripheral  area.  The  Canaanite  Civilization  (2200  b.c.- 146  n.c.) 
had  its  core  area  in  the  Levant,  but  its  Universal  Empire,  the  Punic  Em¬ 
pire,  centered  at  Carthage  in  the  western  .Mediterranean.  If  we  turn  to 
the  Far  East  we  see  no  less  than  three  civilizations.  Of  these  the  earliest, 
Sinic  Qvilization,  rose  in  the  valley  of  the  Yellow  River  after  2000  b.c., 
culminated  in  the  Chin  and  Han  empires  after  200  b.c.,  and  was  largely 
destroyed  by  Ural-Altaic  invaders  after  a.d.  400.  From  this  Sinic  Civiliza¬ 
tion,  in  the  same  way  in  which  Classical  Civilization  emerged  from  Cretan 
Qvilization  or  Western  Civilization  emerged  from  Classical  Civilization, 
there  emerged  two  other  civilizations:  (a)  Chinese  Civilization,  which  be¬ 
gan  about  A.D.  400,  culminated  in  the  .Vlanchu  Empire  after  1644,  and  was 
disrupted  by  European  invaders  in  the  period  1790-1930,  and  (b)  Japa¬ 
nese  Civilization,  which  began  about  the  time  of  Christ,  culminated  in  the 
Tokugawa  Empire  after  1600,  and  may  have  been  completely  disrupted 
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by  invaders  from  Western  Civilization  in  the  century  following  1853. 

In  India,  as  in  China,  tw  o  civilizations  have  followed  one  another.  Al¬ 
though  we  know  rclativelv  little  about  the  earlier  of  the  two,  the  later 
(as  in  China)  culminated  in  a  Universal  Empire  ruled  by  an  alien  and 
peripheral  people.  Indie  Civilization,  which  began  about  3500  li.c.,  was 
destroved  by  Ar\’an  invaders  about  1700  u.c.  Hindu  Civilization,  which 
emerged  from  Indie  Civilization  about  1700  b.c.,  culminated  in  the 
Mogul  Empire  and  w'as  destroyed  by  invaders  from  Western  Civilization 
in  the  period  1500-1900. 

Turning  to  the  e.xtremelv  complicated  area  of  the  Near  East,  we  can 
see  a  similar  pattern.  Islamic  Civilization,  which  began  about  a.d.  500, 
culminated  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  in  the  period  1300-1600  and  has  been 
in  the  process  of  being  destroyed  by  invaders  from  W^estern  Civilization 
since  about  1750. 

E.\prcsscd  in  this  w'ay,  these  patterns  in  the  life  cycles  of  various  civi¬ 
lizations  may  seem  confused.  But  if  we  tabulate  them,  the  pattern  emerges 
with  some  simplicity. 

From  this  table  a  most  e.vtraordinary  fact  emerges.  Of  approximately 
tw'enty  civilizations  which  have  e.xisted  in  all  of  human  history,  w'e  have 
listed  sixteen.  Of  these  sixteen,  tw  elve,  possibly  fourteen,  are  already  dead 
or  dying,  their  cultures  destroyed  by  outsiders  able  to  come  in  wdth  suf¬ 
ficient  pow'er  to  disrupt  the  civilization,  destroy  its  established  modes  of 
thought  and  action,  and  evcntuall)"  wipe  it  out.  Of  these  twelve  dead  or 
dying  cultures,  six  have  been  destroyed  by  Europeans  bearing  the  culture 
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of  Western  Civilization.  \\^en  we  consider  the  untold  numbers  of  other 
societies,  simpler  than  civilizations,  which  Western  Civilization  has  de- 
stro)  ed  or  is  now  destroying,  societies  such  as  the  Hottentots,  the 
Iroquois,  the  Tasmanians,  the  Navahos,  the  Caribs,  and  countless  others, 
the  full  frightening  power  of  Western  Civilization  becomes  obvious. 

One  cause,  although  by  no  means  the  chief  cause,  of  the  ability  of 
Western  Civilization  to  destroy  other  cultures  rests  on  the  fact  that  it 
has  been  e.xpanding  for  a  long  time.  This  fact,  in  turn,  rests  on  another 
condition  to  which  we  have  already  alluded,  the  fact  that  Western  Civili¬ 
zation  has  passed  through  three  periods  of  e.\pansion,  has  entered  into 
an  Age  of  Conflict  three  times,  each  time  has  had  its  core  area  conquered 
almost  completely  by  a  single  political  unit,  but  has  failed  to  go  on  to 
the  Age  of  the  Universal  Empire  because  from  the  confusion  of  the 
Age  of  Conflict  there  emerged  each  time  a  new  organization  of  society 
capable  of  e.xpanding  by  its  own  organizational  powers,  with  the  result 
that  the  four  phenomena  characteristic  of  the  Age  of  Conflict  (decreas¬ 
ing  rate  of  expansion,  class  conflicts,  imperialist  wars,  irrationality)  were 
gradually  replaced  once  again  by  the  four  kinds  of  expansion  typical  of 
an  Age  of  Expansion  (demographic,  geographic,  production,  knowl¬ 
edge).  From  a  narrowly  technical  point  of  view,  this  shift  from  an  Age 
of  Conflict  to  an  Age  of  E.xpansion  is  marked  by  a  resumption  of  the 
investment  of  capital  and  the  accumulation  of  capital  on  a  large  scale, 
just  as  the  earlier  shift  from  the  Age  of  E.\pansion  to  the  Age  of  Con¬ 
flict  was  marked  by  a  decreasing  rate  of  investment  and  eventually  by 
a  decreasing  rate  of  accumulation  of  capital. 

AVTstern  Civilization  be^an,  as  all  civilizations  do,  in  a  period  of  cul¬ 
tural  mixture.  In  this  particular  case  it  was  a  nii.xture  resulting  from  the 
barbarian  invasions  which  destroyed  Classical  Civilization  in  the  period 
350-700.  By  creating  a  new  culture  from  the  v^arious  elements  offered 
from  the  barbarian  tribes,  the  Roman  world,  the  Saracen  world,  and 
above  all  the  Jewish  world  (Christianity),  Western  Civilization  became  a 
new  society. 

This  society  became  a  civilization  when  it  became  organized,  in  the 
period  700-970,  so  that  there  was  accumulation  of  capital  and  the  be¬ 
ginnings  of  the  investment  of  this  capital  in  new  methods  of  produc¬ 
tion.  These  new  methods  are  a.ssociated  witli  a  change  from  infantry 
forces  to  mounted  warriors  in  defense,  from  manpower  (and  thus  slav¬ 
ery)  to  animal  power  in  energy  use,  from  the  scratch  plow  and  two- 
field,  fallow  agricultural  technology  of  Mediterranean  Europe  to  the 
eight-oxen,  gang  plow  and  three-field  system  of  the  Germanic  peoples, 
and  from  the  centralized,  state-centered  political  orientation  of  the 
Roman  world  to  the  decentralized,  private-power  feudal  network  of  the 
medieval  world.  In  the  new  system  a  small  number  of  men,  equipped 
and  trained  to  fight,  received  dues  and  services  from  the  overwhelming 


WESTERN  CIVILIZATION  IN  ITS  WORLD  SETTING  9 

majority  of  men  who  were  expected  to  till  the  soil.  From  this  inequitable 
but  effective  defensive  system  emerged  an  inequitable  distribution  of 
political  power  and,  in  turn,  an  inequitable  distribution  of  the  social  eco¬ 
nomic  income.  This,  in  time,  resulted  in  an  accumulation  of  capital, 
which,  by  giving  rise  to  demand  for  luxury  goods  of  remote  origin, 
began  to  shift  the  whole  economic  emphasis  of  the  society  from  its  ear¬ 
lier  organization  in  self-sufficient  agrarian  units  (manors)  to  commer¬ 
cial  interchange,  economic  specialization,  and,  by  the  thirteenth  century, 
to  an  entirely  new  pattern  of  society  with  towns,  a  bourgeois  class, 
spreading  literacy,  growing  freedom  of  alternative  social  choices,  and 
new,  often  disturbing,  thoughts. 

From  all  this  came  the  first  period  of  expansion  of  Western  Civiliza¬ 
tion,  covering  the  years  970-1270.  At  the  end  of  this  period,  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  society  was  becoming  a  petrified  collection  of  vested 
interests,  investment  was  decreasing,  and  the  rate  of  expansion  was  begin¬ 
ning  to  fall.  Accordingly,  Western  Civilization,  for  the  first  time,  en¬ 
tered  upon  the  Age  of  Conflict.  This  period,  the  time  of  the  Hundred 
Years’  War,  the  Black  Death,  the  great  heresies,  and  severe  class  conflicts, 
lasted  from  about  1270  to  1420.  By  the  end  of  it,  efforts  were  arising 
from  England  and  Burgundy  to  conquer  the  core  of  Western  Civiliza¬ 
tion.  But,  just  at  that  moment,  a  new  Age  of  Expansion,  using  a  new 
organization  of  society  which  circumvented  the  old  vested  interests  of 
the  feudal-manorial  system,  began. 

This  new  Age  of  Expansion,  frequently  called  the  period  of  commer¬ 
cial  capitalism,  lasted  from  about  1440  to  about  1680.  The  real  impetus 
to  economic  expansion  during  the  period  came  from  efforts  to  obtain 
profits  by  the  interchange  of  goods,  especially  semiluxury  or  luxury 
goods,  over  long  distances.  In  time,  this  system  of  commercial  capitalism 
became  petrified  into  a  structure  of  vested  interests  in  which  profits  were 
sought  by  imposing  restrictions  on  the  production  or  interchange  of 
goods  rather  than^by  encouraging  these  activities.  This  new  vested- 
interest  structure,  usually  called  mercantilism,  became  such  a  burden  on 
economic  activities  that  the  rate  of  expansion  of  economic  life  declined 
and  even  gave  rise  to  a  period  of  economic  decline  in  the  decades  imme¬ 
diately  following  1690.  The  class  struggles  and  imperialist  wars  en¬ 
gendered  by  this  Age  of  Conflict  are  sometimes  called  the  Second  Hun¬ 
dred  Years’  War.  The  wars  continued  until  1815,  and  the  class  struggles 
even  later.  As  a  result  of  the  former,  France  by  1810  had  conquered  most 
of  the  core  of  Western  Civilization.  But  here,  just  as  had  occurred  in  1420 
tvhen  England  had  also  conquered  part  of  the  core  of  the  civilization  to¬ 
ward  the  latter  portion  of  an  Age  of  Conflict,  the  victory  was  made  mean¬ 
ingless  because  a  new  period  of  expansion  began.  Just  as  commercial 
capitalism  had  circumvented  the  petrified  institution  of  the  feudal- 
manorial  system  (cluvaliy)  after  1440,  so  indu.srrial  capitali.sm  circum- 
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\"cnted  the  petrified  institution  of  commercial  capitalism  (mercantilism) 
after  1820. 

The  new  Age  of  Expansion  which  made  Napoleon’s  military-political 
victory  of  1810  impossible  to  maintain  had  begun  in  England  long  before. 
It  appeared  as  the  Agricultural  Revolution  about  1725  and  as  the  Indus¬ 
trial  Revolution  about  1775,  but  it  did  not  get  started  as  a  great  burst 
of  e.xpansion  until  after  1820.  Once  started,  it  moved  forward  with  an 
impetus  such  as  the  world  had  never  seen  before,  and  it  looked  as  if 
Western  Civilization  might  cover  the  whole  globe.  The  dates  of  this  third 
Age  of  E.xpansion  might  be  fi.xed  at  1770-1929,  following  upon  the 
second  Age  of  Conflict  of  1690-1815.  The  social  organization  which  was 
at  the  center  of  this  new  development  might  be  called  “industrial  capital¬ 
ism.”  In  the  course  of  the  last  decade  of  the  nineteenth  century,  it  began 
to  become  a  structure  of  vested  interests  to  which  we  might  give  the 
name  “monopoly  capitalism.”  As  earlv,  perhaps,  as  1890,  certain  aspects 
of  a  new  Age  of  Conflict,  the  third  in  Western  Civilization,  began  to 
appear,  especially  in  the  core  area,  with  a  revival  of  imperialism,  of 
class  struggle,  of  violent  warfare,  and  of  irrationalities. 

By  1930  it  w'as  clear  that  Western  Civilization  was  again  in  an  Age  of 
Conflict;  by  1942  a  semiperiphcral  state,  Germany,  had  conquered  much 
of  the  core  of  the  civilization.  That  effort  was  defeated  by  calling  into 
the  fray  a  peripheral  state  (the  United  States)  and  another,  outside 
civilization  (the  Soviet  society).  It  is  not  yet  clear  whether  Western 
Civilization  will  continue  along  the  path  marked  by  so  many  earlier  civi¬ 
lizations,  or  whether  it  will  be  able  to  reorganize  itself  sufficiently  to 
enter  upon  a  new,  fourth.  Age  of  Expansion.  If  the  former  occurs,  this 
Age  of  Conflict  will  undoubtedly  continue  with  the  fourfold  characteris¬ 
tics  of  class  struggle,  war,  irrationality,  and  declining  progress.  In  this 
case,  we  shall  undoubtedly  get  a  Universal  Empire  in  which  the  United 
States  will  rule  most  of  Western  Civilization.  This  xvill  be  followed,  as 
in  other  civilizations,  by  a  period  of  decay  and  ultimately,  as  the  civiliza¬ 
tion  grows  weaker,  by  invasions  and  the  total  destruction  of  Western 
culture.  On  the  other  hand,  if  Western  Civilization  is  able  to  reorganize 
itself  and  enters  upon  a  fourth  Age  of  Expansion,  the  ability  of  Western 
Civilization  to  survive  and  go  on  to  increasing  prosperity  and  power 
will  be  bright.  Leaving  aside  this  hypothetical  future,  it  would  appear 
thus  that  Western  Civilization,  in  approximately  fifteen  hundred  years, 
has  passed  through  eight  periods,  thus: 

1.  Mixture,  350-700 

2.  Gestation,  700-970 

3A.  First  Expansion,  970-1270 

4A.  First  Conflict,  1270-1440 

Core  Empire:  England,  1420 
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3B.  Second  Expansion,  1440-1690 
4B.  Second  Conflict,  1690-1815 

Core  Empire:  France,  i8io 
3C.  Third  Expansion,  1770-1929 
4C.  Third  Conflict,  1893- 

Core  Empire;  Germany,  1942 

The  two  possibilities  which  lie  in  the  future  can  be  listed  as  follows: 

Reorganization  Continuation  ok  the  Process 

3D.  Fourth  Expansion,  1944-  5.  Universal  ELmpire  (the  United 

States) 

6.  Decay 

7.  Invasion  (end  of  the  civilization) 

From  the  list  of  civilizations  previously  given,  it  becomes  somewhat 
easier  to  see  how  W'e.stern  Civilization  was  able  to  destroy  (or  is  still 
destroying)  the  cultures  of  six  other  civilizations.  In  each  of  these  six 
cases  the  victim  civilization  had  alreadv  passed  the  period  of  Universal 
Empire  and  was  deep  in  the  Age  of  Decay,  In  such  a  situation  Western 
Civilization  played  a  role  as  invader  similar  to  that  played  by  the  Ger¬ 
manic  tribes  in  Classical  Civilization,  by  the  Dorians  in  Cretan  Civiliza¬ 
tion,  by  the  Greeks  in  .Mesopotamian  or  Egyptian  Civilization,  by  the 
Romans  in  Canaanite  Civilization,  or  by  the  Ayrans  in  Indie  Civilization. 
The  \A  esterners  who  burst  in  upon  the  Aztecs  in  1519,  on  the  Incas  in 
1534,  on  the  .Mogul  Empire  in  the  eighteenth  century,  on  the  Manchu 
Empire  after  1790,  on  the  Ottoman  Empire  after  1774,  and  on  the 
Tokugawa  Empire  after  1853  were  performing  the  same  role  as  the 
Visigoths  and  the  other  barbarian  tribes  to  the  Roman  Empire  after  377. 
In  each  case,  the  results  of  the  collision  of  two  civilizations,  one  in  the 
Age  of  Expansion  and  the  other  in  the  Age  of  Decay,  was  a  foregone 
conclusion.  E.\pansion  would  destrov  Decay. 

In  the  course  of  its  various  expansions  \\'^estern  Civilization  has  col¬ 
lided  with  only  one  civilization  which  was  not  already  in  the  stage  of 
decay.  This  exception  was  its  half-brother,  so  to  speak,  the  civilization 
now  represented  by  the  Soviet  Empire.  It  is  not  clear  what  stage  this 
“Orthodox”  Civilization  is  in,  but  it  clearlv  is  not  in  its  stage  of  decay. 
It  would  appear  that  Orthodox  Civilization  began  as  a  period  of  mixture 
(500-1300)  and  is  now  in  its  second  period  of  expansion.  The  first  period 
of  expansion,  covering  1500-1900,  had  just  begun  to  change  into  an 
Age  of  Conflict  (1900-1920)  w  hen  the  vested  interests  of  the  society 
were  w  iped  aw  ay  by  the  defeat  at  the  hands  of  Germany  in  1917  and 
replaced  by  a  new  organization  of  society  which  gave  rise  to  a  second 
Age  of  Expansion  (since  1921).  During  much  of  the  last  four  hundred 


12 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


years  culminating  in  the  tvv'entieth  century,  the  fringes  of  Asia  have  been 
occupied  by  a  semicircle  of  old  dying  civilizations  (Islamic,  Hindu, 
Chinese,  Japanese).  These  have  been  under  pressure  from  Western  Civili¬ 
zation  coming  in  from  the  oceans  and  from  Orthodo.x  Civilization  pushing 
outward  from  the  heart  of  the  Eurasian  land  mass.  The  Oceanic  pres¬ 
sure  began  with  Vasco  da  Gama  in  India  in  1498,  culminated  aboard  the 
battleship  Missouri  in  Tokyo  Bay  in  1945,  and  still  continued  with  the 
Anglo-French  attack  on  Suez  in  1956.  The  Russian  pressure  from  the 
continental  heartland  was  applied  to  the  inner  frontiers  of  China,  Iran, 
and  Turkey'  from  the  seventeenth  century  to  the  present.  Much  of  the 
world’s  history  in  the  twentieth  century  has  arisen  from  the  interactions 
of  these  three  factors  (the  continental  heartland  of  Russian  power,  the 
shattered  cultures  of  the  Buffer  Fringe  of  Asia,  and  the  oceanic  powers 
of  Western  Civilization). 


Cultural  Diffusion 
in  Western  Civilization 

We  have  said  that  the  culture  of  a  civilization  is  created  in  its  core 
area  originally  and  moves  outward  into  peripheral  areas  which  thus  be¬ 
come  part  of  the  civilization.  This  movement  of  cultural  elements  is 
called  “diffusion”  by  students  of  the  subject.  It  is  noteworthy  that  mate¬ 
rial  elements  of  a  culture,  such  as  tools,  weapons,  vehicles,  and  such,  dif¬ 
fuse  more  readily  and  thus  more  rapidly  than  do  the  nonmaterial  elements 
such  as  ideas,  art  forms,  religious  outlook,  or  patterns  of  social  behavior. 
For  this  reason  the  peripheral  portions  of  a  civilization  (such  as  Assyria 
in  .Mesopotamian  Civilization,  Rome  or  Spain  in  Classical  Civilization,  and 
the  United  States  or  Australia  in  Western  Civilization)  tend  to  have 
a  somewhat  cruder  and  more  material  culture  than  the  core  area  of  the 
same  civilization. 

Material  elements  of  a  culture  also  diffuse  beyond  the  boundaries  of  a 
civilization  into  other  societies,  and  do  so  much  more  readily  than  the 
nonmaterial  elements  of  the  culture.  For  this  reason  the  nonmaterial  and 
spiritual  elements  of  a  culture  are  uhat  give  it  its  distinctive  character 
rather  than  its  tools  and  weapons  which  can  be  so  easily  exported  to 
entirely  different  societies.  Thus,  the  distinctive  character  of  Western 
Civilization  rests  on  its  Christian  heritage,  its  scientific  outlook,  its 
humanitarian  elements,  and  its  distinctive  point  of  view  in  regard  to  the 
rights  of  the  individual  and  respect  for  women  rather  than  in  such  mate¬ 
rial  things  as  firearms,  tractors,  plumbing  fixtures,  or  skyscrapers,  all 
of  which  are  exportable  commodities. 
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The  export  of  material  elements  in  a  culture,  across  its  peripheral  areas 
and  bevond,  to  the  peoples  of  totally  different  societies  has  strange  re¬ 
sults.  As  elements  of  material  culture  move  from  core  to  periphery  inside 
a  civilization,  they  tend,  in  the  long  run,  to  strengthen  the  periphery  at 
the  expense  of  the  core  because  the  core  is  more  hampered  in  the  use 
of  material  innovations  by  the  strength  of  past  vested  interests  and  be¬ 
cause  the  core  devotes  a  much  greater  part  of  its  wealth  and  energy  to 
nonmaterial  culture.  Thus,  such  a.spects  of  the  Industrial  Revolution  as 
automobiles  and  radios  are  European  rather  than  American  inventions, 
but  have  been  developed  and  utilized  to  a  far  greater  extent  in  America 
because  this  area  was  not  hampered  in  their  use  by  surviving  elements 
of  feudalism,  of  church  domination,  of  rigid  class  distinctions  (for  ex¬ 
ample,  in  education),  or  by  widespread  attention  to  music,  poetry,  art, 
or  religion  such  as  we  find  in  Europe.  A  similar  contrast  can  be  seen  in 
Classical  Civilization  between  Greek  and  Roman  or  in  Mesopotamian  Civi¬ 
lization  between  Sumerian  and  Assyrian  or  in  .Mayan  Civilization  be¬ 
tween  .Mavan  and  Aztec. 

The  diffusion  of  culture  elements  beyond  the  boundaries  of  one  so¬ 
ciety  into  the  culture  of  another  society  presents  quite  a  different  case. 
The  boundaries  between  societies  present  relatively  little  hindrance 
to  the  diffusion  of  material  elements,  and  relatively  greater  hindrance 
to  the  diffusion  of  nonmaterial  elements.  Indeed,  it  is  this  fact  which 
determines  the  boundary  of  the  society,  for,  if  the  nonmaterial  elements 
also  diffused,  the  new  area  into  which  they  flowed  would  be  a  peripheral 
portion  of  the  old  society  rather  than  a  part  of  a  quite  different  society. 

The  diffusion  of  material  elements  from  one  society  to  another  has 
a  complex  effect  on  the  importing  society.  In  the  short  run  it  is  usually 
f>enefited  by  the  importation,  but  in  the  long  run  it  is  frequently  dis¬ 
organized  and  weakened.  "When  white  men  first  came  to  North  .America, 
material  elements  from  Western  Civilization  spread  rapidly  among  the 
different  Indian  tribes.  The  Plains  Indians,  for  example,  were  weak  and 
impoverished  before  1543,  but  in  that  year  the  horse  began  to  diffuse 
northward  from  the  Spaniards  in  Mexico.  Within  a  century  the  Plains 
Indians  were  raised  to  a  much  higher  standard  of  living  (because  of 
ability  to  hunt  buffalo  from  horseback)  and  were  immensely  strength¬ 
ened  in  their  ability  to  resist  Americans  coming  westv'ard  across  the 
continent.  In  the  meantime,  the  trans-Appalachian  Indians  who  had  been 
very  powerful  in  the  sixteenth  and  early  seventeenth  centuries  began  to 
receive  firearms,  steel  traps,  measles,  and  eventually  whiskey  from  the 
French  and  later  the  English  by  way  of  the  St.  Lawrence.  These  greatly 
weakened  the  woods  Indians  of  the  trans-.Appalachiaii  area  and  ultimately 
weakened  the  Plains  Indians  of  the  trans-.Mississippi  area,  because  measles 
and  whiskev  were  devastatimr  and  demoralizing  and  because  the  use  of 
traps  and  guns  by  certain  tribes  made  them  dependent  on  whites  for  sup- 
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plies  at  the  same  time  that  they  allowed  them  to  put  great  physical  pres¬ 
sure  on  the  more  remote  tribes  which  had  not  yet  received  guns  or  traps. 
Any  united  front  of  reds  against  whites  was  impossible,  and  the  Indians 
were  disrupted,  demoralized,  and  destroyed.  In  general,  importation  of 
an  element  of  material  culture  from  one  society  to  another  is  helpful 
to  the  importing  society  in  the  long  run  only  if  it  is  (a)  productive, 
(b)  can  be  made  within  the  society  itself,  and  (c)  can  be  fitted  into 
the  nonmaterial  culture  of  the  importing  society  without  demoralizing 
it.  The  destructive  impact  of  Western  Civilization  upon  so  many  other 
societies  rests  on  its  ability  to  demoralize  their  ideological  and  spiritual 
culture  as  much  as  its  ability  to  destroy  them  in  a  material  sense  with 
firearms. 

When  one  society  is  destroyed  by  the  impact  of  another  society, 
the  people  are  left  in  a  debris  of  cultural  elements  derived  from  their  own 
shattered  culture  as  well  as  from  the  invading  culture.  These  elements 
generally  provide  the  instruments  for  fulfilling  the  material  needs  of 
these  people,  but  they  cannot  be  organized  into  a  functioning  society  be¬ 
cause  of  the  lack  of  an  ideology  and  spiritual  cohesive.  Such  people 
either  perish  or  are  incorporated  as  individuals  and  small  groups  into 
some  other  culture,  whose  ideology  they  adopt  for  themselves  and,  above 
all,  for  their  children.  In  some  cases,  however,  the  people  left  with  the 
debris  of  a  shattered  culture  are  able  to  reintegrate  the  cultural  elements 
into  a  new  society  and  a  new  culture.  They  are  able  to  do  this  because 
they  obtain  a  new  nonmaterial  culture  and  thus  a  new  idology  and 
morale  which  serve  as  a  cohesive  for  the  scattered  elements  of  past 
culture  they  have  at  hand.  Such  a  new  ideology  may  be  imported  or 
may  be  indigenous,  but  in  either  case  it  becomes  sufficiently  integrated 
with  the  necessary  elements  of  material  culture  to  form  a  functioning 
whole  and  thus  a  new  society.  It  is  by  some  such  process  as  this  that  all 
new  societies,  and  thus  all  new  civilizations,  have  been  born.  In  this 
way.  Classical  Civilization  was  born  from  the  wreckage  of  Cretan  Civi¬ 
lization  in  the  period  1 150  B.C.— 900  B.C.,and  Western  Civilization  was  born 
from  the  wreckage  of  Classical  Civilization  in  the  period  A.D.  350—700. 
It  is  possible  that  new  civilizations  may  be  born  in  the  debris  from  the 
civilizations  wrecked  by  Western  Civilization  on  the  fringes  of  Asia.  In 
this  wreckage  is  debris  from  Islamic,  Hindu,  Chinese,  and  Japanese 
civilizations.  It  would  appear  at  the  present  time  that  new  civilizations 
may  be  in  the  throes  of  birth  in  Japan,  possibly  in  China,  less  likely 
in  India,  and  dubiously  in  Turkey  or  Indonesia.  The  birth  of  a  powerful 
civilization  at  any  or  several  of  these  points  would  be  of  primary  sig¬ 
nificance  in  world  history,  since  it  would  serve  as  a  counterbalance  to  the 
expansion  of  Soviet  Civilization  on  the  land  mass  of  Eurasia. 

Turning  from  a  hypothetical  future  to  a  historical  past,  we  can  trace 
the  diffusion  of  cultural  elements  within  Western  Civilization  from  its 
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core  area  across  peripheral  areas  and  outward  to  other  societies.  Some  of 
these  elements  are  sufficiently  important  to  command  a  more  detailed 
examination. 

Among  the  elements  of  the  Western  tradition  which  have  diffused 
only  very  slowly  or  not  at  all  are  a  closely  related  nexus  of  ideas  at  the 
basis  of  Western  ideology.  These  include  Christianity,  the  scientific  out¬ 
look,  humanitarianism,  and  the  idea  of  the  unique  value  and  rights  of 
the  individual.  But  from  this  ne.xus  of  ideas  have  sprung  a  number  of 
elements  of  material  culture  of  which  the  most  noteworthy  are  asso¬ 
ciated  with  technologv.  These  have  diffused  readily,  even  to  other 
societies.  This  ability  of  Western  technology  to  emigrate  and  the  in¬ 
ability  of  the  scientific  outlook,  with  which  such  technology  is  fairly 
closely  associated,  to  do  so  have  created  an  anomalous  situation;  societies 
such  as  Soviet  Russia  which  have,  because  of  lack  of  the  tradition  of 
scientific  method,  shown  little  inventiveness  in  technology  are  neverthe¬ 
less  able  to  threaten  W'estern  Civilization  by  the  use,  on  a  gigantic  scale, 
of  a  technology  almost  entirely  imported  from  W  estern  Civilization.  A 
similar  situation  may  ell  develop  in  any  new  civilizations  which  come 
into  existence  on  the  fringes  of  Asia. 

The  most  important  parts  of  Western  technology  can  be  listed  under 
four  headings: 

1.  Ability  to  kill:  development  of  weapons 

2.  Ability  to  preserve  life:  development  of  sanitation  and  medical 
sendees 

3.  Ability  to  produce  both  food  and  industrial  goods 

4.  Improvements  in  transportation  and  communications 

We  have  already  spoken  of  the  diffusion  of  W'estern  firearms.  The 
impact  w'hich  these'  have  had  on  peripheral  areas  and  other  societies,  from 
Cortez’s  invasion  of  .Mexico  in  1519  to  the  use  of  the  first  atom  bomb 
on  Japan  in  1945,  is  obvious.  Less  obvious,  but  in  the  long  run  of  much 
greater  significance,  is  the  ability  of  W’estern  Civilization  to  conquer 
disease  and  to  postpone  death  1)\-  sanitation  and  medical  advances.  These 
advances  began  in  the  core  of  \Vestern  Civilization  before  1500  but  have 
e.xerci.sed  their  full  impact  only  since  about  1750  with  the  advent  of 
vaccination,  the  conquest  of  plague,  and  the  steady  advance  in  saving 
lives  through  the  discovery  of  antisepsis  in  the  nineteenth  century  and  of 
the  antibiotics  in  the  twentieth  century.  These  discoveries  and  techniques 
have  diffused  outward  from  the  core  of  W’estern  Civilization  and  have 
resulted  in  a  fall  in  the  death  rate  in  western  Europe  and  America  almost 
immediately,  in  southern  Europe  and  eastern  Europe  somewhat  later,  and 
in  Asia  only  in  the  period  since  1900.  The  world-shaking  significance  of 
this  diffusion  will  be  discussed  in  a  moment. 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


l6 

Western  Civilization’s  conquest  of  the  techniques  of  production  are 
so  outstanding  that  they  have  been  honored  by  the  term  “revolution” 
in  all  history  books  concerned  with  the  subject.  The  conquest  of  the 
problem  of  producing  food,  known  as  the  Agricultural  Revolution, 
began  in  England  as  long  ago  as  the  early  eighteenth  century,  say  about 
17:5.  The  conquest  of  the  problem  of  producing  manufactured  goods, 
known  as  the  Industrial  Revolution,  also  began  in  England,  about  fifty 
years  after  the  Agricultural  Revolution,  say  about  1775.  The  relationship 
of  these  two  “revolutions”  to  each  other  and  to  the  “revolution”  in 
sanitation  and  public  health  and  the  differing  rates  at  which  these  three 
“revolutions”  diffused  is  of  the  greatest  importance  for  understanding 
both  the  history  of  Western  Civilization  and  its  impact  on  other  so¬ 
cieties. 

Agricultural  activities,  which  provide  the  chief  food  supply  of  all 
civilizations,  drain  the  nutritive  elements  from  the  soil.  Unless  these 
elements  are  replaced,  the  productivity  of  the  soil  will  be  reduced  to  a 
dangcrouslv  low  level.  In  the  medieval  and  early  modern  period  of 
European  historv',  these  nutritive  elements,  especially  nitrogen,  were 
replaced  through  the  action  of  the  weather  by  leaving  the  land  fallow 
either  one  year  in  three  or  even  every  second  year.  This  had  the  effect 
of  reducing  the  arable  land  by  half  or  one-third.  The  Agricultural  Revo¬ 
lution  was  an  immense  step  forward,  since  it  replaced  the  year  of  fallow^- 
ing  with  a  leguminous  crop  whose  roots  increased  the  supply  of  nitrogen 
in  the  soil  bv  capturing  this  gas  from  the  air  and  fi.xing  it  in  the  soil 
in  a  form  usable  bv  plant  life.  Since  the  leguminous  crop  w'hich  re¬ 
placed  the  fallow  year  of  the  older  agricultural  cycle  was  generally 
a  crop  like  alfalfa,  clover,  or  sainfoin  wTich  provided  feed  for  cattle, 
this  Agricultural  Revolution  not  only  increased  the  nitrogen  content  of 
the  soil  for  subsequent  crops  of  grain  but  also  increased  the  number 
and  quality  of  farm  animals,  thus  increasing  the  supply  of  meat  and 
animal  products  for  food,  and  also  increasing  the  fertility  of  the  soil 
by  increasing  the  supply  of  animal  manure  for  fertilizers.  The  net  result 
of  the  whole  Agricultural  Revolution  was  an  increase  in  both  the 
quantity  and  the  quality  of  food.  Fewer  men  were  able  to  produce  so 
much  more  food  that  many  men  were  released  from  the  burden  of  pro¬ 
ducing  it  and  could  devote  their  attention  to  other  activities,  such  as 
government,  education,  science,  or  business.  It  has  been  said  that  in 
1700  the  agricultural  labor  of  twenty  persons  was  required  in  order  to 
produce  enough  food  for  tw’enty-one  persons,  while  in  some  areas,  by 
1900,  three  persons  could  produce  enough  food  for  twenty-one  persons, 
thus  releasing  seventeen  persons  for  nonagricultural  activities. 

This  Agricultural  Revolution  which  began  in  England  before  17:5 
reached  France  after  1800,  but  did  not  reach  Germany  or  northern  Italy 
until  after  1830.  As  late  as  1900  it  had  hardly  spread  at  all  into  Spain, 
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southern  Italy  and  Sicilv,  the  Balkans,  or  eastern  Europe  generally.  In 
German%%  about  1840,  this  Agricultural  Revolution  was  given  a  new  boost 
forward  bv  the  introduction  of  the  use  of  chemical  fertilizers,  and  re¬ 
ceived  another  boost  in  the  United  States  after  1880  by  the  introduction 
of  farm  machinery  which  reduced  the  need  for  human  labor.  These  same 
two  areas,  with  contributions  from  some  other  countries,  gave  another 
considerable  boost  to  agricultural  output  after  1900  by  the  introduction 
of  new  seeds  and  better  crops  through  seed  selection  and  hybridization. 

These  great  agricultural  advances  after  1715  made  possible  the  ad¬ 
vances  in  industrial  production  after  1775  by  providing  the  food  and 
thus  the  labor  for  the  growth  of  the  factory  system  and  the  rise  of  in¬ 
dustrial  cities.  Improvements  in  sanitation  and  medical  services  after  1775 
contributed  to  the  same  end  by  reducing  the  death  rate  and  by  making  it 
possible  for  large  numbers  of  persons  to  live  in  cities  without  the  danger 
of  epidemics. 

The  “Transportation  Revolution”  also  contributed  its  share  to  making 
the  modern  world.  This  contribution  began,  slowly  enough,  about  1750, 
with  the  construction  of  canals  and  the  building  of  turnpikes  by  the  new 
methods  of  road  construction  devised  by  John  L.  McAdam  (  macadam¬ 
ized”  roads).  Coal  came  by  canal  and  food  by  the  new  roads  to  the  new 
industrial  cities  after  1800.  After  1825  both  were  greatly  improved  by  the 
growth  of  a  nenvork  of  railroads,  w'hile  communications  \vere  speeded  by 
the  use  of  the  telegraph  (after  1837)  and  the  cable  (after  1850).  This 
“conquest  of  distance”  was  unbelievably  accelerated  in  the  twentieth 
century  bv  the  use  of  internal-combustion  engines  in  automobiles,  air¬ 
craft,  and  ships  and  bv  the  advent  of  telephones  and  radio  communica¬ 
tions.  The  chief  result  of  this  tremendous  speeding  up  of  communica¬ 
tions  and  transportation  was  that  all  parts  of  the  w'orld  were  brought 
closer  together,  and  the  impact  of  European  culture  on  the  non-European 
w'orld  was  greatly  intensified.  This  impact  was  made  even  more  over¬ 
whelming  bv  the  fact  that  the  Transportation  Revolution  spread  outward 
from  Europe  extremely  rapidly,  diffusing  almost  as  rapidly  as  the  spread 
of  European  weapons,  somewhat  more  rapidly  than  the  spread  of  Euro¬ 
pean  sanitation  and  medical  services,  and  much  more  rapidly  than  the 
spread  of  European  industrialism,  European  agricultural  techniques,  or 
European  ideology.  As  xve  shall  see  in  a  moment,  many  of  the  problems 
which  the  w’orld  faced  at  the  middle  of  the  twentieth  century  xvere  rooted 
in  the  fact  that  these  different  aspects  of  the  European  way  of  life  spread 
outward  into  the  non-European  world  at  such  different  speeds  that  the 
non-European  world  obtained  them  in  an  entirely  different  order  from  that 
in  which  Europe  had  obtained  them. 

One  example  of  this  difference  can  be  seen  in  the  fact  that  in  Europe 
the  Industrial  Revolution  generally  took  place  before  the  Transportation 
Revolution,  but  in  the  non-European  \vorld  this  sequence  \vas  reversed. 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


This  means  that  Europe  was  able  to  produce  its  own  iron,  steel,  and  cop¬ 
per  to  build  its  own  railroads  and  telegraph  wires,  but  the  non-European 
world  could  construct  these  things  only  by  obtaining  the  necessary  in¬ 
dustrial  materials  from  Europe  and  thus  becoming  the  debtor  of  Europe. 
The  speed  with  which  the  Transportation  Revolution  spread  out  from 
Europe  can  be  seen  in  the  fact  that  in  Europe  the  railroad  began  before 
1830,  the  telegraph  before  1840,  the  automobile  about  1890,  and  the 
wireless  about  1900.  The  transcontinental  railroad  in  the  United  States 
opened  in  1869;  by  1900  the  Trans-Siberian  Railway  and  the  Cape-to-Cairo 
railroad  were  under  full  construction,  and  the  Berlin-to-Baghdad  enter¬ 
prise  was  just  beginning.  By  that  same  date— 1900— India,  tlie  Balkans, 
China,  and  Japan  were  being  covered  with  a  network  of  railroads,  al¬ 
though  none  of  these  areas,  at  that  date,  was  sufficiently  developed  in  an 
industrial  sense  to  provide  itself  with  the  steel  or  copper  to  construct  or 
to  maintain  such  a  network.  Later  stages  in  the  Transportation  Revolu¬ 
tion,  such  as  automobiles  or  radios,  spread  even  more  rapidly  and  were 
being  used  to  cross  the  deserts  of  the  Sahara  or  of  Arabia  within  a  gen¬ 
eration  of  their  advent  in  Europe. 

Another  important  e.xample  of  this  situation  can  be  seen  in  the  fact  that 
in  Europe  the  Agricultural  Revolution  began  before  the  Industrial  Revo¬ 
lution.  Because  of  this,  Europe  was  able  to  increase  its  output  of  food 
and  thus  the  supply  of  labor  necessary  for  industrialization.  But  in  the 
non- European  world  (e.xcept  North  America)  the  effort  to  industrialize 
generally  began  before  there  had  been  any  notable  success  in  obtaining 
a  more  productive  agricultural  system.  As  a  result,  the  increased  supply 
of  food  (and  thus  of  labor)  needed  for  tbe  growth  of  industrial  cities  in 
the  non-European  world  has  generally  been  obtained,  not  from  increased 
output  of  food  so  much  as  from  a  reduction  of  the  peasants’  share  of  the 
food  produced.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  especially,  the  high  speed  of  indus¬ 
trialization  in  the  period  1926-1940  was  achieved  by  a  merciless  oppres¬ 
sion  of  the  rural  community  in  which  millions  of  peasants  lost  their  lives. 
The  effort  to  copy  this  Soviet  method  in  Communist  China  in  the  1950’s 
brought  that  area  to  the  verge  of  disaster. 

The  most  important  e.xample  of  such  differential  diffusion  rates  of  two 
European  developments  appears  in  the  difference  between  the  spread 
of  the  food-producing  revolution  and  the  spread  of  the  revolution  in 
sanitation  and  medical  ser\nces.  This  difference  became  of  such  world¬ 
shaking  consequences  by  the  middle  of  the  twentieth  century  that  we 
must  spend  considerable  time  examining  it. 

In  Europe  the  Agricultural  Revolution  which  served  to  increase  the 
supply  of  food  began  at  least  fifty  years  before  the  beginnings  of  the 
revolution  in  sanitation  and  medical  services  which  decreased  tlie  num¬ 
ber  of  deaths  and  thus  increased  the  number  of  the  population.  The  two 
dates  for  these  two  beginnings  might  be  put  roughly  at  1725  and  1775. 
As  a  result  of  this  difference,  Europe  generally  had  sufficient  food  to 
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feed  its  increased  population.  \A  hen  the  population  reached  a  point  where 
Europe  itself  could  no  longer  feed  its  own  people  (say  about  1850), 
the  outlying  areas  of  the  European  and  non-European  worlds  were  so 
eager  to  be  industrialized  (or  to  obtain  railroads)  that  Europe  was  able 
to  obtain  non-European  food  in  e.xchange  for  European  industrial  prod¬ 
ucts.  This  sequence  of  events  was  a  very  happy  combination  for  Europe. 
But  the  sequence  of  events  in  the  non-European  world  was  quite  different 
and  much  less  happ\-.  Not  only  did  the  non-European  world  get  in¬ 
dustrialization  before  it  got  the  revolution  in  food  production;  it  also 
got  the  revolution  in  sanitation  and  medical  services  before  it  got  a  suf¬ 
ficient  increase  in  food  to  take  care  of  the  resulting  increase  in  popula¬ 
tion.  As  a  result,  the  demographic  e.xplosion  which  began  in  northwest¬ 
ern  Europe  early  in  the  nineteenth  century  spread  outward  to  eastern 
Europe  and  to  Asia  with  increasingly  unhappy  consequences  as  it  spread. 
The  result  was  to  create  the  greatest  social  problem  of  the  twentieth- 
century  world. 

Most  stable  and  primitive  societies,  such  as  the  American  Indians  before 
1492  or  medieval  Europe,  have  no  great  population  problem  because  the 
birthrate  is  balanced  by  the  death  rate.  In  such  societies  both  of  these 
are  high,  the  population  is  stable,  and  the  major  portion  of  that  population 
is  young  (below  eighteen  years  of  age).  This  kind  of  society  (frequently 
called  Population  Type  A)  is  w  hat  existed  in  Europe  in  the  medieval  pe¬ 
riod  (say  about  1400)  or  even  in  part  of  the  early  modern  period  (say 
about  1700).  As  a  result  of  the  increased  supply  of  food  in  Europe  after 
1725,  and  of  men’s  increased  ability  to  save  lives  because  of  advances  in 
sanitation  and  medicine  after  1775,  the  death  rate  began  to  fall,  the  birth¬ 
rate  remained  high,  the  population  began  to  increase,  and  the  number  of 
older  persons  in  the  society  increased.  This  gave  rise  to  what  we  have 
called  the  demographic  explosion  (or  Population  Type  B).  As  a  result 
of  it,  the  population  of  Europe  (beginning  in  western  Europe)  increased 
in  the  nineteenth  centur\%  and  the  major  portion  of  that  population  was 
in  the  prime  of  life  (ages  eighteen  to  forty-five),  the  arms-bearing  years 
for  men  and  the  childbearing  years  for  women. 

At  this  point  the  demographic  cycle  of  an  expanding  population  goes 
into  a  third  stage  (Population  Type  C)  in  which  the  birthrate  also  begins 
to  fall.  The  reasons  for  this  fall  in  the  birthrate  have  never  been  explained 
in  a  satisfactory  w  a\’,  but,  as  a  consequence  of  it,  there  appears  a  new 
demographic  condition  marked  by  a  falling  birthrate,  a  low  death  rate, 
and  a  stabilizing  and  aging  population  whose  major  part  is  in  the  mature 
years  from  thirty  to  sixty.  As  the  population  gets  older  because  of  the 
decrease  in  births  and  the  increase  in  expectation  of  life,  a  larger  and 
larger  part  of  the  population  has  passed  the  years  of  bearing  children 
or  bearing  arms.  This  causes  the  birthrate  to  decline  even  more  rapidly, 
and  evcnruall)'  gives  a  population  so  old  that  the  death  rate  begins  to  rise 
again  because  of  the  great  increase  in  deaths  from  old  age  or  from  the 
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casualties  of  inevitable  senility.  Accordingly,  the  society  passes  into  a 
fourth  stage  of  the  demographic  cycle  (Population  Type  D).  This  stage 
is  marked  bv  a  declining  birthrate,  a  rising  death  rate,  a  decreasing  popu¬ 
lation,  and  a  population  in  which  the  major  part  is  over  fifty  years  of  age. 

It  must  be  confessed  that  the  nature  of  the  fourth  stage  of  this  demo¬ 
graphic  cycle  is  based  on  theoretical  considerations  rather  than  on  em¬ 
pirical  observ'ation,  because  even  Avcstern  Europe,  where  the  cycle  is 
most  advanced,  has  not  yet  reached  this  fourth  stage.  However,  it  seems 
quite  likely  that  it  will  pass  into  such  a  stage  by  the  year  2000,  and 
already  the  increasing  number  of  older  persons  has  given  rise  to  new 
problems  and  to  a  new'  science  called  geriatrics  both  in  western  Europe 
and  in  the  eastern  United  States. 

As  we  have  said,  Europe  has  already  experienced  the  first  three  stages 
of  this  demographic  cycle  as  a  result  of  the  Agricultural  Revolution  after 
1725  and  the  Sanitation-Medical  Revolution  after  1775.  As  these  tw'o 
revolutions  have  diffused  outward  from  w'estern  Europe  to  more  periph¬ 
eral  areas  of  the  world  (the  lifesaving  revolution  passing  the  food-produc¬ 
ing  revolution  in  the  process),  these  more  remote  areas  have  entered,  one 
by  one,  upon  the  demographic  cycle.  This  means  that  the  demographic 
explosion  (Population  Type  B)  has  moved  outward  from  western  Eu¬ 
rope  to  Central  Europe  to  eastern  Europe  and  finally  to  Asia  and  Africa. 
By  the  middle  of  the  nventieth  century,  India  w'as  fully  in  the  grasp  of  the 
demographic  explosion,  with  its  population  shooting  upward  at  a  rate  of 
about  5  million  a  year,  while  Japan’s  population  rose  from  55  million  in 
1920  to  94  million  in  i960.  A  fine  example  of  the  w  orking  of  this  process 
can  be  seen  in  Ceylon  where  in  1920  the  birthrate  was  40  per  thousand 
and  the  death  rate  was  32  per  thousand,  but  in  1950  the  birthrate  was  still 
at  40  while  the  death  rate  had  fallen  to  12.  Before  we  examine  the  impact 
of  this  development  on  world  history  in  the  twentieth  century  let  us  look 
at  two  brief  tables  which  will  clarify  this  process. 

The  demographic  cycle  may  be  divided  into  four  stages  whicli  wc  have 
designated  by  the  first  four  letters  of  the  alphabet.  These  four  stages  can 
be  distinguished  in  respect  to  four  traits;  the  birthrate,  the  death  rate,  tlic 
number  of  the  population,  and  its  age  distribution.  Tlic  nature  of  the  four 
stages  in  these  four  respects  can  be  seen  in  the  following  tabic; 
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StA£X 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Birthrate 

High 

High 

Falling 

Low 

Death  rate 

High 

Falling 

Low 

Rising 

Nunibcrs 

Stable 

Rising 

Stable 

Falling 

Age  Distribution 

•Many  young 

-Many  in  prune 

Many  middle- 

Many  old 

(below  18) 

(18-45) 

aged  (over  30) 

(over  50) 

WESTERN'  CIVILIZATION  IN  ITS  WORLD  SETTING  2  1 

The  consequences  of  this  demographic  cycle  (and  the  resulting  demo¬ 
graphic  explosion)  as  it  diffuses  outward  from  western  Europe  to  more 
peripheral  areas  of  the  world  may  be  gathered  from  the  following  table 
which  sets  out  the  chronologv  of  this  movement  in  the  four  areas  of 
western  Europe,  central  Europe,  eastern  Europe,  and  Asia: 


Dates 


1700 


1850 

1900 

1950 


Dikfl-sios  of  the  Demographic  Cycle 
Areas 


^^■ESTER^'  CENTRAL  EASIERN 

ELROPE  l.VROPE  EUROPE 

A  A  A 

B  A  A 

b  a 

C  B  "  "  '  -  ^  B 

C  C  B  " 

D  D  C 


ASIA 

A 

A 

A 

A 

B 

B 


In  this  table  the  line  of  greatest  population  pressure  (the  demographic 
explosion  of  Tvpe  B  population)  has  been  marked  by  a  dotted  line. 
This  shows  that  there  has  been  a  sequence,  at  intervals  of  about  fifty 
years,  of  four  successive  population  pressures  which  might  be  designated 
'vith  the  following  names; 

Anglo-French  pressure,  about  1850 
Germanic-Italian  pressure,  about  1900 
Slavic  pressure,  about  1950 
Asiatic  pressure,  about  2000 

This  diffusion  of  pressure  outward  from  the  western  European  core  of 
Western  Civilization  can  contribute  a  great  deal  toward  a  richer  under¬ 
standing  of  the  period  1850-2000.  It  helps  to  explain  the  Anglo-French 
rivalry  about  1850,  the  Anglo-French  alliance  based  on  fear  of  Germany 
after  1900,  the  free-world  alliance  based  on  fear  of  Soviet  Russia  after 
1950,  and  the  danger  to  both  \\'cstem  Civilization  and  Soviet  Civiliza¬ 
tion  from  Asiatic  pressure  by  2000. 

These  examples  show  how  our  understanding  of  the  problems  of  the 
twentieth  century  world  can  be  illuminated  by  a  study  of  the  various 
developments  of  western  Europe  and  of  the  varying  rates  by  which 
they  diffused  outw^ard  to  the  more  peripheral  portions  of  Western 
Civilization  and  ultimately  to  the ,  non-Western  world.  In  a  rough 
fashion  we  might  list  these  developments  in  the  order  in  which  they 
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appeared  in  western  Europe  as  well  as  the  order  in  which  they  appeared 
in  the  more  remote  non-Western  world: 


Developments  in  Western  Europe 

1.  Western  ideologv 

2.  Revolution  in  weapons  (espe¬ 

cially  firearms) 

3.  Agricultural  Revolution 

4.  Industrial  Revolution 

5.  Revolution  in  sanitation  and 

medicine 

6.  Demographic  explosion 

7.  Revolution  in  transportation  and 

communications 


Developments  in  Asia 

1.  Revolution  in  weapons 

2.  Revolution  in  transport  and 

communications 

3.  Revolution  in  sanitation  and 

medicine 

4.  Industrial  Revolution 

5.  Demographic  explosion 

6.  Agricultural  Revolution 

7.  And  last  (if  at  all),  Western 

ideology. 


Naturally,  these  two  lists  are  only  a  rough  approximation  to  the 
truth.  In  the  European  list  it  should  be  quite  clear  that  each  develop¬ 
ment  is  listed  in  the  order  of  its  first  beginning  and  that  each  of  these 
traits  has  been  a  continuing  process  of  development  since.  In  the  Asiatic 
list  it  should  be  clear  that  the  order  of  arrival  of  the  different  traits  is 
quite  different  in  different  areas  and  that  the  order  given  on  this  list 
is  merely  one  which  seems  to  apply  to  several  important  areas.  Naturally, 
the  problems  arising  from  the  advent  of  these  traits  in  Asiatic  areas 
depend  on  the  order  in  which  the  traits  arrive,  and  thus  are  quite 
different  in  areas  where  this  order  of  arrival  is  different.  The  chief 
difference  arises  from  a  reversal  of  order  between  items  3  and  4. 

The  fact  that  Asia  obtained  these  traits  in  a  different  order  from  that 
of  Europe  is  of  the  greatest  significance.  We  shall  devote  much  of  the 
rest  of  this  book  to  examining  this  subject.  At  this  point  we  might 
point  out  two  aspects  of  it.  In  1830  democracy  was  growing  rapidly 
in  Europe  and  in  America.  At  that  time  the  development  of  weapons 
had  reached  a  point  where  governments  could  not  get  weapons  which 
were  much  more  effective  than  those  which  private  individuals  could 
get.  Moreover,  private  individuals  could  obtain  good  weapons  because 
they  had  a  high  enough  standard  of  living  to  afford  it  (as  a  result  of  the 
Agricultural  Revolution)  and  such  weapons  were  cheap  (as  a  result  of 
the  Industrial  Revolution).  Bv  1930  (and  even  more  by  1950)  the 
development  of  weapons  had  advanced  to  the  point  where  governments 
could  obtain  more  effective  wxapons  (dive-bombers,  armored  cars, 
flamethrowers,  poisonous  gases,  and  such)  than  private  individuals. 
Moreover,  in  Asia,  these  better  weapons  arrived  before  standards  of 
living  could  be  raised  by  the  Agricultural  Revolution  or  costs  of 
weapons  reduced  sufficiently  by  the  Industrial  Revolution.  Moreover, 
standards  of  living  were  held  down  in  Asia  because  the  Sanitation- 
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Medical  Revolution  and  the  demographic  explosion  arrised  before  the 
Agricultural  Rei  olution.  As  a  result,  governments  in  Europe  in  1830 
hardly  dared  to  oppress  the  people,  and  democracy  was  growing;  but 
in  the  non-European  world  by  1930  (and  even  more  by  1950)  govern- 
nients  did  dare  to,  and  could,  oppress  their  peoples,  who  could  do 
little  to  prevent  it.  When  we  add  to  this  picture  the  fact  that  the 
ideology  of  Western  Europe  had  strong  democratic  elements  derived 
from  its  Christian  and  scientific  traditions,  while  Asiatic  countries  liad 
authoritarian  traditions  in  political  life,  we  can  sec  that  democracy  had 
a  hopeful  future  in  Europe  in  1830  but  a  very  dubious  future  in  Asia 
in  1950. 

From  another  point  of  view’  we  can  sec  that  in  Europe  the  sequence 
of  Agricultural-Industrial-Transportation  revolutions  made  it  possible 
for  Europe  to  have  rising  standards  of  living  and  little  rural  oppression, 
since  the  Agricultural  Revolution  provided  the  food  and  thus  the  labor 
for  industrialism  and  for  transport  facilities.  But  in  Asia,  where  the 
sequence  of  these  three  revolutions  w’as  different  (generally:  Transporta- 
tion-Industrial-Agricultural),  labor  could  be  obtained  from  the  Sanitary- 
iVledical  Revolution,  but  food  for  this  labor  could  be  obtained  only  by 
oppressing  the  rural  population  and  preventing  any  real  improvements 
m  standards  of  living.  Some  countries  tried  to  avoid  this  by  borrowing 
capital  for  railroads  and  steel  mills  from  European  countries  rather 
than  by  raising  capital  from  the  savings  of  their  own  people,  but  this 
meant  that  these  countries  became  the  debtors  (and  thus  to  some  extent 
the  subordinates)  of  Europe.  Asiatic  nationalism  usually  came  to  resent 
this  debtor  role  and  to  prefer  the  role  of  rural  oppression  of  its  ow'n 
people  by  its  ow'n  government.  The  most  striking  example  of  this  pref¬ 
erence  for  rural  oppression  over  foreign  indebtedness  was  made  in  the 
oviet  Union  in  1928  with  the  opening  of  the  Five-Year  plans.  Some- 
w  lat  similar  but  less  drastic  choices  were  made  even  earlier  in  Japan 
htk  China.  But  we  must  never  forget  that  these  and  other 

ifficult  choices  had  to  be  made  by  Asiatics  because  they  obtained  the 
iffused  traits  of  Western  Civilization  in  an  order  different  from  that 
m  w’hich  Europe  obtained  them. 
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Europe’s  Shift 
to  the  Twentieth  Century 

Europe’s  traits  were  diffusing  outward  to  the  non-European 
world,  Europe  was  also  undergoing  profound  changes  and  facing  difficult 
choices  at  home.  These  choices  were  associated  with  drastic  changes,  in 
some  cases  we  might  sav  reversals,  of  Europe’s  point  of  view.  These 
changes  may  be  examined  under  eight  headings.  The  nineteenth  century 
was  marked  by  (i)  belief  in  the  innate  goodness  of  man;  (2)  secular¬ 
ism;  (3)  belief  in  progress;  (4)  liberalism;  (5)  capitalism;  (6)  faith  in 
science;  (7)  democracy;  (8)  nationalism.  In  general,  these  eight  factors 
went  along  together  in  the  nineteenth  century.  They  were  generally  re¬ 
garded  as  being  compatible  with  one  another;  the  friends  of  one  were 
generally  the  friends  of  the  others;  and  the  enemies  of  one  were  gen¬ 
erally  the  enemies  of  the  rest.  Metternich  and  De  Alaistre  were  generally 
opposed  to  all  eight;  Thomas  Jefferson  and  John  Stuart  Mill  were 
generally  in  favor  of  all  eight. 

The  belief  in  the  innate  goodness  of  man  had  its  roots  in  the  eight¬ 
eenth  century  when  it  appeared  to  many  that  man  was  born  good  and 
free  but  was  everywhere  distorted,  corrupted,  and  enslaved  by  bad 
institutions  and  conventions.  As  Rousseau  said,  “.Man  is  born  free  yet 
ever\^vhere  he  is  in  chains.”  Thus  arose  the  belief  in  the  “noble  savage,” 
the  romantic  nostalgia  for  nature  and  for  the  simple  nobility  and  honesty 
of  the  inhabitants  of  a  farawav  land.  If  only  man  could  be  freed,  they 
felt,  freed  from  the  corruption  of  society  and  its  artificial  conventions, 
freed  from  the  burden  of  property',  of  the  state,  of  the  clergy,  and  of 
the  rules  of  matrimony,  then  man,  it  seemed  clear,  could  rise  to  heights 
undreamed  of  before— could,  indeed,  become  a  kind  of  superman,  prac¬ 
tically  a  god.  It  was  this  spirit  which  set  loose  the  French  Revolution. 
It  was  this  spirit  which  prompted  the  outburst  of  self-reliance  and 
optimism  so  characteristic  of  the  whole  period  from  1770  to  1914. 

Obviously,  if  man  is  innately  good  and  needs  but  to  be  freed  from 
social  restrictions,  he  is  capable  of  tremendous  achievements  in  this 
world  of  time,  and  docs  not  need  to  postpone  his  hopes  of  personal 
salvation  into  eternity.  Obviously,  if  man  is  a  godlike  creature  whose 
ungodlike  actions  arc  due  only  to  the  frustrations  of  social  conventions, 
there  is  no  need  to  worry  about  service  to  God  or  devotion  to  any 
ot:herv\  orldly  end.  Man  can  accomplish  most  by  service  to  himself  and 
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devotion  to  the  goals  of  this  world.  Thus  came  the  triumph  of  secular¬ 
ism. 

Closely  related  to  these  nineteenth  century  beliefs  that  human  nature 
is  good,  that  society  is  bad,  and  that  optimism  and  secularism  were 
reasonable  attitudes  were  certain  theories  about  the  nature  of  evil. 

To  the  nineteenth  century  mind  evil,  or  sin,  was  a  negative  concep¬ 
tion.  It  merely  indicated  a  lack  or,  at  most,  a  distortion  of  good.  Any 
idea  of  sin  or  evil  as  a  malignant  positive  force  opposed  to  good,  and 
capable  of  e.xisting  by  its  own  nature,  was  completely  lacking  in  the 
typical  nineteenth-century  mind.  To  such  a  mind  the  only  evil  was 
frustration  and  the  only  sin,  repression. 

Just  as  the  negative  idea  of  the  nature  of  evil  flowed  from  the  belief 
that  human  nature  was  good,  so  the  idea  of  liberalism  flowed  from  the 
belief  that  society  was  bad.  For,  if  society  was  bad,  the  state,  which 
was  the  organized  coercive  power  of  society,  was  doubly  bad,  and  if 
man  was  good,  he  should  be  freed,  above  all,  from  the  coercive  power 
of  the  state.  Liberalism  was  the  crop  which  emerged  from  this  soil.  In 
its  broadest  aspect  liberalism  believed  that  men  should  be  freed  from 
coercive  power  as  completely  as  possible.  In  its  narrowest  aspect  liberal¬ 
ism  believed  that  the  economic  activities  of  man  should  be  freed  com¬ 
plete!)-  from  “state  interference.”  This  latter  belief,  summed  up  in  the 
battle-cry  “No  government  in  business,”  was  commonly  called  “laissez- 
faire.”  Liberalism,  which  included  laissez-faire,  was  a  wider  term  be¬ 
cause  it  would  have  freed  men  from  the  coercive  power  of  any  church, 
army,  or  other  institution,  and  would  have  left  to  society  little  power 
beyond  that  required  to  prevent  the  strong  from  physically  oppressing 
the  weak. 

From  either  aspect  liberalism  was  based  on  an  almost  universally  ac¬ 
cepted  nineteenth-century  superstition  known  as  the  “community  of 
interests.’  This  strange,  and  une.xamined,  belief  held  that  there  really 
e.xisted,  in  the  long  run,  a  community  of  interests  betw  een  the  members 
or  a  society.  It  maintained  that,  in  the  long  run,  what  was  good  for  one 
member  of  society  was  good  for  all  and  that  xvhat  was  bad  for  one  was 
bad  for  all.  But  it  w-ent  much  further  than  this.  The  theory  of  the 
community  of  interests”  believed  that  there  did  e.xist  a  possible  social 
pattern  in  which  each  member  of  society  would  be  secure,  free,  and 
prosperous,  and  that  this  pattern  could  be  achieved  by  a  process  of 
adjustment  so  that  each  person  could  fall  into  that  place  in  the  pattern 
to  which  liis  innate  abilities  entitled  him.  This  implied  two  corollaries 
which  the  nineteenth  century  was  prepared  to  accept:  (i)  that  human 
abilities  are  innate  and  can  onlv  be  distorted  or  suppressed  by  social 
discipline  and  (2)  that  each  individual  is  the  best  judge  of  his  own  self- 
interest.  All  tlic.se  together  form  the  doctrine  of  the  “community  of 
interests,  a  doctrine  which  maintained  that  if  each  individual  does 
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what  seems  best  for  himself  the  result,  in  the  long  run,  will  be  best  for 
society  as  a  whole. 

Closely  related  to  the  idea  of  the  “community  of  interests”  were 
two  other  beliefs  of  the  nineteenth  century:  the  belief  in  progress  and 
in  democracy.  The  average  man  of  i88o  was  convinced  that  he  was  the 
culmination  of  a  long  process  of  inevitable  progress  which  had  been 
going  on  for  untold  millennia  and  which  would  continue  indefinitely 
into  the  future.  This  belief  in  progress  was  so  fixed  that  it  tended  to 
regard  progress  as  both  inevitable  and  automatic.  Out  of  the  struggles 
and  conflicts  of  the  universe  better  things  were  constantly  emerging, 
and  the  wishes  or  plans  of  the  objects  themselves  had  little  to  do  with 
the  process. 

The  idea  of  democracy  was  also  accepted  as  inevitable,  although  not 
always  as  desirable,  for  the  nineteenth  century  could  not  completely 
submerge  a  lingering  feeling  that  rule  bv  the  best  or  rule  by  the  strong 
would  be  better  than  rule  bv  the  majority.  But  the  facts  of  political 
development  made  rule  by  the  majority  unavoidable,  and  it  came  to  be 
accepted,  at  least  in  western  Europe,  especially  since  it  w'as  compatible 
with  liberalism  and  with  the  community  of  interests. 

Liberalism,  community  of  interests,  and  the  belief  in  progress  led 
almost  inevitably  to  the  practice  and  theory  of  capitalism.  Capitalism 
was  an  economic  system  in  which  the  motivating  force  was  the  desire 
for  private  profit  as  determined  in  a  price  system.  Such  a  system,  it 
was  felt,  by  seeking  the  aggrandization  of  profits  for  each  individual, 
would  give  unprecedented  economic  progress  under  liberalism  and  in 
accord  with  the  community  of  interests.  In  the  nineteenth  century  this 
system,  in  association  with  the  unprecedented  advance  of  natural  science, 
had  given  rise  to  industrialism  (that  is,  power  production)  and  urbanism 
(that  is,  city  life),  both  of  which  were  regarded  as  inevitable  concomitants 
of  progress  by  most  people,  but  with  the  greatest  suspicion  by  a  per¬ 
sistent  and  vocal  minority. 

The  nineteenth  century  was  also  an  age  of  science.  By  this  term  we 
mean  the  belief  that  the  universe  obeyed  rational  laws  which  could  be 
found  by  observation  and  could  be  used  to  control  it.  This  belief  was 
closely  connected  with  the  optimism  of  the  period,  with  its  belief  in 
inevitable  progress,  and  with  secularism.  The  latter  appeared  as  a  tend¬ 
ency  toward  materialism.  This  could  be  defined  as  the  belief  that  all 
reality  is  ultimately  explicable  in  terms  of  the  physical  and  chemical 
laws  which  apply  to  temporal  matter. 

The  last  attribute  of  the  nineteenth  century  is  by  no  means  the  least: 
nationalism.  It  was  the  great  age  of  nationalism,  a  movement  which  has 
been  discussed  in  many  lengthy  and  inconclusive  books  but  which  can 
be  defined  for  our  purposes  as  “a  movement  for  political  unity  with 
those  with  whom  we  believe  we  arc  akin.”  As  such,  nationalism  in  the 
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nineteenth  century  had  a  dynamic  force  which  worked  in  twm  direc¬ 
tions.  On  the  one  side,  it  served  to  bind  persons  of  the  same  nationality 
together  into  a  tight,  emotionallv  satisfving,  unit.  On  the  other  side,  it 
served  to  divide  persons  of  different  nationality  into  antagonistic  groups, 
often  to  the  injury  of  their  real  mutual  political,  economic,  or  cultural 
advantages.  Thus,  in  the  period  to  which  we  refer,  nationalism  some¬ 
times  acted  as  a  cohesive  force,  creating  a  united  Germany  and  a  united 
Italy  out  of  a  medley  of  distinct  political  units.  But  sometimes,  on  the 
other  hand,  nationalism  acted  as  a  disruptive  force  within  such  dynastic 
states  as  the  Habsburg  Empire  or  the  Ottoman  Empire,  splitting  these 
great  states  into  a  number  of  distinctive  political  units. 

These  characteristics  of  the  nineteenth  centur)'  have  been  so  largely 
modified  in  the  twentieth  century  that  it  might  appear,  at  first  glance,  as 
if  the  latter  were  nothing  more  than  the  opposite  of  the  former.  This  is 
not  completely  accurate,  but  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  most  of  these 
characteristics  have  been  drasticallv  modified  in  the  twentieth  centurv. 
This  change  has  arisen  from  a  series  of  shattering  experiences  which 
have  profoundly  disturbed  patterns  of  behavior  and  of  belief,  of  social 
organizations  and  human  hopes.  Of  these  shattering  experiences  the 
chief  were  the  trauma  of  the  First  World  War,  the  long-drawn-out  agony 
of  the  world  depression,  and  the  unprecedented  violence  of  destruction 
of  the  Second  World  War.  Of  these  three,  the  First  World  War  was 
undoubtedly  the  most  important.  To  a  people  who  believed  in  the 
innate  goodness  of  man,  in  inevitable  progress,  in  the  community  of 
interests,  and  in  evil  as  merely  the  absence  of  good,  the  First  World 
War,  wdth  its  millions  of  persons  dead  and  its  billions  of  dollars  wasted, 
was  a  blow'  so  terrible  as  to  be  beyond  human  ability  to  comprehend. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  no  real  success  was  achieved  in  comprehending  it. 
The  people  of  the  day  regarded  it  as  a  temporary  and  inexplicable 
aberration  to  be  ended  as  soon  as  possible  and  forgotten  as  soon  as 
ended.  Accordingly,  men  were  almost  unanimous,  in  1919,  in  their 
determination  to  restore  the  world  of  1913.  This  effort  was  a  failure. 
After  ten  years  of  effort  to  conceal  the  new  reality  of  social  life  by  a 
facade  painted  to  look  like  1913,  the  facts  burst  through  the  pretense, 
and  rnen  w'ere  forced,  willingly  or  not,  to  face  the  grim  reality  of  the 
twentieth  century.  The  events  w  Inch  destroyed  the  pretty  dream  wmrld 
of  1919-1929  were  the  stock-market  crash,  the  w'orld  depression,  the 
world  financial  crisis,  and  ultimately  the  martial  clamor  of  rearmament 
and  aggression.  Thus  depression  and  war  forced  men  to  realize  that  the 
old  W'orld  of  the  nineteenth  century  had  passed  forever,  and  made  them 
seek  to  create  a  new  world  in  accordance  with  the  facts  of  present-day 
conditions.  This  new  world,  the  child  of  the  period  of  1914-1945,  as¬ 
sumed  its  recognizable  form  onlv  as  the  first  half  of  the  century  drew'  to 
a  close. 
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In  contrast  with  the  nineteenth-century  belief  that  luunan  nature  is 
innately  wood  and  that  society  is  corrupting,  the  twentieth  century  came 
to  belieye  that  human  nature  is,  if  not  innately  bad,  at  least  capable  of 
being  yery  eyil.  Left  to  himself,  it  seems  today,  man  falls  very  easily  to 
the  leyel  of  the  jungle  or  even  lower,  and  this  result  can  be  prevented 
only  b\-  training  and  the  coercive  power  of  society.  I'ltus,  man  is  capable 
of  erreat  evil,  but  society  can  prevent  this.  Along  witii  tliis  change  from 
(food  men  and  bad  society  to  bad  men  and  good  society  has  appeared 
a  reaction  from  optimism  to  pessimism  and  from  secularism  to  religion. 
At  the  same  time  the  view  that  evil  is  merely  the  absence  of  good  has 
been  replaced  with  the  idea  that  evil  is  a  very  positive  force  which  must 
be  resisted  and  overcome.  The  horrors  of  Hitler’s  concentration  camps 
and  of  Stalin's  slave-labor  units  are  chiefly  responsible  for  this  change. 

.\ssociated  with  these  changes  are  a  number  of  others.  The  belief  that 
human  abilities  are  innate  and  should  be  left  free  from  social  duress  in 
order  to  display  themselves  has  been  replaced  by  the  idea  that  human 
abilities  are  the  result  of  social  training  and  must  be  directed  to  socially 
acceptable  ends.  Thus  liberalism  and  laissez-faire  are  to  be  replaced, 
apparently,  by  social  discipline  and  planning.  The  community  of  interests 
which  would  appear  if  men  were  merely  left  to  pursue  their  own  de¬ 
sires  has  been  replaced  by  the  idea  of  the  welfare  community,  which 
must  be  created  l)y  conscious  organizing  action.  The  belief  in  progress 
has  been  replaced  by  the  fear  of  social  retrogression  or  even  liuman 
annihilation.  The  old  march  of  democracy  now  yields  to  the  insidious 
advance  of  authoritarianism,  and  the  individual  capitalism  of  the  profit 
motive  seems  about  to  be  replaced  by  the  state  capitalism  of  the  welfare 
economy.  Science,  on  all  sides,  is  challenged  by  mysticisms,  some  of 
which  march  under  the  banner  of  science  itself;  urbanism  has  passed  its 
peak  and  is  replaced  by  suburbanism  or  even  “flight  to  the  country”;  and 
nationalism  finds  its  patriotic  appeal  challenged  by  appeals  to  much 
wider  groups  of  class,  ideological,  or  continental  scope. 

We  have  already  givxn  some  attention  to  the  fashion  in  which  a 
number  of  westem-European  innovations,  such  as  industrialism  and 
the  demographic  e.xplosion,  diffused  outward  to  the  peripheral  non- 
European  world  at  such  different  rates  of  speed  that  they  arrived  in 
■Asia  in  quite  a  different  order  from  that  in  which  they  had  left  western 
Europe.  The  same  phenomenon  can  be  seen  within  Western  Civilization 
in  regard  to  the  nineteenth-century  characteristics  of  Europe  wliich  we 
ha\  e  enumerated.  For  e.xample,  nationalism  was  already  evident  in  Eng¬ 
land  at  the  time  of  the  defeat  of  the  Spanish  Armada  in  1588;  it  raged 
through  France  in  the  period  after  1789;  it  reached  Germany  and  Italy 
only  after  1815,  became  a  potent  force  in  Russia  and  the  Balkans  to¬ 
ward  the  end  of  the  nineteenth  century,  and  was  noticeable  in  China, 
India,  and  Indonesia,  and  even  Negro  Africa,  only  in  tlie  twentieth 
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century.  Someu  hat  similar  patterns  of  diffusion  can  be  found  in  regard 
to  the  spread  of  democracy,  of  parliamentary  government,  of  liberalism, 
and  of  secularism.  The  rule,  however,  is  not  so  general  or  so  simple 
as  it  appears  at  first  glance.  The  e.xceptions  and  the  complications  ap¬ 
pear  more  numerous  as  we  approach  the  twentieth  century.  Even 
earlier  it  was  evident  that  the  arrival  of  the  sovereign  state  did  not 
follow  this  pattern,  enlightened  despotism  and  the  growth  of  supreme 
public  authority  appearing  in  Germany,  and  even  in  Italy,  before  it 
appeared  in  France.  Universal  free  education  also  appeared  in  central 
Europe  before  it  appeared  in  a  western  country  like  England.  Social¬ 
ism  also  is  a  product  of  central  Europe  rather  than  of  western  Europe, 
and  moved  from  tlie  former  to  the  latter  only  in  the  fifth  decade  of 
the  twentieth  century.  These  e.vccptions  to  the  general  rule  about  the 
eastward  movement  of  modern  historical  developments  have  various 
e.xplanations.  Some  of  these  are  obvious,  but  others  are  very  compli¬ 
cated.  As  an  e.xample  of  such  a  complication  we  might  mention  that  in 
western  Europe  nationalism,  industrialism,  liberalism,  and  democracy 
were  generally  reached  in  this  order.  But  in  Germany  they  all  appeared 
about  the  same  time.  To  the  Germans  it  appeared  that  they  could 
achieve  nationali.sm  and  industrialism  (both  of  which  they  wanted) 
more  rapidly  and  more  successfully'  if  they  sacrificed  liberalism  and 
democracy.  Thus,  in  Germany  nationalism  was  achieved  in  an  undemo¬ 
cratic  way,  by  “blood  and  iron.”  as  Bismarck  put  it,  while  industrialism 
was  achieved  under  state  auspices  rather  than  through  liberalism.  This 
selection  of  elements  and  the  resulting  playing  off  of  elements  against 
one  another  was  possible  in  more  peripheral  areas  only  because  these 
areas  had  the  earlier  e.xperience  of  western  Europe  to  study,  copy, 
avoid,  or  modify.  Sometimes  they  had  to  modify  these  traits  as  they 
developed.  This  can  be  seen  from  the  following  considerations.  When 
the  Industrial  Revolution  began  in  England  and  France,  these  countries 
v’ere  able  to  raise  the  necessary  capital  for  netv  factories  because  they 
already  had  the  Agricultural  Revolution  and  because,  as  the  earliest 
producers  of  industrial  goods,  they  made  c.xccssive  profits  which  could 
be  used  to  provide  capital.  But  in  Germany  and  in  Russia,  capital  w-as 
much  more  difficult  to  find,  because  they  obtained  the  Industrial  Revolu¬ 
tion  later,  when  they  had  to  compete  with  England  and  France,  and 
could  not  earn  such  large  profits  and  also  because  they  did  not  already 
have  an  established  .Agricultural  Revolution  on  which  to  build  their 
Industrial  Revolution.  Accordingly,  while  western  Europe,  with  plenty 
of  capital  and  cheap,  democratic  weapons,  could  finance  its  industrializa¬ 
tion  with  liberalism  and  democracy,  central  and  eastern  Europe  had 
difficulty  financing  industrialism,  and  there  the  process  was  delayed  to  a 
period  when  cheap  and  simple  democratic  weapons  were  beinE;  replaced 
by  e.xpensive  and  complicated  w’eapons.  This  meant  that  the  capital  for 
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railroads  and  factories  had  to  be  raised  with  government  assistance; 
liberalism  waned;  rising  nationalism  encouraged  this  tendency;  and  the 
undemocratic  nature  of  existing  weapons  made  it  clear  that  both  liberal¬ 
ism  and  democracy  were  living  a  most  precarious  existence. 

As  a  consequence  of  situations  such  as  this,  some  of  the  traits  which 
arose  in  western  Europe  in  the  nineteenth  century  moved  outward  to 
more  peripheral  areas  of  Europe  and  Asia  with  great  difficulty  and  for 
only  a  brief  period.  Among  these  less  sturdy  traits  of  western  Europe’s 
great  century  we  might  mention  liberalism,  democracy,  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  system,  optimism,  and  the  belief  in  inevitable  progress.  These 
were,  we  might  say,  flowers  of  such  delicate  nature  that  they  could  not 
survive  any  extended  period  of  stormy  weather.  That  the  twentieth 
centurj^  subjected  them  to  long  periods  of  very  stormy  weather  is  clear 
when  we  consider  chat  it  brought  a  world  economic  depression  sand¬ 
wiched  between  two  world  wars. 
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The  Pattern  of  Change 

IN  order  to  obtain  perspective  we  sometimes  divide  the  culture  of  s 
society,  in  a  somewhat  arbitrary  fashion,  into  several  different 
aspects.  For  example,  we  can  divide  a  society  into  six  aspects: 
military,  political,  economic,  social,  religious,  intellectual.  Naturally 
there  are  very  close  connections  between  these  various  aspects;  and  in  each 
aspect  there  are  ver^’  close  connections  between  what  exists  today  and 
what  existed  in  an  earlier  day.  For  e.xample,  we  might  want  to  talk  about 
democracy  as  a  fact  on  the  political  level  (or  aspect).  In  order  to  talk 
about  it  in  an  intelligent  w'av  we  would  not  only  have  to  know  what  it 
is  today  we  would  also  have  to  see  what  relationship  it  has  to  earlier 
facts  on  the  political  level  as  well  as  its  relationship  to  various  facts  on  the 
other  five  levels  of  the  society.  Naturally  w’e  cannot  talk  intelligentlv 
unless  V  e  have  a  fairly  clear  idea  of  what  we  mean  by  the  words  we 
use.  For  that  reason  we  shall  frequently  define  the  terms  we  use  in  dis¬ 
cussing  this  subject. 

The  military  level  is  concerned  with  the  organization  of  force,  the 
political  level  with  the  organization  of  power,  and  the  economic  level  with 
the  organization  of  wealth.  By  the  “organization  of  power”  in  a  society 
we  mean  the  ways  in  which  obedience  and  consent  (or  acquiescence) 
are  obtained.  The  close  relationships  between  levels  can  be  seen  from 
the  fact  that  there  are  three  basic  ways  to  win  obedience:  by  force,  by 
buying  consent  with  wealth,  and  by  persuasion.  Each  of  these  three 
leads  us  to  another  level  (military,  economic,  or  intellectual)  outside 
the  political  level.  At  the  same  time,  the  organization  of  power  toda^' 
(that  is,  of  the  methods  for  obtaining  obedience  in  the  society)  is  a 
development  of  the  methods  used  to  obtain  obedience  in  the  society  in 
an  earlier  period. 

These  relationships  are  important  because  in  the  twentieth  century  in 
Western  Civilization  all  six  levels  are  changing  with  amazing  rapiditv, 
and  the  relationships  between  levels  arc  also  shifting  with  great  speed. 
When  we  add  to  this  confusing  picture  of  W’estern  Civilization  the 
fact  that  other  societies  are  influencing  it  or  being  influenced  by  it,  it 
would  seem  that  the  w'orld  in  the  twentieth  century  is  almost  too  com- 
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plicated  to  understand.  This  is  indeed  true,  and  we  shall  have  to  simplify 
(perhaps  even  ov^ersimplify)  these  complexities  in  order  to  reach  a  low 
level  of  understanding.  When  we  have  reached  such  a  low  level  perhaps 
we  shall  be  able  to  raise  the  level  of  our  understanding  by  bringing 
into  our  minds,  little  by  little,  some  of  the  complexities  which  do 
exist  in  the  world  itself. 

On  the  military  level  in  Western  Civilization  in  the  twentieth  cen¬ 
tury  the  chief  development  has  been  a  steady  increase  in  the  complexity 
and  the  cost  of  weapons.  When  weapons  are  cheap  to  get  and  so  easy 
to  use  that  almost  anyone  can  use  them  after  a  short  period  of  training, 
armies  are  generally  made  up  of  large  masses  of  amateur  soldiers.  Such 
weapons  we  call  “amateur  weapons,”  and  such  armies  we  might  call 
“mass  armies  of  citizen-soldiers.”  The  Age  of  Pericles  in  Classical  Greece 
and  the  nineteenth  century  in  Western  Civilization  were  periods  of 
amateur  weapons  and  citizen-soldiers.  But  the  nineteenth  century  was 
preceded  (as  was  the  Age  of  Pericles  also)  bv'  a  period  in  which  weap¬ 
ons  were  expensive  and  required  long  training  in  their  use.  Such 
weapons  we  call  “specialist”  weapons.  Periods  of  specialist  weapons  are 
generally  periods  of  small  armies  of  professional  soldiers  (usually  mer¬ 
cenaries).  In  a  period  of  specialist  weapons  the  minority  who  have 
such  weapons  can  usually  force  the  majority  who  lack  them  to  obey; 
thus  a  period  of  specialist  weapons  tends  to  give  rise  to  a  period  of 
minority  rule  and  authoritarian  government.  But  a  period  of  amateur 
weapons  is  a  period  in  which  all  men  are  roughly  equal  in  military 
power,  a  majority  can  compel  a  minority  to  yield,  and  majority  rule 
or  even  democratic  government  tends  to  rise.  The  medieval  period  in 
which  the  best  weapon  was  usually  a  mounted  knight  on  horseback 
(clearly  a  specialist  weapon)  was  a  period  of  minority  rule  and  authori¬ 
tarian  government.  Even  when  the  medieval  knight  was  made  obsolete 
(along  with  his  stone  castle)  by  the  invention  of  gunpowder  and  the 
appearance  of  firearms,  these  nexv  weapons  were  so  expensive  and  so 
difficult  to  use  (until  1800)  that  minority  rule  and  authoritarian  govern¬ 
ment  continued  even  though  that  government  sought  to  enforce  its 
rule  by  shifting  from  mounted  knights  to  professional  pikemen  and 
musketeers.  But  after  1800,  guns  became  cheaper  to  obtain  and  easier 
to  use.  By  1840  a  Colt  revolver  sold  for  $27  and  a  Springfield  musket 
for  not  much  more,  and  these  were  about  as  good  weapons  as  anyone 
could  get  at  that  time.  Thus,  mass  armies  of  citizens,  equipped  with 
these  cheap  and  easily  used  weapons,  began  to  replace  armies  of  profes¬ 
sional  soldiers,  beginning  about  1800  in  Europe  and  even  earlier  in 
America.  At  the  same  time,  democratic  government  began  to  replace 
authoritarian  governments  (but  chiefly  in  those  areas  where  the  cheap 
new  w'eapons  were  available  and  local  standards  of  living  were  higli 
enough  to  allow  people  to  obtain  them). 
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The  arrival  of  the  mass  army  of  citizen-soldiers  in  the  nineteenth 
century  created  a  difficult  problem  of  control,  because  techniques  of 
transportation  and  of  communications  had  not  reached  a  high-enough 
level  to  allow  any  flexibility  of  control  in  a  mass  army.  Such  an  army 
could  be  moved  on  its  own  feet  or  bv  railroad;  the  government  could 
communicate  with  its  various  units  only  by  letter  post  or  by  telegram. 
The  problem  of  handling  a  mass  army  by  such  techniques  was  solved 
partially  in  the  American  Civil  War  of  1861-1865  and  completely  by 
Helmuth  von  Moltke  for  the  Kingdom  of  Prussia  in  the  Austro-Prussian 
War  of  1866.  The  solution  was  a  rigid  one:  a  plan  of  campaign  was 
prepared  beforehand  against  a  specific  opponent,  with  an  established 
timetable  and  detailed  instructions  for  each  military  unit;  communica¬ 
tions  were  prepared  and  even  issued  beforehand,  to  be  used  according 
to  the  timetable.  This  plan  was  so  infle.xible  that  the  signal  to  mobilize 
was  practically  a  signal  to  attack  a  specified  neighboring  state  because 
the  plan,  once  initiated,  could  not  be  changed  and  could  hardly  even  be 
slowed  up.  With  this  rigid  method  Prussia  created  the  German  Empire 
by  smashing  Austria  in  1866  and  France  in  1871.  By  1900  all  the  states 
of  Europe  had  adopted  the  same  method  and  had  fi.xed  plans  in  which 
the  signal  for  mobilization  constituted  an  attack  on  some  neighbor— a 
neighbor,  in  some  cases  (as  in  the  German  invasion  of  Belgium),  with 
w  hom  the  attacker  had  no  real  quarrel.  Thus,  when  the  signal  for 
mobilization  was  given  in  1914  the  states  of  Europe  leaped  at  each 
other. 

In  the  twentieth  century  the  military  situation  was  drastically  changed 
in  two  ways.  On  the  one  hand,  communications  and  transportation 
were  so  improved  bv  the  invention  of  the  radio  and  the  internal-com¬ 
bustion  engine  that  control  and  movement  of  troops  and  even  of  indi¬ 
vidual  soldiers  became  very  flexible;  mobilization  ceased  to  be  equivalent 
to  attack,  and  attack  ceased  to  be  equivalent  to  total  war.  On  the  other 
hand,  beginning  with  the  first  use  of  tanks,  gas,  high-explosive  shells, 
and  tactical  bombing  from  the  air  in  1915-1918,  and  continuing  w'ith  all 
the  innovations  in  weapons  leading  up  to  the  first  atomic  bomb  in  1945, 
specialist  wxapons  became  superior  to  amateur  weapons.  This  had  a 
double  result  which  was  still  working  itself  out  at  mid-century:  the 
drafted  army  of  citizen-soldiers  began  to  be  replaced  by  a  smaller  army 
of  professional  specialist  soldiers,  and  authoritarian  government  began 
to  replace  democratic  government. 

On  the  political  level  equallv  profound  changes  took  place  in  the 
twentieth  century.  These  changes  were  associated  with  the  basis  on 
which  an  appeal  for  allegiance  could  be  placed,  and  especiallv  with 
the  need  to  find  a  basis  of  allegiance  which  could  win  loyalty  over 
larger  and  larger  areas  from  more  numerous  groups  of  people.  In  the 
early  Middle  .4ges  w  hen  there  had  been  no  state  and  no  public  authority. 
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political  organization  had  been  the  feudal  system  which  was  held 
together  b\'  obligations  of  personal  fealty  among  a  small  number  of 
people.  W  ith  the  reappearance  of  the  state  and  of  public  authority', 
new  patterns  of  political  behavior  were  organized  in  what  is  called  the 
“feudal  monarchy.”  This  allowed  the  state  to  reappear  for  the  first  time 
since  the  collapse  of  Charlemagne's  Empire  in  the  ninth  century,  but 
with  restricted  allegiance  to  a  relatively'  small  number  of  persons  over  a 
relatively  small  area.  The  development  of  weapons  and  the  steady 
improvement  in  transportation  and  in  communications  made  it  possible 
to  compel  obedience  over  yvider  and  yvider  areas,  and  made  it  necessary 
to  base  allegiance  on  something  yvider  than  personal  fealty'  to  a  feudal 
monarch.  Accordingly',  the  feudal  monarchy  yvas  replaced  by  the  dy¬ 
nastic  monarchy.  In  this  system  subjects  oyved  allegiance  to  a  royal 
family  (dynasty*),  although  the  real  basis  of  the  dynasty  rested  on  the 
loyalty  of  a  professional  army  of  pikemen  and  musketeers. 

The  shift  from  the  professional  army  of  mercenaries  to  the  mass  army 
of  citizen-soldiers,  along  yvith  other  factors  acting  on  other  levels  of 
culture,  made  it  necessary  to  broaden  the  basis  of  allegiance  once  again 
after  1800.  The  neyv  basis  yvas  nationalism,  and  gay'e  ri.se  to  the  national 
state  as  the  typical  political  unit  of  the  nineteenth  century.  This  shift 
yy'as  not  possible  for  the  larger  dynastic  states  which  ruled  over  many 
different  language  and  national  groups.  By  the  year  1900  three  old 
dynastic  monarchies  were  being  threatened  with  disintegration  by  the 
rising  tide  of  nationalistic  agitation.  These  three,  the  Austro-Hungarian 
Empire,  the  Ottoman  Empire,  and  the  Russian  Empire  of  the  Romanovs, 
did  disintegrate  as  a  consequence  of  the  defeats  of  the  First  World 
War.  But  the  smaller  territorial  units  which  replaced  them,  states  like 
Poland,  Czechoslovakia,  or  Lithuania,  organized  largely  on  the  basis 
of  language  groups,  may  have  reflected  adequately  enough  the  national¬ 
istic  sentiments  of  the  nineteenth  century,  but  they  reflected  very  in¬ 
adequately  the  developments  in  yveapons,  in  communication.s,  in 
transportation,  and  in  economics  of  the  tyventieth  century.  By  the 
middle  of  this  latter  century  these  developments  yvere  reaching  a  point 
yvhere  states  yvhich  could  produce  the  latest  instruments  of  coercion 
yy'cre  in  a  position  to  compel  obedience  over  areas  much  larger  than 
those  occupied  bv  peoples  speaking  the  same  language  or  otheryvise  re¬ 
garding  themselves  as  sharing  a  common  nationality.  Even  as  early  as 
1940  it  began  to  appear  that  some  new  basis  more  continental  in  scope 
than  existing  nationality  groups  must  be  found  for  the  neyv  superstates 
yvhich  yvere  beginning  to  be  born.  It  became  clear  that  the  basis  of  al¬ 
legiance  for  these  neyv  superstates  of  continental  scope  must  be  ideologi¬ 
cal  rather  than  national.  Thus  the  nineteenth  century’s  national  state 
began  to  be  replaced  by  the  tyventieth  century’s  ideological  bloc.  At  the 
same  time,  the  shift  from  amateur  to  specialist  yveapons  made  it  likely' 
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that  the  new  form  of  organization  would  be  authoritarian  rather  than 
democratic  as  the  earlier  national  state  had  been.  However,  the  prestige 
of  Britain’s  power  and  influence  in  the  nineteenth  century  ^vas  so  great 
in  the  first  third  of  the  twentieth  century  that  the  British  parliamentary 
system  continued  to  be  copied  everywhere  that  people  were  called  upon 
to  set  up  a  new  form  of  government.  This  happened  in  Russia  in  1917,  in 
Turkey  in  190S,  in  Czechoslovakia  and  Poland  in  1918-1919  and  in 
most  of  the  states  of  Asia  (such  as  China  in  1911). 

When  we  turn  to  the  economic  level,  we  turn  to  a  series  of  comple.x 
developments.  It  w’ould  be  pleasant  if  we  could  just  ignore  these,  but  ob- 
vioush^  \\c  cannot,  because  economic  issues  have  been  of  paramount  im¬ 
portance  in  the  twentieth  century,  and  no  one  can  understand  the 
period  without  at  least  a  rudimentary  grasp  of  the  economic  issues.  In 
order  to  simplify  these  somewhat,  we  may  divide  them  into  four  as¬ 
pects:  (a)  energy;  (b)  materials;  (c)  organization;  and  (d)  control. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  no  economic  goods  can  be  made  without  the  use 
of  energy  and  of  materials.  The  history  of  the  former  falls  into  two 
chief  parts  each  of  which  is  divided  into  two  subparts.  The  main 
division,  about  1S30,  separates  an  earlier  period  when  production  used 
the  energy  delivered  through  living  bodies  and  a  later  period  when 
production  used  energy  from  fossil  fuels  delivered  through  engines. 
The  first  half  is  subdivided  into  an  earlier  period  of  manpower  (and 
slavery)  and  a  later  period  using  the  energy  of  draft  animals.  This 
subdivision  occurred  roughly  about  a.d.  1000.  The  second  half  (since 
1830)  is  subdivided  into  a  period  which  used  coal  in  steam  engines,  and 
a  period  which  used  petroleum  in  internal-combustion  engines.  This 
subdivision  occurred  about  1900  or  a  little  later. 

The  development  of  the  use  of  materials  is  familiar  to  everyone.  We 
can  speak  of  an  age  of  iron  (before  1830),  an  age  of  steel  (1830-1910), 
and  an  age  of  alloys,  light  metals,  and  synthetics  (since  1910).  Naturally, 
all  these  dates  are  arbitrary  and  appro.vimate,  since  the  different  periods 
commenced  at  different  dates  in  different  areas,  diffusing  outward  from 
their  origin  in  the  core  area  of  Western  Civilization  in  northwestern 
Europe. 

When  we  turn  to  the  developments  which  took  place  in  economic 
organization,  we  approach  a  subject  of  great  significance.  Here  again 
we  can  see  a  sequence  of  several  periods.  There  were  six  of  these  peri¬ 
ods,  each  with  its  own  typical  form  of  economic  organization.  At  the 
beginning,  in  the  early  .Middle  Ages,  Western  Civilization  had  an  eco¬ 
nomic  system  which  was  almost  entirely  agricultural,  organized  in  self- 
sufficient  manors,  with  almost  no  commerce  or  industry.  To  this 
manorial-agrarian  system  there  was  added,  after  about  1050,  a  new 
economic  system  based  on  trade  in  luxury  goods  of  remote  origin  for 
the  sake  of  profits.  This  we  might  call  commercial  capitalism.  It  had 
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two  periods  of  expansion,  one  in  the  period  1050-1270,  and  the  other 
in  the  period  1440-1690.  The  typical  organization  of  these  two  periods 
was  the  trading  company  (in  the  second  vve  might  say  the  chartered 
trading  company,  like  the  Massachusetts  Bay  Company,  the  Hudson’s 
Bay  Company,  or  the  various  East  India  companies).  The  next  period  of 
economic  organization  was  the  stage  of  industrial  capitalism,  beginning 
about  1770,  and  characterized  by  owner  management  through  the 
single-proprietorship  or  the  partnership.  The  third  period  we  might 
call  financial  capitalism.  It  began  about  1850,  reached  its  peak  about 
1914,  and  ended  about  1932.  Its  typical  forms  of  economic  organization 
were  the  limited-liability  corporation  and  the  holding  company.  It  was 
a  period  of  financial  or  banker  management  rather  than  one  of  owner 
management  as  in  the  earlier  period  of  industrial  capitalism.  This  period 
of  financial  capitalism  was  followed  by  a  period  of  monopoly  capital¬ 
ism.  In  this  fourth  period,  typical  forms  of  economic  organization  were 
cartels  and  trade  associations.  This  period  began  to  appear  about  1890, 
took  over  control  of  the  economic  system  from  the  bankers  about 
1932,  and  is  distinguished  as  a  period  of  managerial  dominance  in  con¬ 
trast  with  the  owner  management  and  the  financial  management  of  the 
two  periods  immediately  preceding  it.  Many  of  its  characteristics  con¬ 
tinue,  even  today,  but  the  dramatic  events  of  World  War  11  and  the 
post-war  period  put  it  in  such  a  different  .social  and  historical  context 
as  to  create  a  new,  si.xth,  period  of  economic  organization  which  might 
be  called  “the  pluralist  economy.”  The  features  of  this  sixth  period  will 
be  described  later. 

The  approximate  relationship  of  these  various  stages  may  be  seen  in 
the  following  table: 


Na.me 

Dates 

Typicai. 

Organization 

Management 

.Manorial 

670- 

Manor 

Custom 

Commercial  capitalism 

a.  1050-1270 

Company 

Alunicipal  mercantilism 

h.  1440-1690 

Chartered 

State  mercantilism 

Industrial  capitalism 

1770-1870 

company 

Private  finii 

Owners 

Financial  capitalism 

1850-1932 

or  partnership 
Corporation  and 

Bankers 

Monopoly  capitalism 

1890-1950 

holding  company 

Cartels  and  trade 

Managers 

Pluralist  economy 

1954  to  present 

association 

Lobbying  groups 

Technocrats 

Two  things  should  be  noted.  In  the  first  place,  these  various  stages 
or  periods  are  additive  in  a  sense,  and  there  are  many  survivals  of  earlier 
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stages  into  later  ones.  As  late  as  1925  there  was  a  manor  still  functioning 
in  England,  and  Cecil  Rhodes’s  chartered  companv'  which  opened  up 
Rhodesia  (the  British  South  Africa  Company)  was  chartered  as  late  as 
1889.  In  the  same  way  owner-managed  private  firms  engaging  in  indus¬ 
trial  activities,  or  corporations  and  holding  companies  engaging  in  finan¬ 
cial  activities,  could  be  created  today.  In  the  second  place  all  the  later 
periods  are  called  capitalism.  This  term  means  “an  economic  system 
motivated  by  the  pursuit  of  profits  within  a  price  system.”  The  com¬ 
mercial  capitalist  sought  profits  from  the  e.xchange  of  goods;  the  indus¬ 
trial  capitalist  sought  profits  from  the  manufacture  of  goods;  the  financial 
capitalist  sought  profits  from  the  manipulation  of  claims  on  money; 
and  the  monopoly  capitalist  sought  profits  from  manipulation  of  the 
market  to  make  the  market  price  and  the  amount  sold  such  that  his 
profits  would  be  maximized. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that,  as  a  consequence  of  these  various  stages 
of  economic  organization.  Western  Civilization  has  passed  through  four 
major  stages  of  economic  expansion  marked  by  the  approximate  dates 
970-1270,  1440-1690,  1770-1928,  and  since  1950.  Three  of  these  stages 
of  expansion  were  followed  by  the  outbreak  of  imperialist  w'ars,  as 
tlie  stage  of  expansion  reached  its  conclusion.  These  were  the  Hundred 
Years’  War  and  the  Italian  Wars  (1338-1445,  1494-1559),  the  Second 
Hundred  Years’  War  (1667-1815),  and  the  w'orld  w'ars  (1914-1945). 
The  economic  background  of  the  third  of  these  w’ill  be  examined  later 
in  this  chapter,  but  now  we  must  continue  our  general  survey  of  the 
conditions  of  Western  Civilization  in  regard  to  other  aspects  of  culture. 
One  of  these  is  the  fourth  and  last  portion  of  the  economic  level,  that 
concerned  with  economic  control. 

Economic  control  has  passed  through  four  stages  in  Western  Civiliza¬ 
tion.  Of  these  the  first  and  third  were  periods  of  “automatic  control”  in 
the  sense  that  there  w'as  no  conscious  effort  at  a  centralized  system  of  eco¬ 
nomic  control,  while  the  second  and  fourth  stages  were  periods  of  con¬ 
scious  efforts  at  control.  These  stages,  with  approximate  dates,  were  as 
follows: 

1.  Automatic  control:  manorial  custom,  650-1150 

2.  Conscious  control 

a.  municipal  mercantilism,  1150-1450 

b.  state  mercantilism,  1450-1815 

3.  Automatic  control;  laissez-faire  in  the  competitive  market,  1815- 
>934 

4.  Conscious  control;  planning  (both  public  and  private),  1934- 

It  sliould  be  evident  that  these  five  stages  of  economic  control  are 
closely  associated  witli  the  stages  previously  mentioned  in  regard  to  kinds 
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of  weapons  on  the  military  level  or  the  forms  of  government  on  the  polit¬ 
ical  level.  The  same  five  stages  of  economic  control  have  a  complex 
relationship  to  the  six  stages  of  economic  organization  already  mentioned, 
the  important  stage  of  industrial  capitalism  overlapping  the  transition  from 
state  mercantilism  to  laissez-faire. 

When  we  turn  to  the  social  level  of  a  culture,  we  can  note  a  num¬ 
ber  of  different  phenomena,  such  as  changes  in  growth  of  population, 
changes  in  aggregates  of  this  population  (such  as  rise  or  decline  of  cities), 
and  changes  in  social  classes.  Alost  of  these  things  are  far  too  complicated 
for  us  to  attempt  to  treat  them  in  any  thorough  fashion  here.  We  have 
already  discussed  the  various  stages  in  population  growth,  and  shown  that 
Europe  was,  about  1900,  generally  passing  from  a  stage  of  population 
growth  with  many  persons  in  the  prime  of  life  (Type  B),  to  a  stage  of 
population  stabilization  with  a  larger  percentage  of  middle-aged  persons 
(Type  C).  This  shift  from  Type  B  to  Type  C  population  in  Europe  can 
be  placed  most  roughly  at  the  time  that  the  nineteenth  century  gave  rise 
to  the  twentieth  centurv.  At  about  the  same  time  or  shortly  after,  and 
closely  associated  with  the  rise  of  nionopolv  capitalism  (with  its  em¬ 
phasis  on  automobiles,  telephones,  radio,  and  such),  was  a  shift  in  the 
aggregation  of  population.  This  shift  was  from  the  period  we  might 
call  “the  rise  of  the  city”  (in  which,  year  by  year,  a  larger  portion  of  the 
population  lived  in  cities)  to  what  we  might  call  “the  rise  of  the  suburbs” 
or  even  “the  period  of  megapolis”  (in  which  the  growth  of  residential 
concentration  moved  outward  from  the  city  itself  into  the  surrounding 
area). 

The  third  aspect  of  the  social  level  to  which  we  might  turn  our  atten¬ 
tion  is  concerned  with  changes  in  social  classes.  Each  of  the  stages  in  the 
development  of  economic  organization  was  accompanied  by  the  rise  to 
prominence  of  a  new  social  class.  The  medieval  system  had  provided  the 
feudal  nobilitv'  based  on  the  manorial  agrarian  system.  The  growth  of 
commercial  capitalism  (in  two  stages)  gave  a  new  class  of  commercial 
bourgeoisie.  The  grow  th  of  industrial  capitalism  gave  rise  to  two  new' 
classes,  the  industrial  bourgeoisie  and  the  industrial  w'orkers  (or  prole¬ 
tariat,  as  they  were  sometimes  called  in  Europe).  The  development  of 
financial  and  monopoly  capitalism  provided  a  new  group  of  managerial 
technicians.  The  distinction  between  industrial  bourgeoisie  and  managers 
essentially  rests  on  the  fact  that  the  former  control  industrv  and  possess 
power  because  they  are  owners,  w'hile  managers  control  industry  (and 
also  government  or  labor  unions  or  public  opinion)  because  they  are 
skilled  or  trained  in  certain  techniques.  As  we  shall  see  later,  the  shift  from 
one  to  the  other  was  associated  with  a  separation  of  control  from  owner¬ 
ship  in  economic  life.  The  shift  w'as  also  associated  yith  what  we  might 
call  a  change  from  a  two-class  society  to  a  middle-class  society.  Under 
industrial  capitalism  and  the  early  part  of  financial  capitalism,  socier\- 
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hegan  to  develop  into  a  polarized  two-class  society  in  which  an  en¬ 
trenched  bourgeoisie  stood  opposed  to  a  mass  proletariat.  It  was  on  the 
basis  of  this  development  that  Karl  .Marx,  about  1850,  formed  his  ideas  of 
an  inevitable  class  struggle  in  which  the  group  of  owners  would  become 
fewer  and  fcw'er  and  richer  and  richer  while  the  mass  of  workers  be- 
eame  poorer  and  poorer  but  more  and  more  numerous,  until  finally  the 
mass  W'ould  rise  up  and  take  ownership  and  control  from  the  privileged 
minority.  By  1900  social  developments  took  a  direction  so  different  from 
that  expected  by  Marx  that  his  analysis  became  almost  worthless,  and  his 
system  had  to  be  imposed  by  force  in  a  most  backward  industrial  coun¬ 
try  (Russia)  instead  of  occurring  inevitably  in  the  most  advanced  indus¬ 
trial  country  as  he  had  expected. 

The  social  developments  which  made  Marx’s  theories  obsolete  were 
the  result  of  technological  and  economic  developments  wltich  Marx  had 
not  foreseen.  The  energy  for  production  was  derived  more  and  more 
from  inanimate  sources  of  power  and  less  and  less  from  human  labor.  As 
a  result,  mass  production  required  less  labor.  But  mass  production  re¬ 
quired  mass  consumption  so  that  the  products  of  the  new  techology  had 
to  be  distributed  to  the  working  groups  as  well  as  to  others  so  that  ris¬ 
ing  standards  of  living  for  the  masses  made  the  proletariat  fewer  and 
fewer  and  richer  and  richer.  At  the  same  time,  the  need  for  managerial 
and  white-collar  w  orkers  of  the  middle  levels  of  the  economic  system 
raised  the  proletariat  into  the  middle  class  in  large  numbers.  The  spread  of 
the  corporate  form  of  industrial  enterprise  allowed  control  to  be  sepa¬ 
rated  from  ownership  and  allowed  the  latter  to  be  dispersed  over  a  much 
wider  group,  so  that,  in  effect,  owners  became  more  and  more  numerous 
and  poorer  and  poorer.  And,  finally,  control  shifted  from  owners  to 
managers.  The  result  was  that  the  polarized  tw'o-class  society  envisaged 
by  Marx  was,  after  1900,  increasingly  replaced  by  a  mass  middle-class 
society,  with  fewer  poor  and,  if  not  few'er  rich,  at  least  a  more  numerous 
group  of  rich  who  were  relatively  less  rich  than  in  an  earlier  period.  This 
process  of  leveling  up  the  poor  and  leveling  down  the  rich  originated  in 
economic  forces  but  was  speeded  up  and  extended  by  governmental  poli¬ 
cies  in  regard  to  taxation  and  social  welfare,  especially  after  1945. 

When  we  turn  to  the  higher  levels  of  culture,  such  as  the  religious  and 
intellectual  aspects,  we  can  discern  a  sequence  of  stages  similar  to  those 
which  have  been  found  in  the  more  material  levels.  We  shall  make  no 
extended  examination  of  these  at  this  time  except  to  say  that  the  religious 
level  has  seen  a  shift  from  a  basically  secularist,  materialist,  and  anti- 
religious  outlook  in  the  late  nineteenth  century  to  a  much  more  spiritualist 
and  religious  point  of  view'  in  the  course  of  the  tw'entieth  century.  At  the 
same  time  a  very  complex  development  on  the  intellectual  level  has  shown 
a  profound  shift  in  outlook  from  an  optimistic  and  scientific  point  of  view 
in  the  period  1860-1890  to  a  much  more  pessimistic  and  irrationalist 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


42 

point  of  view  in  the  period  following  1890.  This  shift  in  point  of  view, 
which  began  in  a  rather  restricted  group  forming  an  intellectual  \'an- 
e^ard  about  1890,  a  group  which  included  such  figures  as  Freud,  Sorel, 
Bergson,  and  Proust,  spread  downward  to  larger  and  larger  sections  of 
Western  society  in  the  course  of  the  new'  century  as  a  result  of  the 
devastating  experience  of  two  world  wars  and  the  great  depression.  The 
results  of  this  process  can  be  seen  in  the  striking  contrast  between  the 
typical  outlook  of  Europe  in  the  nineteenth  century  and  in  the  twentieth 
century  as  outlined  in  the  preceding  chapter. 


European  Economic  Developments 

CO.M.MERCIAL  CAPITALISM 

Western  Civilization  is  the  richest  and  most  powerful  social  organization 
ever  made  by  man.  One  reason  for  this  success  has  been  its  economic 
organization.  This,  as  we  have  said,  has  passed  through  six  successive 
stages,  of  w'hich  at  least  four  are  called  “capitalism.”  Three  features  are 
notable  about  this  development  as  a  whole. 

In  the  first  place,  each  stage  created  the  conditions  w'hich  tended  to 
bring  about  the  next  stage;  therefore  we  could  say,  in  a  sense,  that  each 
stage  committed  suicide.  The  original  economic  organization  of  self- 
sufficient  agrarian  units  (manors)  was  in  a  society  organized  so  that  its 
upper  ranks— the  lords,  lay  and  ecclesiastical— found  their  desires  for 
necessities  so  well  met  that  they  sought  to  exchange  their  surpluses  of 
necessities  for  luxuries  of  remote  origin.  This  gave  rise  to  a  trade  in 
foreign  luxuries  (spices,  fine  textiles,  fine  metals)  which  was  the  first 
evidence  of  the  stage  of  commercial  capitalism.  In  this  second  stage,  mer¬ 
cantile  profits  and  widening  markets  created  a  demand  for  textiles  and 
other  goods  which  could  be  met  only  by  application  of  pow'er  to 
production.  This  gave  the  third  stage:  industrial  capitalism.  The  stage 
of  industrial  capitalism  soon  gave  rise  to  such  an  insatiable  demand  for 
heavy  fi.xed  capital,  like  railroad  lines,  steel  mills,  .shipyards,  and  so  on, 
that  these  investments  could  not  be  financed  from  the  profits  and  priv'ate 
fortunes  of  individual  proprietors.  New  instruments  for  financing  indu.s- 
try  came  into  existence  in  the  form  of  limited-liability  corporations  and 
investment  banks.  These  were  soon  in  a  position  to  control  the  chief 
parts  of  the  industrial  svstem,  since  they  provided  capital  to  it.  This  gave 
rise  to  financial  capitalism.  The  control  of  financial  capitalism  was  used 
to  integrate  the  industrial  system  into  ever-larger  units  with  interlinking 
financial  controls.  This  made  possible  a  reduction  of  competition  with  a 
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resulting  increase  in  profits.  As  a  result,  the  industrial  system  soon  found 
that  it  was  again  able  to  finance  its  own  expansion  from  its  own  profits, 
and,  with  this  achievement,  financial  controls  were  weakened,  and  the 
stage  of  monopolv  capitalism  arrived.  In  this  fifth  stage,  great  industrial 
units,  w'orking  together  either  directly  or  through  carrels  and  trade  asso¬ 
ciations,  were  in  a  position  to  exploit  the  majority  of  the  people.  The 
result  was  a  great  economic  crisis  which  soon  developed  into  a  struggle 
for  control  of  the  state— the  minority  hoping  to  use  political  power  to 
defend  their  privileged  position,  the  majority  hoping  to  use  the  state  to 
curtail  the  power  and  privileges  of  the  minority.  Both  hoped  to  use  the 
power  of  the  state  to  find  some  solution  to  the  economic  aspects  of  the 
crisis.  This  dualist  struggle  dwindled  with  the  rise  of  economic  and  social 
pluralism  after  1945. 

The  second  notable  feature  of  this  whole  development  is  that  the 
transition  of  each  stage  to  the  next  was  associated  with  a  period  of 
depression  or  low  economic  activity.  This  was  because  each  stage,  after 
an  earlier  progressive  phase,  became  later,  in  its  final  phase,  an  organization 
of  vested  interests  more  concerned  with  protecting  its  established  modes 
of  action  than  in  continuing  progressive  changes  by  the  application  of 
resources  to  new,  improved  methods.  This  is  inevitable  in  any  social  or¬ 
ganization,  but  is  peculiarly  so  in  regard  to  capitalism. 

The  third  notable  feature  of  the  whole  development  is  closely  related  to 
this  special  nature  of  capitalism.  Capitalism  provides  very  powerful  moti¬ 
vations  for  economic  activity  because  it  associates  economic  motivations 
so  closely  with  self-interest.  But  this  same  feature,  which  is  a  source  of 
strength  in  providing  economic  motivation  through  the  pursuit  of  profits, 
IS  also  a  source  of  weakness  owing  to  the  fact  that  so  self-centered  a 
rnotivation  contributes  very  readily  to  a  loss  of  economic  coordination. 
Each  individual,  just  because  he  is  so  powerfully  motivated  by  self- 
interest,  easily  loses  sight  of  the  role  which  his  own  activities  play  in  the 
economic  system  as  a  w  hole,  and  tends  to  act  as  if  his  activities  m-ere  the 
"hole,  witli  inevitable  injury  to  that  whole,  \^'e  could  indicate  this  by 
pointing  out  that  capitalism,  because  it  seeks  profits  as  its  primary  goal,  is 
never  primarih'  seeking  to  achieve  prosperity,  high  production,  high  con- 
I'Umption,  political  power,  patriotic  improvement,  or  moral  uplift,  .^nv 
of  these  may  be  achieved  under  capitalism,  and  any  (or  all)  of  them  may 
he  sacrificed  and  lost  under  capitalism,  depending  on  this  relationship 
to  the  primary  goal  of  capitalist  activity— the  pursuit  of  profits.  During  the 
nine-hundred-year  history  of  capitalism,  it  has,  at  various  times,  con¬ 
tributed  both  to  the  achievement  and  to  the  destruction  of  these  other 
social  goals. 

The  different  stages  of  capitalism  have  sought  to  w  in  profits  by  dif¬ 
ferent  kinds  of  economic  activitie.s.  The  original  stage,  which  we  call 
Commercial  capitalism,  sought  profits  by  moving  goods  from  one  place 
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to  another.  In  this  effort,  goods  went  from  places  where  the\-  were  less 
valuable  to  places  where  they  were  more  valuable,  while  mone^^  doing 
the  same  thing,  moved  in  the  opposite  direction.  Tliis  valuation,  wliicii 
determined  the  movement  both  of  goods  and  of  money  and  wdiich  made 
them  move  in  opposite  directions,  was  measured  by  the  relationship  be- 
tw'een  these  two  things.  Thus  the  value  of  goods  was  e.xpresscd  in  money, 
and  the  value  of  money  was  e.xpressed  in  goods.  Goods  moved  from  low  - 
price  areas  to  high-price  areas,  and  money  moved  from  high-price  areas 
to  low-price  areas,  because  goods  were  more  valuable  where  prices  were 
high  and  ?>ioney  ivas  ?nore  valuable  where  prices  were  low. 

Thus,  clearly,  money  and  goods  are  not  the  same  thing  but  are,  on  the 
contrary,  e.xactly  opposite  things.  Most  confusion  in  economic  thinking 
arises  from  failure  to  recognize  this  fact.  Goods  are  wealth  which  you 
have,  while  money  is  a  clahn  on  wealth  w  hich  you  do  not  have.  Thus 
goods  are  an  asset;  money  is  a  debt.  If  goods  are  w’calth;  money  is  not- 
wealth,  or  negative  wealth,  or  even  anti-wealth.  They  always  behave 
in  opposite  ways,  just  as  tney  usually  move  in  opposite  directions.  If  the 
value  of  one  goes  up,  the  value  of  the  other  goes  down,  and  in  the  same 
proportion.  The  value  of  goods,  e.xprcssed  in  money,  is  called  “prices,” 
w’hile  the  value  of  money,  c.xpre.ssed  in  goods,  is  called  “value.” 

Commercial  capitalism  arose  when  merchants,  carrying  goods  from  one 
area  to  another,  were  able  to  sell  these  goods  at  their  destination  for  a 
price  which  covered  original  cost,  all  costs  of  moving  the  goods,  includ¬ 
ing  the  merchant’s  c.xpenses,  and  a  profit.  "I'his  development,  which  began 
as  the  movement  of  lu.xurt"  goods,  increased  wealth  because  it  led  to 
specialization  of  activities  both  in  crafts  and  in  agriculture,  w  hich  increased 
skills  and  output,  and  also  brought  into  the  market  new  commodities. 

Eventually,  this  stage  of  commercial  capitalism  became  institutionalized 
into  a  restrictive  system,  sometimes  called  “mercantilism,”  in  w'hich 
merchants  sought  to  gain  profits,  not  from  the  movements  of  goods  but 
from  restricting  the  movements  of  goods.  Thus  the  pursuit  of  profits, 
which  had  earlier  led  to  incrc;tsed  prosperity  by  increasing  trade  and 
production,  became  a  restriction  on  both  trade  and  production,  because 
profit  became  an  end  in  itself  rather  than  an  accessory  mechanism  in 
the  economic  system  as  a  whole. 

The  wav  in  which  commercial  capitalism  (an  c.xpanding  economic 
organization)  was  transformed  into  mercantilism  (a  restrictive  economic 
organization)  twice  in  our  past  history  is  very  revealing  not  only  of  the 
nature  of  economic  systems,  and  of  men  themselves,  but  also  of  the  nature 
of  economic  crisis  and  w'hat  can  be  done  about  it. 

Under  commercial  capitalism,  merchants  soon  discovered  that  an  in¬ 
creasing  flow’  of  goods  from  a  low-price  area  to  a  high-price  area  tended 
to  raise  prices  in  the  former  and  to  lower  prices  in  the  latter.  Every 
time  a  shipment  of  spices  came  into  London,  the  price  of  spices  there 
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began  to  fall,  w  bile  the  arrival  of  buyers  and  ships  in  .Malacca  gave  prices 
there  an  upward  spurt.  This  trend  toward  equalization  of  price  levels  be¬ 
tween  two  areas  because  of  the  double,  and  reciprocal,  movement  of  goods 
and  money  jeopardized  profits  for  merchants,  however  much  it  may  have 
satisfied  producers  and  con.sumers  at  cither  end.  It  did  this  by  reducing 
the  price  differential  between  the  two  areas  and  thus  reducing  the  mar¬ 
gin  within  w'hich  the  merchant  could  make  his  profit.  It  did  not  take 
shrewd  merchants  long  to  realize  that  they  could  maintain  this  price  dif¬ 
ferential,  and  thus  their  profits,  if  they  could  restrict  the  flow^  of  goods, 
so  that  an  equal  volume  of  money  flow-ed  for  a  reduced  volume  of  goods, 
hi  this  way,  shipments  were  decreased,  costs  were  reduced,  but  profits 
were  maintained. 

Tw'o  things  are  notable  in  this  mercantilist  situation.  In  the  first  place, 
the  merchant,  by  his  restrictive  practices,  was,  in  essence,  increasing  his 
own  satisfaction  by  reducing  that  of  the  producer  at  one  end  and  of  the 
consumer  at  the  other  end;  he  was  able  to  do  this  because  he  was  in  the 
niiddle  between  them.  In  the  second  place,  so  long  as  the  merchant,  in 
bis  home  port,  was  concerned  with  goods,  he  was  eager  that  the  prices  of 
goods  should  be,  and  remain,  high. 

In  the  course  of  time,  however,  some  merchants  began  to  shift  their 
attention  from  the  goods  aspect  of  commercial  interchange  to  the  other, 
monetary,  side  of  the  e.xchange.  They  began  to  accumulate  the  profits  of 
these  transactions,  and  became  increasingly  concerned,  not  wfith  the  ship¬ 
ment  and  exchange  of  goods,  but  with  the  shipment  and  exchange  of 
moneys.  In  time  they  became  concerned  with  the  lending  of  money  to 
merchants  to  finance  their  ships  and  their  activities,  advancing  money 
for  both,  at  high  interest  rates,  secured  by  claims  on  ships  or  goods  as  col¬ 
lateral  for  repayment. 

In  this  process  the  attitudes  and  interests  of  these  new  bankers  became 
totally  opposed  to  those  of  the  merchants  (although  few'  of  either  recog¬ 
nized  the  situation).  M'here  the  merchant  had  been  eager  for  high  prices 
and  was  increasingly  eager  for  low  interest  rates,  the  banker  was  eager 
for  a  high  value  of  money  (that  is,  low  prices)  and  high  interest  rates. 
Each  w  as  concerned  to  maintain  or  to  increase  the  value  of  the  half  of 
the  transaction  (goods  for  money)  with  which  he  was  directly  concerned, 
■With  relative  neglect  of  the  transaction  itself  (which  was  of  course  the 
concern  of  the  producers  and  the  consumers). 

In  sum,  specialization  of  economic  activities,  by  breaking  up  the  eco¬ 
nomic  process,  had  made  it  possible  for  people  to  concentrate  on  one 
portion  of  the  process  and,  by  ma.xiniizing  that  portion,  to  jeopardize  the 
rest.  The  process  was  not  only  broken  up  into  producers,  exchangers,  and 
consumers  but  there  were  also  tw'o  kinds  of  e.vchangers  (one  concerned 
With  goods,  the  other  with  money),  with  almost  antithetical,  short-tenn, 
aims.  The  problems  which  inevitably  arose  could  be  solved  and  the  svs- 
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tem  reformed  only  by  reference  to  the  system  as  a  whole.  Unfortunatcly% 
however,  three  parts  of  the  system,  concerned  w'ith  the  production, 
transfer,  and  consumption  of  goods,  were  concrete  and  clearly  visible  so 
that  almost  anyone  could  grasp  them  simplv  by  examining  them,  while  the 
operations  of  banking  and  finance  were  concealed,  scattered,  and  abstract 
so  that  they  appeared  to  many  to  be  difficult.  To  add  to  this,  bankers 
themselves  did  everything  they  could  to  make  their  activities  more  secret 
and  more  esoteric.  Their  activities  were  reflected  in  mysterious  marks  in 
ledgers  which  were  never  opened  to  the  curious  outsider. 

In  the  course  of  time  the  central  fact  of  the  developing  economic  sys¬ 
tem,  the  relationship  between  goods  and  money,  became  clear,  at  least 
to  bankers.  This  relationship,  the  price  system,  depended  upon  five 
things;  the  supply  and  the  demand  for  goods,  the  supply  and  the  demand 
for  money,  and  the  speed  of  exchange  between  money  and  goods.  An  in¬ 
crease  in  three  of  these  (demand  for  goods,  supply  of  money,  .speed  of 
circulation)  would  move  the  prices  of  goods  up  and  the  value  of  money 
down.  This  inflation  was  objectionable  to  bankers,  although  desirable  to 
producers  and  merchants.  On  the  other  hand,  a  decrease  in  the  same  three 
items  would  be  deflationary  and  would  please  bankers,  worry  producers 
and  merchants,  and  dehght  consumers  (w'ho  obtained  more  goods  for  less 
monevO-  The  other  factors  worked  in  the  opposite  direction,  .so  that  an 
increase  in  them  (supply'  of  goods,  demand  for  money,  and  slow  ness  of 
circulation  or  exchange)  would  be  deflationary'. 

Such  changes  of  prices,  either  inflationary  or  deflationary,  have  been 
major  forces  in  historv  for  the  last  six  centuries  at  least.  Over  that  long 
period,  their  power  to  modify  men’s  lives  and  human  history'  has  been 
increasing.  This  has  been  reflected  in  rwo  w'ay's.  On  the  one  hand,  rises 
in  prices  have  generally’  encouraged  increased  economic  activity',  espe¬ 
cially  the  production  of  goods,  while,  on  the  other  hand,  price  changes 
have  serv’ed  to  redistribute  wealth  within  the  economic  system.  Infla¬ 
tion,  especially  a  slow  steady  rise  in  prices,  encourages  producers,  because 
it  means  that  they  can  commit  themselves  to  costs  of  production  on  one 
price  level  and  then,  later,  offer  the  finished  product  for  sale  at  a  some¬ 
what  higher  price  lev’el.  This  situation  encourages  production  because  it 
gives  confidence  of  an  almost  certain  profit  margin.  On  the  other  hand, 
production  is  discouraged  in  a  period  of  falling  prices,  unless  the  pro¬ 
ducer  is  in  the  verv  unusual  situation  w'here  his  costs  are  falling  more 
rapidly  than  the  prices  of  his  product. 

The  redistribution  of  wealth  by  changing  prices  is  equally  important 
but  attracts  much  less  attention.  Rising  prices  benefit  debtors  and  injure 
creditors,  w  hile  falling  prices  do  the  opposite.  A  debtor  called  upon  to 
pay  a  debt  at  a  time  when  prices  are  higher  than  when  he  contracted  the 
debt  must  y  ield  up  less  goods  and  services  than  he  obtained  at  the  earlier 
date,  on  a  lower  price  level,  when  he  borrowed  the  money.  A  creditor. 
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such  as  a  bank,  which  has  lent  money— equivalent  to  a  certain  quantity 
of  goods  and  services— on  one  price  level,  gets  back  the  same  amount  of 
money— but  a  smaller  quantity  of  goods  and  services— when  repayment 
comes  at  a  higher  price  level,  because  the  money  repaid  is  then  less  valu¬ 
able.  This  is  why  bankers,  as  creditors  in  money  terms,  have  been  ob¬ 
sessed  with  maintaininor  the  value  of  money,  although  the  reason  they 
have  traditionally  given  for  this  obsession— that  “sound  money”  maintains 
“business  confidence”— has  been  propagandist  rather  than  accurate. 

Hundreds  of  years  a^o,  bankers  began  to  specialize,  with  the  richer 
and  more  influential  ones  associated  increasingly  with  foreign  trade  and 
foreign-exchange  transactions.  Since  these  were  richer  and  more  cosmo¬ 
politan  and  incrcasintrly  concerned  with  questions  of  political  significance, 
such  as  stability  and  debasement  of  currencies,  war  and  peace,  dynastic 
marriages,  and  worldwide  trading  monopolies,  they  became  the  financiers 
nnd  financial  advisers  of  governments.  Moreover,  since  their  relationships 
with  governments  were  alw  avs  in  monetart’  terms  and  not  real  terms,  and 
since  they  w  ere  alwa\  s  obsessed  with  the  stability  of  monetary  exchanges 
betw'een  one  country’s  money  and  another,  they  used  their  pow'er  and 
influence  to  do  two  things:  ( i )  to  get  all  money  and  debts  expressed  in 
terms  of  a  strictly  limited  commodity— ultimately  gold;  and  (2)  to  get  all 
monetary  matters  out  of  the  control  of  governments  and  political  au¬ 
thority,  on  the  ground  that  they  would  be  handled  better  by  private  bank¬ 
ing  interests  in  terms  of  such  a  stable  value  as  gold. 

These  efforts  failed  with  the  .sliift  of  commercial  capitalism  into  mercan¬ 
tilism  and  the  destruction  of  the  whole  pattern  of  social  organization  based 
on  dynastic  monarclw.  profe.ssional  mercenary  armies,  and  mercantilism, 
in  the  series  of  wars  which  shook  Europe  from  the  middle  of  tlie  seven¬ 
teenth  century  to  1815.  Commercial  capitalism  passed  through  tw'o  peri¬ 
ods  of  expansion  each  of  which  deteriorated  into  a  later  phase  of  war, 
class  struggles,  and  retrogression.  The  first  stage,  associated  wdth  the  Med¬ 
iterranean  Sea,  was  dominated  by  the  North  Italians  and  Catalonians  but 
ended  in  a  phase  of  cri.sis  after  1300,  which  was  not  finally  ended  until 
1558.  The  second  stage  of  commercial  capitalism,  w'hich  was  associated 
with  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  was  dominated  by  the  West  Iberians,  the 
Netherlanders,  and  the  English.  It  had  begun  to  expand  by  1440,  w'as  in 
full  swing  by  1600,  but  by  the  end  of  the  seventeeth  century  had  become 
entangled  in  the  restrictive  struggles  of  state  mercantilism  and  the  series 
of  wars  w  hich  ravaged  Europe  from  1667  to  1815. 

The  commercial  capitalism  of  the  1440-1815  period  was  marked  by  the 
supremacy  of  the  Chartered  Companies,  such  as  the  Hudson’s  Bay,  the 
Dutch  and  British  East  Indian  companies,  the  Virginia  Company,  and  the" 
Association  of  Merchant  Adventurers  (.Muscovy  Company).  England’s 
greatest  rivals  in  all  these  activities  were  defeated  by  England’s  greater 
power,  and,  above  all,  its  greater  security  derived  from  its  insular  position. 
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Britain’s  victories  over  Louis  XIV  in  the  period  1667-1715  and  over 
the  French  Revolutionary  governments  and  Napoleon  in  1792-1815  had 
many  causes,  such  as  its  insular  position,  its  ability  to  retain  control  of  the 
sea,  its  ability  to  present  itself  to  the  world  as  the  defender  of  the  freedoms 
and  rights  of  small  nations  and  of  diverse  social  and  religious  groups. 
Among  these  numerous  causes,  there  were  a  financial  one  and  an  eco¬ 
nomic  one.  Financially,  England  had  discovered  the  secret  of  credit, 
Economicallw  England  had  embarked  on  the  Industrial  Revolution. 

Credit  had  been  know  n  to  the  Italians  and  Netherlanders  long  before  it 
became  one  of  the  instruments  of  English  world  supremacy.  Nevertheless, 
the  founding  of  the  Bank  of  England  by  William  Paterson  and  his  friends 
in  1694  is  one  of  the  great  dates  in  world  history.  For  generations  men 
had  sought  to  avoid  the  one  drawback  of  gold,  its  heaviness,  by  using 
pieces  of  paper  to  represent  specific  pieces  of  gold.  Today  we  call 
such  pieces  of  paper  gold  certificates.  Such  a  certificate  entitles  its  bearer 
to  exchange  it  for  its  piece  of  gold  on  demand,  but  in  view  of  the  con¬ 
venience  of  paper,  only  a  small  fraction  of  certificate  holders  ever  did 
make  such  demands.  It  early  became  clear  that  gold  need  be  held  on 
hand  only  to  the  amount  needed  to  cover  the  fraction  of  certificates 
likely  to  lie  presented  for  payment;  accordingly,  the  rest  of  tlie  gold 
could  be  used  for  business  purposes,  or,  what  amounts  to  tlie  .same 
thing,  a  volume  of  certificates  could  be  issued  greater  than  the  volume 
of  gold  reserved  for  payment  of  demands  against  them.  Such  an  excess 
volume  of  paper  claims  against  reserves  sve  now  call  bank  notes. 

In  effect,  this  creation  of  paper  claims  greater  than  the  reserves  avail¬ 
able  means  that  bankers  were  creating  mone)'  out  of  nothing.  The  same 
thing  could  be  done  in  another  w^ay,  not  hy  note-issuing  banks  but  by 
deposit  banks.  Deposit  bankers  discovered  that  orders  and  checks  drawn 
against  deposits  by  depositors  and  given  to  third  persons  were  often 
not  cashed  by  the  latter  but  were  deposited  to  their  own  accounts.  Thus 
there  were  no  actual  movements  of  funds,  and  pa)Tnents  were  made 
simply  by  bookkeeping  transactions  on  the  accounts.  Accordingly,  it  w  as 
necessary  for  the  banker  to  keep  on  hand  in  actual  money  (gold,  cer¬ 
tificates,  and  notes)  no  more  than  the  fraction  of  deposits  likely  to  be 
drawn  upon  and  cashed;  the  rest  could  be  used  for  loans,  and  if  these 
loans  were  made  by  creating  a  deposit  for  the  borrower,  who  in  turn 
would  draw  checks  upon  it  rather  than  withdraw  it  in  money,  such 
“created  deposits”  or  loans  could  also  be  covered  adequately  hy  retaining 
reserves  to  only  a  fraction  of  their  value.  Such  created  deposits  also  w'ere 
a  creation  of  money  out  of  nothing,  although  bankers  usually  refused 
to  express  their  actions,  either  note  issuing  or  deposit  lending,  in  these 
terms.  William  Paterstjn,  however,  on  obtaining  the  charter  of  the  Bank 
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of  England  in  1694,  to  use  the  moneys  he  had  won  in  privateering,  said, 
“The  Bank  hath  benefit  of  interest  on  all  moneys  which  it  creates  out  of 
nothing.”  This  was  repeated  by  Sir  Edward  Holden,  founder  of  the 
Midland  Bank,  on  December  18,  1907,  and  is,  of  course,  generally  ad¬ 
mitted  today. 

This  organizational  structure  for  creating  means  of  payment  out  of 
nothing,  which  we  call  credit,  w^as  not  invented  by  England  but  w'as 
developed  by  her  to  become  one  of  her  chief  weapons  in  the  victory  over 
Napoleon  in  1815.  The  emperor,  as  the  last  great  mercantilist,  could  not 
see  money  in  any'  but  concrete  terms,  and  was  convinced  that  his  ef¬ 
forts  to  fight  wars  on  the  basis  of  “sound  money,"  b)'  avoiding  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  credit,  would  ultimately  win  him  a  victory  by  bankrupting 
England.  He  was  wrong,  although  the  lesson  has  had  to  be  relearned  by 
modern  financiers  in  the  twentieth  century. 

Britain’s  victory  over  Napoleon  was  also  helped  by  two  economic  in¬ 
novations:  the  Agricultural  Revolution,  which  was  w'ell  established  there 
in  1720,  and  the  Industrial  Revolution,  which  was  equally  well  established 
there  by  1776,  when  Watt  patented  his  steam  engine.  The  Industrial 
Revolution,  like  the  Credit  Revolution,  has  been  much  misunderstood, 
both  at  the  time  and  since.  This  is  unfortunate,  as  each  of  these  has  great 
-significance,  both  to  advanced  and  to  underdeveloped  countries,  in  the 
twentieth  centur\^  The  Industrial  Revolution  was  accompanied  by  a  num¬ 
ber  of  incidental  features,  such  as  growth  of  cities  through  the  factor^' 
system,  the  rapid  growth  of  an  unskilled  labor  supply  (the  proletariat), 
the  reduction  of  labor  to  the  status  of  a  commodity  in  the  competitive 
market,  and  the  shifting  of  owmership  of  tools  and  equipment  from 
laborers  to  a  new  social  class  of  entrepreneurs.  None  of  these  constituted 
the  essential  feature  of  industrialism,  which  was,  in  fact,  the  application 
of  nonliving  power  to  the  productive  process.  This  application,  sym¬ 
bolized  in  the  steam  engine  and  the  water  wheel,  in  the  long  run  served 
to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  relative  significance  of  unskilled  labor  and  the 
use  of  human  or  animal  energy  in  the  productive  process  (automation) 
and  to  disperse  the  productive  process  from  cities,  but  did  so,  throughout, 
by  intensifying  the  vital  feature  of  the  system,  the  use  of  energy  from 
sources  other  than  living  bodies. 

In  this  continuing  process,  Britain’s  early  achievement  of  industrialism 
gave  it  such  great  profits  that  these,  combined  with  the  profits  derived 
earlier  from  commercial  capitalism  and  the  simultaneous  profits  derived 
from  the  unearned  rise  in  land  values  from  new  cities  and  mines,  made 
its  early  industrial  enterprises  largely  self-financed  or  at  least  locally 
financed.  Tliey  w  ere  organized  in  proprietorships  and  partnerships,  had 
contact  with  local  deposit  banks  for  short-term  current  loans,  but  had 
little  to  do  with  international  bankers,  investment  banks,  central  gov¬ 
ernments,  or  corporative  forms  of  business  organization. 

This  early  stage  of  industrial  capitalism,  w’hich  lasted  in  England  from 
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about  1770  to  about  1850,  was  shared  to  some  extent  with  Belgium  and 
even  France,  but  took  quite  different  forms  in  the  United  States,  Ger¬ 
many,  and  Italy,  and  almost  totally  different  forms  in  Russia  or  Asia. 
The  chief  reason  for  these  differences  was  the  need  for  raising  funds 
(capital)  to  pay  for  the  rearrangement  of  the  factors  of  production 
(land,  labor,  materials,  skill,  equipment,  and  so  on)  which  industrialism 
required.  Northw  cstern  Europe,  and  above  all  England,  had  large  savings 
for  such  new  enterprises.  Central  Europe  and  North  America  had  much 
less,  while  eastern  and  southern  Europe  had  very  little  in  private  hands. 

The  more  difficulty  an  area  had  in  mobilizing  capital  for  industriali¬ 
zation,  the  more  significant  was  the  role  of  investment  bankers  and  of 
governments  in  the  industrial  process.  In  fact,  the  earlv'  forms  of  in¬ 
dustrialism  based  on  textiles,  iron,  coal,  and  steam  spread  so  slowly  from 
England  to  Europe  that  England  was  itself  entering  upon  the  next  stage, 
financial  capitalism,  by  the  time  Germany  and  the  United  States  (about 
1850)  were  just  beginning  to  industrialize.  This  new  stage  of  financial 
capitalism,  which  continued  to  dtiminatc  England,  France,  and  the 
United  States  as  late  as  19. to,  was  made  necessary  by  the  great  mobiliza¬ 
tions  of  capital  needed  for  railroad  building  after  1830.  The  capital  needed 
for  railroads,  with  their  enormous  expenditures  on  track  and  equipment, 
could  not  be  raised  from  single  proprietorships  or  partnerships  or  locally, 
but,  instead,  required  a  new  form  of  enterprise— the  limited-liability  stock 
corporation— and  a  new  source  of  funds— the  international  investment 
banker  who  had,  until  then,  concentrated  his  attention  almost  entirely 
on  international  flotations  of  government  bonds.  The  demands  of  rail¬ 
roads  for  equipment  carried  this  same  development,  almost  at  once,  into 
steel  manufacturing  and  coal  mining. 

FINANCIAL  CAPITALIS.M,  185O-I93I 

This  third  stage  of  capitalism  is  of  such  overwhelming  significance  in 
the  history  of  the  twentieth  century,  and  its  ramifications  and  influences 
have  been  so  subterranean  and  even  occult,  that  we  may  be  c.xcused  if 
we  devote  considerate  attention  to  its  organization  and  methods.  Essen¬ 
tially  what  it  did  was  to  take  the  old  disorganized  and  localized  methods 
of  handling  money  and  credit  and  organize  them  into  an  integrated  sys¬ 
tem,  on  an  international  basis,  which  worked  with  incredible  and  well- 
oiled  facility  for  many  decades.  The  center  of  that  system  was  in  London, 
with  major  offshoots  in  New’  York  and  Paris,  and  it  has  left,  as  its 
greatest  achievement,  an  integrated  banking  system  and  a  heavily  capi¬ 
talized— if  now’  largely  obsolescent— framew’ork  of  heavy  industry,  re¬ 
flected  in  railroads,  steel  mills,  coal  mines,  and  electrical  utilities. 

This  sx’stem  had  its  center  in  London  for  four  chief  reasons.  First 
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was  the  great  \^olume  of  savings  in  England,  resting  on  England’s  early 
successes  in  commercial  and  industrial  capitalism.  Second  was  England’s 
oligarchic  social  structure  (especially  as  reflected  in  its  concentrated 
landoM'nership  and  limited  access  to  educational  opportunities)  which  pro¬ 
vided  a  very  inequitable  distribution  of  incomes  with  large  surpluses 
coming  to  the  control  of  a  small,  energetic  upper  class.  Third  was  the 
fact  that  this  upper  class  was  aristocratic  but  not  noble,  and  thus,  based 
on  traditions  rather  than  birth,  was  quite  willing  to  recruit  both  money 
and  ability  from  low’er  levels  of  society  and  even  from  outside  the  coun¬ 
try,  welcoming  American  heiresses  and  central-European  Jews  to  its 
ranks,  almost  as  willingly  as  it  welcomed  monied,  able,  and  conformist 
recruits  from  the  lower  classes  of  Englishmen,  whose  disabilities  from 
educational  deprivation,  provincialism,  and  Nonconformist  (that  is  non- 
Anglican)  religious  background  generally  excluded  them  from  the  privi¬ 
leged  aristocracy.  Fourth  (and  by  no  means  last)  in  significance  was  the 
skill  in  financial  manipulation,  especially  on  the  international  scene,  which 
the  small  group  of  merchant  bankers  of  London  had  acquired  in  the 
period  of  commercial  and  industrial  capitalism  and  which  lay  ready  for 
use  when  the  need  for  financial  capitalist  innovation  became  urgent. 

The  merchant  bankers  of  London  had  already  at  hand  in  1810-1850 
the  Stock  Exchange,  the  Bank  of  England,  and  the  London  money  mar¬ 
ket  when  the  needs  of  advancing  industrialism  called  all  of  these  into 
the  industrial  world  which  they  had  hitherto  ignored.  In  time  they 
brouglit  into  their  financial  network  the  provincial  banking  centers,  or¬ 
ganized  as  commercial  banks  and  savings  banks,  as  well  as  insurance 
companies,  to  form  all  of  these  into  a  single  financial  system  on  an  inter¬ 
national  scale  which  manipulated  the  quantity  and  floxv  of  money  so 
that  they  were  able  to  influence,  if  not  control,  governments  on  one  side 
and  industries  on  the  other.  The  men  who  did  this,  loolcing  backward 
toward  the  period  of  dynastic  monarchy  in  which  they  liad  tlieir  own 
roots,  aspired  to  estahli.sh  dvmasties  of  international  hankers  and  were  at 
least  as  successful  at  this  as  were  many  of  the  dynastic  political  rulers. 
The  greatest  of  these  dynasties,  of  course,  were  the  descendants  of  Mever 
.4mschel  Roth.schild  (  1745-1812)  of  Frankfort,  w'hosc  male  descendants, 
for  at  least  n\  o  generations,  generally  married  first  cou.sins  or  even  nieces. 
Rothschild’s  five  sons,  established  at  branches  in  \henna,  I.ondon,  Naples, 
!ind  Paris,  as  well  as  Frankfort,  cooperated  together  in  ways  which  other 
international  hanking  dx'nasties  copied  but  rarely  e.xcelled. 

In  concentrating,  as  we  must,  on  the  financial  or  economic  activities  of 
international  bankers,  we  must  not  totally  ignore  their  other  attributes. 
They  were,  especially  in  later  generations,  cosmopolitan  rather  than 
nationalistic;  they  were  a  constant,  if  weakening,  influence  for  peace,  a 
pattern  established  in  1850  and  1840  when  the  Rothschilds  threw  their 
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whole  tremendous  influence  successfully  against  European  wars.  They 
were  usuallv  highlv  civilized,  cultured  gentlemen,  patrons  of  education 
and  of  the  arts,  so  that  toda\'  colleges,  professorships,  opera  companies, 
symphonies,  libraries,  and  museum  collections  still  reflect  their  munifi¬ 
cence.  For  these  purposes  they  set  a  pattern  of  endowed  foundations 
which  still  surround  us  today. 

The  names  of  some  of  these  banking  families  are  familiar  to  all  of  us 
and  should  be  more  so.  They  include  Baring,  hazard,  Erlanger,  Warburg, 
Schroder,  Seligman,  the  Speyers,  .Mirabaud,  Mallet,  Fould,  and  above 
all  Rothschild  and  .Morgan.  Even  after  these  banking  families  became 
fully  involved  in  domestic  industrv  b\'  the  emergence  of  financial  capi¬ 
talism,  thev  remained  diiferent  from  ordinary  bankers  in  distinctive 
wavs:  ( I)  thev  were  cosmopolitan  and  international;  (z)  thev  were  close 
to  governments  and  were  particularly  concerned  witli  questions  of  gov¬ 
ernment  debts,  including  foreign  government  debts,  even  in  areas  which 
seemed,  at  first  glance,  poor  risks,  like  Egypt,  Persia,  Ottoman  Turkey, 
Imperial  China,  and  Latin  America;  (3)  their  interests  were  almost  exclu¬ 
sively  in  bonds  and  very  rarely  in  goods,  since  they  admired  “liquidity” 
and  regarded  commitments  in  commodities  or  even  real  estate  as  the 
first  step  toward  bankruptcy;  (4)  they  were,  accordingly,  fanatical  devo¬ 
tees  of  deflation  (which  they  called  “sound”  money  from  its  close  associa¬ 
tions  with  high  interest  rates  and  a  high  value  of  money)  and  of  the  gold 
standard,  which,  in  their  eyes,  symbolized  and  ensured  these  values;  and 
(5)  they  w'ere  almost  equally  devoted  to  secrecy  and  the  secret  use  of 
financial  influence  in  political  life.  These  bankers  came  to  be  called  “in¬ 
ternational  bankers”  and,  more  particularly,  w^ere  known  as  “merchant 
bankers”  in  England,  “private  bankers”  in  France,  and  “investment  bank¬ 
ers”  in  the  United  States.  In  all  countries  they  carried  on  various  kinds  of 
banking  and  exchange  activities,  but  everywhere  they  were  sharply 
distinguishable  from  other,  more  obvious,  kinds  of  banks,  such  as  savings 
banks  or  commercial  banks. 

One  of  their  less  obvious  characteristics  w'as  that  they  remained  as 
private  unincorporated  firms,  usualh'  partnerships,  until  relatively  re¬ 
cently,  offering  no  shares,  no  reports,  and  usually  no  advertising  to  the 
public.  This  risky  status,  wTich  deprived  them  of  limited  liability,  was 
retained,  in  most  cases,  until  modern  inheritance  taxes  made  it  essential 
to  surround  such  family  wealth  with  the  immortality  of  corporate 
status  for  tax-avoidance  purposes.  This  persistence  as  private  firms  con¬ 
tinued  because  it  ensured  the  ma.ximum  of  anonymity  and  secrecy  to 
persons  of  tremendous  public  powder  who  dreaded  public  knowledge  of 
their  activities  as  an  evil  almost  as  great  as  inflation.  As  a  consequence, 
ordinary  people  had  no  wav  of  knowing  the  w'ealth  or  areas  of  opera¬ 
tion  of  such  firms,  and  often  w'ere  somewhat  hazy  as  to  their  member- 
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ship.  Thus,  people  of  considerable  political  knowledge  might  not  asso¬ 
ciate  the  names  Walter  Burns,  Clinton  Dawkins,  Edward  Grenfell,  Wil¬ 
lard  Straight,  Thomas  Lament,  Dwight  Morrow,  Nelson  Perkins,  Rus¬ 
sell  Leffingwell,  Elihu  Root,  John  W.  Davis,  John  Foster  Dulles,  and  S. 
Parker  Gilbert  with  the  name  “Morgan,”  yet  all  these  and  many  others 
'vere  parts  of  the  system  of  influence  which  centered  on  the  J.  P.  Morgan 
office  at  2  3  Wall  Street.  This  firm,  like  others  of  the  international  banking 
fraternity,  constantly  operated  through  corporations  and  governments, 
.Vet  remained  itself  an  obscure  private  partnership  until  international  finan¬ 
cial  capitalism  ^\■as  passing  from  its  deathbed  to  the  grave.  J.  P.  Morgan 
iiiid  Company,  originallv  founded  in  London  as  George  Peabody  and 
Company  in  1838,  was  not  incorporated  until  March  21,  1940,  and  went 
out  of  existence  as  a  separate  entity  on  April  24,  1959,  when  it  merged 
"ith  its  most  important  commercial  bank  subsidiary,  the  Guaranty  Trust 
Company.  The  London  affiliate,  Morgan  Grenfell,  was  incorporated  in 
'934'  and  still  e.xists. 

The  influence  of  financial  capitalism  and  of  the  international  bankers 
who  created  it  was  exercised  both  on  business  and  on  governments,  but 
could  have  done  neither  if  it  had  not  been  able  to  persuade  both  these 
*^0  accept  two  “axioms”  of  its  own  ideology.  Both  of  these  w  ere  based 
on  the  assumption  that  politicians  were  too  weak  and  too  subject  to 
femporary  popular  pressures  to  be  trusted  with  control  of  the  money 
-Wstem;  accordingly,  the  sanctity  of  all  values  and  the  soundness  of 
money  must  be  protected  in  two  ways:  by  basing  the  value  of  money  on 
gold  and  by  allowing  bankers  to  control  the  supply  of  mone\'.  To  do 
this  it  was  necessary  to  conceal,  or  even  to  mislead,  both  governments 
and  people  about  the  nature  of  money  and  its  methods  of  operation. 

For  example,  bankers  called  the  process  of  establishing  a  monetary 
^.vstem  on  gold  “stabilization,”  and  implied  that  this  covered,  as  a  sin¬ 
gle  con.sequence,  stabilization  of  e.xchanges  and  stabilization  of  prices, 
ft  really  achieved  only  stabilization  of  exchanges,  while  its  influence  on 
prices  were  quite  independent  and  incidental,  and  might  be  unstabilizing 
Trom  its  usual  tendency  to  force  prices  downward  by  limiting  the  sup¬ 
ply  of  money).  As  a  consequence,  many  persons,  including  financiers  and 
even  economists,  were  astonished  to  discover,  in  the  twentieth  century, 
that  the  gold  standard  gave  stable  exchanges  and  unstable  prices.  It  had, 
however,  already  contributed  to  a  similar,  but  less  e.xtreme,  situation  in 
much  of  the  nineteenth  century'. 

Exchanges  were  stabilized  on  the  gold  standard  because  by  la\y,  in 
Various  countries,  the  monetarx'  unit  was  made  equal  to  a  fixed  quantity 

gold,  and  the  two  were  made  exchangeable  at  that  legal  ratio.  In  the 
period  before  1914,  currency  was  stabilized  in  certain  countries  as  fol¬ 
lows: 
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In  Britain:  -jys.  lo'/id.  equaled  a  standard  ounce  (11/12 

pure  gold). 

In  the  United  States:  $20.67  equaled  a  fine  ounce  (12/12  pure  gold). 

In  France:  3,447.74  francs  equaled  a  fine  kilogram  of  gold. 

In  Germany:  -,790  marks  equaled  a  fine  kilogram  of  gold. 

These  relationships  were  established  by  the  legal  requirement  that  a 
person  who  brought  gold,  gold  coins,  or  certificates  to  the  public  treasury 
(or  o±er  designated  places)  could  convert  any  one  of  these  into  either 
of  the  others  in  unlimited  amounts  for  no  cost.  As  a  result,  on  a  full  gold 
standard,  gold  had  a  unique  position:  it  was,  at  the  same  time,  in  the 
sphere  of  money  and  in  the  sphere  of  wealth.  In  the  sphere  of  mone\',  the 
value  of  all  other  kinds  of  money  was  e.xpressed  in  terms  of  gold:  and,  in 
the  sphere  of  real  wealth,  the  values  of  all  other  kinds  of  goods  were 
expressed  in  terms  of  gold  as  money.  If  we  regard  the  relationships  be¬ 
tween  money  and  goods  as  a  seesaw  in  which  each  of  these  was  at  oppo¬ 
site  ends,  so  that  the  value  of  one  rose  just  as  much  as  the  value  of  the 
other  declined,  then  we  must  see  gold  as  the  fulcrum  of  the  seesaw  on 
which  this  relationship  balances,  but  which  does  not  itself  go  up  or  down. 

Since  it  is  quite  impossible  to  understand  the  history  of  the  twentieth 
century  without  some  understanding  of  the  role  played  by  money  in 
domestic  affairs  and  in  foreign  affairs,  as  well  as  the  role  played  by  bank¬ 
ers  in  economic  life  and  in  political  life,  we  must  take  at  least  a  glance 
at  each  of  these  four  subjects. 

Domestic  Fhuvicial  Practices 

In  each  country  the  supply  of  money  took  the  form  of  an  inverted 
pyramid  or  cone  balanced  on  its  point.  In  the  point  was  a  supply  of  gold 
and  its  equivalent  certificates;  on  the  intermediate  levels  was  a  much  larger 
supply  of  notes;  and  at  the  top,  with  an  open  and  expandable  upper  sur¬ 
face,  was  an  even  greater  supply  of  deposits.  Each  level  used  the  levels 
below  it  as  its  reserves,  and,  since  these  lower  levels  had  smaller  quantities 
of  money,  they  were  “sounder.”  A  holder  of  claims  on  the  middle  or 
upper  level  could  increase  his  confidence  in  his  claims  on  wealtii  by  reduc¬ 
ing  them  to  a  lower  level,  although,  of  course,  if  everyone,  or  any  con¬ 
siderable  number  of  persons,  tried  to  do  this  at  the  same  time  the  volume 
of  reserv'es  would  be  totally  inadequate.  Notes  were  issued  by  “banks  of 
emission”  or  “banks  of  issue,”  and  w-ere  secured  by  reserves  of  gold 
or  certificates  held  in  their  own  coffers  or  in  some  central  reserve.  The 
fraction  of  such  a  note  issue  held  in  reserve  depended  upon  custom,  bank¬ 
ing  regulations  (including  the  terms  of  a  bank’s  charter),  or  stature  huv. 
There  were  formerly  many  banks  of  issue,  but  this  function  i.s  now 
generally  restricted  to  a  few  or  even  to  a  single  “central  hank”  in  each 
country.  Such  banks,  even  central  banks,  were  private  institutions,  (nvncd 


WESTERN  CIVILIZATION  TO  I914  55 

W  shareliolders  who  profited  bv'  their  operations.  In  the  1914-1939  period, 
in  the  United  States,  Federal  Reserve  Notes  were  covered  by  gold  cer- 
fificates  to  40  percent  of  their  value,  but  this  was  reduced  to  25  percent 
1945-  The  Bank  of  England,  by  an  Act  of  1928,  had  its  notes  uncovered 
np  to  ^^250  million,  and  covered  by  gold  for  100  percent  value  over  that 
amount.  The  Bank  of  France,  in  the  same  year,  set  its  note  cover  at  35 
percent.  I'hese  provisions  could  alwavs  be  set  aside  or  changed  in  an 
emergency,  such  as  u  ar. 

l^epo.sits  on  the  upper  level  of  the  pvramid  were  called  by  this  name, 
With  typical  bankers’  ambiguitv,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  they  consisted 
two  utterly  different  kinds  of  relationships:  (1)  “lodged  deposits,” 
"'hich  were  real  claims  left  bv  a  depositor  in  a  bank,  on  which  the  de¬ 
positor  might  receive  interest,  since  such  deposits  were  debts  otved  by 
*^he  bank  to  the  depositor;  and  (2)  “created  deposits,”  which  were  claims 
'treated  by  the  bank  out  of  nothing  as  loans  from  the  bank  to  “depositors” 
"'fio  had  to  pay  interest  on  them,  since  these  represented  debt  from  them 
fo  the  bank.  In  both  cases,  of  course,  checks  could  be  drawn  against  such 
deposits  to  make  pa\'ments  to  third  parties,  which  is  why  both  were 
Called  b\-  the  same  name.  Both  form  part  of  the  money  supply.  Lodged 
^eposits  as  a  form  of  savings  are  deflationary,  while  created  deposits, 
heiiig  an  addition  to  the  money  supply,  are  inflationary.  The  volume  of 
latter  depends  on  a  number  of  factors  of  which  the  chief  are  the  rate 
'^f  interest  and  the  demand  for  such  credit.  These  two  play  a  very  sig- 
■fificant  role  in  determining  the  volume  of  money  in  the  community,  since 
a  large  portion  of  that  volume,  in  an  advanced  economic  community,  is 
^ade  up  of  checks  drawn  against  deposits.  The  volume  of  deposits  banks 
Can  create,  like  the  amount  of  notes  they  can  issue,  depends  upon  the 
''olume  of  reserves  available  to  pa\'  whatever  fraction  of  checks  are  cashed 
rather  than  deposited.  These  matters  may  be  regulated  by  laws,  by  bank- 
Cfs  rules,  or  simply  by  local  customs.  In  the  United  States  deposits  were 
'^raditionallv  limited  to  ten  times  reserves  of  notes  and  gold.  In  Britain  it 
"as  usually  nearer  twentv^  times  such  reserves.  In  all  countries  the  de- 
jnand  for  and  volume  of  such  credit  was  larger  in  time  of  a  boom  and 
css  in  time  of  a  depression.  This  to  a  considerable  extent  explains  the 
'iflationary  aspect  of  a  depression,  the  combination  helping  to  form  the 
^^'Called  “business  cycle.” 


In  the  course  of  the  nineteenth  century,  with  the  full  establishment  of 
c  gold  standard  and  of  the  modern  banking  system,  there  grew  up 
abound  the  fluctuating  inverted  pyramid  of  the  money  supply  a  plethora 
financial  establishments  which  came  to  assume  the  configurations  of  a 
*olar  system;  that  is,  of  a  central  bank  surrounded  by  satellite  financial  in- 
^^hitions.  In  most  countries  the  central  bank  was  surrounded  closely  by 
c  almost  invisible  private  investment  banking  firms.  These,  like  the 
P  anet  Mercury,  could  hardly  be  seen  in  the  dazzle  emitted  by  the  central 
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bank  which  they,  in  fact,  often  dominated.  Yet  a  close  observer  could 
hardly  fail  to  notice  the  close  private  associations  between  these  private, 
international  bankers  and  the  central  bank  itself.  In  France,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  in  1936  when  the  Bank  of  France  was  reformed,  its  Board  of 
Regents  (directors)  was  still  dominated  by  the  names  of  the  families  who 
had  originally  set  it  up  in  1800;  to  these  had  been  added  a  few  more 
recent  names,  such  as  Rothschild  (added  in  1819);  in  some  cases  the  name 
might  not  be  readily  recognized  because  it  was  that  of  a  son-in-law 
rather  than  that  of  a  son.  Otherwise,  in  1914,  the  names,  frequently  those 
of  Protestants  of  Swiss  origin  (who  arrived  in  the  eighteenth  century) 
or  of  Jews  of  German  origin  (who  arrived  in  the  nineteenth  century),  had 
been  much  the  same  for  more  than  a  century. 

In  England  a  somew'hat  similar  situation  e.xisted,  so  that  even  in  the 
middle  of  the  twentieth  century  the  .Members  of  the  Court  of  the  Bank 
of  England  w'ere  chiefly  associates  of  the  various  old  “merchant  banking” 
firms  such  as  Baring  Brothers,  .Morgan  Grenfell,  Lazard  Brothers,  and 
others. 

In  a  secondary  position,  outside  the  central  core,  are  the  commercial 
banks,  called  in  England  the  “joint-stock  banks,”  and  on  the  Continent 
frequently  known  as  “deposit  banks.”  These  include  such  famous  names  as 
Midland  Bank,  Lloyd’s  Bank,  Barclays  Bank  in  England,  the  National 
City  Bank  in  the  United  States,  the  Credit  Lyonnais  in  France,  and  the 
Darmstiidter  Bank  in  Germany. 

Outside  this  secondary  ring  is  a  third,  more  peripheral,  assemblage  of 
institutions  that  have  httle  financial  power  but  do  have  the  very  sig¬ 
nificant  function  of  mobilizing  funds  from  the  public.  This  includes  a 
wide  variety  of  savings  banks,  insurance  firms,  and  trust  companies. 

Naturally,  these  arrangements  vary  greatly  from  place  to  place,  espe¬ 
cially  as  the  division  of  banking  functions  and  powers  are  not  the  same 
in  all  countries.  In  France  and  England  the  private  bankers  exercised  their 
powers  through  the  central  bank  and  had  much  more  influence  on  the 
government  and  on  foreign  policy  and  much  less  influence  on  industry, 
because  in  these  two  countries,  unlike  Germany,  Italy,  the  United  States, 
or  Russia,  private  savings  were  sufficient  to  allow  much  of  industry  to 
finance  itself  wfithout  recourse  either  to  bankers  or  government.  In  the 
United  States  much  industry  w'as  financed  by  investment  bankers  directly, 
and  the  power  of  these  both  on  industry  and  on  government  was  very 
great,  while  the  central  bank  (the  New  York  Federal  Reserve  Bank)  was 
established  late  (1913)  and  became  powerful  much  later  (after  financial 
capitahsm  w'as  passing  from  the  scene).  In  Germany  industry  was 
financed  and  controlled  b\'  the  discount  banks,  while  the  central  bank 
was  of  little  pow'er  or  significance  before  1914.  In  Russia  the  role  of  the 
government  was  dominant  in  much  of  economic  life,  while  in  Italy  the 
situation  was  backw’ard  and  complicated. 
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H  e  have  said  that  two  of  the  five  factors  which  determined  the  value 
of  money  (and  thus  the  price  level  of  goods)  are  the  supply  and  the 
clemand  for  money.  The  supply  of  money  in  a  single  countr\"  was  subject 
to  no  centralized,  responsible  control  in  most  countries  over  recent  cen¬ 
turies.  Instead,  there  were  a  variety  of  controls  of  which  some  could  be 
influenced  by  bankers,  some  could  be  influenced  bv  the  government,  and 
some  could  hardly  be  influenced  by  either.  Thus,  the  various  parts  of  the 
pyramid  of  money  were  but  loosely  related  to  each  other.  Moreover, 
much  of  this  looseness  arose  from  the  fact  that  the  controls  were  com¬ 
pulsive  in  a  deflationary  direction  and  were  only  permissive  in  an  infla¬ 
tionary  direction. 

This  last  point  can  be  seen  in  the  fact  that  the  supply  of  gold  could  be 
tlecreased  but  could  hardly  be  increased.  If  an  ounce  of  gold  was  added 
to  the  point  of  the  pyramid  in  a  system  where  law  and  custom  allowed 
■o  percent  reserves  on  each  level,  it  could  permit  an  increase  of  deposits 
equivalent  to  $2067  on  the  uppermost  level.  If  such  an  ounce  of  gold 
'vere  withdrawn  from  a  fully  expanded  pyramid  of  money,  this  would 
C07iipel  a  reduction  of  deposits  by  at  least  this  amount,  probably  by  a 
refusal  to  renew  loans. 

Throughout  modern  history  the  influence  of  the  gold  standard  has  been 
‘deflationary,  because  the  natural  output  of  gold  each  year,  except  in 
extraordinary  times,  has  not  kept  pace  with  the  increase  in  output  of 
goods.  Only  new  supplies  of  gold,  or  the  suspension  of  the  gold  stand¬ 
ard  in  wartime,  or  the  development  of  new  kinds  of  money  (like  notes 
md  checks)  which  economize  the  use  of  gold,  have  saved  our  civilization 
from  steady  price  deflation  over  the  last  couple  of  centuries.  As  it  was, 
''e  had  two  long  periods  of  such  deflation  from  1818  to  1850  and  from 
to  about  1897.  The  three  surrounding  periods  of  inflation  (1790- 
'817,  1850-1872,  1897-1921)  were  caused  by  (i)  the  wars  of  the 
French  Revolution  and  Napoleon  when  most  countries  were  not  on 
gold;  (2)  the  new  gold  strikes  of  California  and  Alaska  in  1849-1850, 
followed  by  a  series  of  wars,  which  included  the  Crimean  War  of 
'854-1856,  the  Austrian-French  War  of  1859,  the  American  Civil  War 
of  1861-1865,  rhe  Austro-Prussian  and  Franco-Prussian  wars  of  1866  and 
'870,  and  even  the  Russo-Turkish  War  of  1877;  and  (3)  the  Klondike 
and  Transvaal  gold  strikes  of  the  late  1890’s,  supplemented  by  the  new 
cyanide  method  of  refining  gold  (about  1897)  and  the  series  of  wars 
from  the  Spanish-American  War  of  1898-1899,  the  Boer  War  of  1899- 
'902,  and  the  Russo-Japanese  War  of  1904-1905,  to  the  almost  uninter¬ 
rupted  series  of  wars  in  the  decade  1911-1921,  In  each  case,  the  three 
great  periods  of  war  ended  with  an  extreme  deflationary  crisis  (1819, 
‘873,  1921)  as  the  influential  Money  Power  persuaded  governments  to 
reestablish  a  deflationary  monetary  unit  with  a  high  gold  content. 

The  obsession  of  the  Money  Power  with  deflation  was  partly  a  result 
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of  their  concern  with  money  rather  than  with  goods,  but  was  also 
founded  on  other  factors,  one  of  wiiich  was  paradoxical.  The  paradox 
arose  from  the  fact  that  the  basic  economic  conditions  of  the  nineteenth 
century  were  deflationary,  with  a  money  system  based  on  gold  and  an 
industrial  system  pouring  out  increasing  supplies  of  goods,  but  in  spite 
of  falling  prices  (with  its  increasing  value  of  mt)ney)  the  interest  rate 
tended  to  fall  rather  than  to  rise.  This  occurred  becau.se  the  relative 
limiting  of  the  supply  of  money  in  business  was  not  reflected  in  the 
world  of  finance  where  e.xcess  profits  of  finance  made  excess  funds 
available  for  lending.  .Moreover,  the  old  traditions  of  merchant  banking 
continued  to  prevail  in  financial  capitalism  even  to  its  end  in  1931.  It 
continued  to  emphasize  bonds  rather  than  equity  securities  (stocks),  to 
favor  government  issues  rather  than  private  offerings,  and  to  look  to 
foreign  rather  than  to  domestic  investments.  Until  1825,  government 
bonds  made  up  almost  the  whole  of  securities  on  the  London  Stock 
Exchange.  In  1843,  such  bonds,  usually  foreign,  were  80  percent  of  the 
securities  registered,  and  in  1875  they  were  still  68  percent.  The  funds 
available  for  such  loans  were  so  great  that  there  were,  in  the  nineteenth 
century,  sometimes  riots  by  subscribers  seeking  opportunities  to  buy  se¬ 
curity  flotations;  and  offerings  from  many  remote  places  and  obscure 
activities  commanded  a  ready  sale.  The  excess  of  savings  led  to  a  fall  in 
the  price  necessary  to  hire  money,  so  that  the  interest  rate  on  British  gov¬ 
ernment  bonds  fell  from  4.42  percent  in  1820  to  3.11  in  1850  to  2.76  in 
1900.  This  tended  to  drive  savings  into  foreign  fields  where,  on  the  whole, 
they  continued  to  seek  government  issues  and  fixed  interest  securities.  All 
this  served  to  strengthen  the  merchant  bankers’  obsession  both  with  gov¬ 
ernment  influence  and  with  deflation  (which  would  increase  value  of 
money  and  interest  rates). 

Another  paradox  of  banking  practice  arose  from  the  fact  that  bankers, 
who  loved  deflation,  often  acted  in  an  inflationary  fashion  from  their 
eagerness  to  lend  money  at  interest.  Since  they  make  money  out  of 
loans,  they  are  eager  to  increase  the  amounts  of  bank  credit  on  loan. 
But  this  is  inflationary.  The  conflict  betw'een  the  deflationary  ideas  and 
inflationary  practices  of  bankers  had  profound  repercussions  on  business. 
The  bankers  made  loans  to  business  so  that  the  volume  of  money  in¬ 
creased  faster  than  the  increase  in  goods.  The  result  was  inflation.  When 
this  became  clearly  noticeable,  the  bankers  would  flee  to  notes  or  specie 
by  curtailing  credit  and  raising  discount  rates.  This  was  beneficial  to 
bankers  in  the  short  run  (since  it  allowed  them  to  foreclose  on  col¬ 
lateral  held  for  loans),  but  it  could  be  disastrous  to  them  in  the  long 
run  (by  forcing  the  value  of  the  collateral  below  the  amount  of  the 
loans  it  secured).  But  such  bankers’  deflation  was  destructive  to  business 
and  industry  in  the  short  run  as  well  as  the  long  run. 
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The  resulting  fluctuation  in  the  supply  of  money,  chiefly  deposits, 
Was  a  prominent  aspect  of  the  “business  cycle.”  The  quantity  of  money 
could  be  changed  by  changing  reserve  requirements  or  discount  (in¬ 
terest)  rates.  In  the  United  States,  for  e.xample,  an  upper  limit  has  been 
set  on  deposits  by  requiring  Federal  Reserv^e  member  banks  to  keep  a 
certain  percentage  of  their  deposits  as  reserves  wdth  the  local  Federal 
J^eserve  Bank.  The  percentage  (usually  from  7  to  26  percent)  varies 
With  the  locality  and  the  decisions  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
I^ederal  Resen^e  System. 

Central  banks  can  usually  vary  the  amount  of  money  in  circulation 
'T  “open  market  operations”  or  bv  influencing  the  discount  rates  of 
lesser  banks.  In  open  market  operations,  a  central  bank  buys  or  sells 
?0''ernment  bonds  in  the  open  market.  If  it  buys,  it  releases  money  into 
economic  system;  if  it  sells  it  reduces  the  amount  of  money  in  the 
community.  The  change  is  greater  than  the  price  paid  for  the  securities, 
for  example,  if  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  buys  government  securities 
^0  the  open  market,  it  pays  for  these  by  check  which  is  soon  deposited  in 
®  bank.  It  thus  increases  this  bank’s  reserves  with  the  Federal  Reserve 
Bank.  Since  banks  are  permitted  to  issue  loans  for  several  times  the 
'’’alue  of  their  reserves  with  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank,  such  a  transaction 
permits  them  to  issue  loans  for  a  much  larger  sum. 

Central  banks  can  also  change  the  quantity  of  money  by  influencing 
^he  credit  policies  of  other  banks.  This  can  be  done  by  various  methods, 
*och  as  changing  the  rediscount  rate  or  changing  reserve  requirements. 
By  changing  the  rediscount  rate  we  mean  the  interest  rate  which  central 
^anks  cliarge  lesser  banks  for  loans  backed  bv  commercial  paper  or 
ofher  security  which  these  lesser  banks  have  taken  in  return  for  loans, 
y  raising  the  rediscount  rate  the  central  bank  forces  the  lesser  bank 
its  discount  rate  in  order  to  operate  at  a  profit;  such  a  raise  in 
“■'terest  rates  tends  to  reduce  the  demand  for  credit  and  thus  the  amount 
or  deposits  (money).  Lowering  the  rediscount  rate  perviits  an  opposite 

result. 

Changing  the  reserve  requirements  as  a  method  by  which  central 
anks  can  influence  the  credit  policies  of  other  banks  is  possible  only  in 
osc  places  (like  the  United  States)  where  there  is  a  statutory  limit  on 
reserves.  Increasing  reserve  requirements  curtails  the  ability  of  lesser 
3nks  to  grant  credit,  while  decreasing  it  expands  that  ability. 

is  to  be  noted  that  the  control  of  the  central  bank  over  the  credit 
policies  of  local  banks  are  permissive  in  one  direction  and  compulsive 
"1  the  other.  They  can  compel  these  local  banks  to  curtail  credit  and  can 
only  permit  them  to  increase  credit.  T'liis  means  that  they  have  control 
powers  against  inflation  and  not  deflation— a  reflection  of  the  old  banking 
*  ^3  tliat  inflation  was  bad  and  deflation  was  good. 
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The  powers  of  governments  over  the  quantity  of  money  are  of  various 
kinds,  and  include  (^i)  control  over  a  central  bank,  {b)  control  over 
public  taxation,  and  (c)  control  over  public  spending.  The  control  of 
governments  over  central  banks  varies  greatly  from  one  country  to 
another,  but  on  the  whole  has  been  increasing.  Since  most  central  banks 
have  been  (technically)  private  institutions,  this  control  is  frequently 
based  on  custom  rather  than  on  law.  In  any  case,  the  control  over  the 
supply  of  money  which  governments  have  through  central  banks  is 
exercised  by  the  regular  banking  procedures  we  have  discussed.  The 
powers  of  the  government  over  the  quantity  of  money  in  the  community 
exercised  through  taxation  and  public  spending  arc  largely  independent 
of  banking  control.  Taxation  tends  to  reduce  the  amount  of  money  in 
a  community  and  is  usually  a  deflationary  force;  government  spending 
tends  to  increase  the  amount  of  money  in  a  community  and  is  usually 
an  inflationar)'  force.  The  total  effects  of  a  government’s  policy  will 
depend  on  which  item  is  greater.  An  unbalanced  budget  will  be  in¬ 
flationary;  a  budget  with  a  surplus  will  be  deflationary. 

A  government  can  also  change  the  amount  of  money  in  a  com¬ 
munity  by  other,  more  drastic,  methods.  By  changing  the  gold  content 
of  the  monetary  unit  they  can  change  the  amount  of  money  in  the 
community  by  a  much  greater  amount.  If,  for  example,  the  gold  con¬ 
tent  of  the  dollar  is  cut  in  half,  the  amount  of  gold  certificates  will  be 
able  to  be  doubled,  and  the  amount  of  notes  and  deposits  reared  on 
this  basis  will  be  increased  manyfold,  depending  on  the  customs  of  the 
community  in  respect  to  reserve  requirements.  .Vloreover,  if  a  govern¬ 
ment  goes  off  the  gold  standard  completely— that  is,  refuses  to  exchange 
cenificates  and  notes  for  specie— the  amount  of  notes  and  deposits  can 
be  increased  indefinitely  because  these  are  no  longer  limited  by  limited 
amounts  of  gold  reserv'es. 

In  the  various  actions  which  increase  or  decrease  the  supply  of  money, 
governments,  bankers,  and  industrialists  have  not  always  seen  eye  to 
eye.  On  the  whole,  in  the  period  up  to  1931,  bankers,  especialK'^  the 
•Money  Power  controlled  by  the  international  investment  bankers,  were 
able  to  dominate  both  business  and  government.  They  could  dominate 
business,  especialK'  in  activities  and  in  areas  where  industry  could  not 
finance  its  own  needs  for  capital,  because  investment  bankers  had  the 
ability  to  supply  or  refuse  to  supply  such  capital.  Thus,  Rothschild  in¬ 
terests  came  to  dominate  many  of  the  railroads  of  Europe,  while  Morgan 
dominated  at  least  26,000  miles  of  American  railroads.  Such  bankers 
went  further  than  this.  In  return  for  flotations  of  securities  of  industry, 
they  took  seats  on  the  boards  of  directors  of  industrial  firms,  as  they  had 
already  done  on  commercial  banks,  savings  banks,  insurance  firms,  and 
finance  companies.  From  these  lesser  institutions  they  funneled  capital 
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to  enterprises  which  yielded  control  and  away  from  those  who  resisted. 
These  firms  were  controlled  through  interlocking  directorships,  holding 
companies,  and  lesser  banks.  They  engineered  amalgamations  and  gen¬ 
erally  reduced  competition,  until  by  the  early  twentieth  centurv  many 
activities  w'ere  so  monopolized  that  they  could  raise  their  noncompeti¬ 
tive  prices  above  costs  to  obtain  sufficient  profits  to  become  self-financ- 
’tig  and  were  thus  able  to  eliminate  the  control  of  bankers.  But  before 
that  stage  was  reached  a  relatively  small  number  of  bankers  were  in 
positions  of  immense  influence  in  European  and  American  economic 
life.  As  early  as  1909,  Walter  Rathenau,  who  w^as  in  a  position  to  know 
fsince  he  had  inherited  from  his  father  control  of  the  German  General 
Electric  Company  and  held  scores  of  directorships  himself),  said,  “Three 
hundred  men,  all  of  whom  know"  one  another,  direct  the  economic 
‘festiny  of  Europe  and  choose  their  successors  from  among  themselves.” 

The  power  of  investment  bankers  over  governments  rests  on  a  num¬ 
ber  of  factors,  of  which  the  most  significant,  perhaps,  is  the  need  of 
governments  to  issue  short-term  treasury  bills  as  well  as  long-term 
government  bonds.  Just  as  businessmen  go  to  commercial  banks  for 
current  capital  advances  to  smooth  over  the  discrepancies  betw'een  their 
irregular  and  intermittent  incomes  and  their  periodic  and  persistent 
°otgoes  (such  as  monthly  rents,  annual  mortgage  payments,  and 
^eekly  wages),  so  a  government  has  to  go  to  merchant  bankers  (or 
institutions  controlled  by  them)  to  tide  over  the  shallow"  places  caused 
h.v  irregular  tax  receipts.  As  experts  in  government  bonds,  the  interna- 
bonal  bankers  not  only  handled  the  necessary  advances  but  provided  ad- 
''lue  to  government  officials  and,  on  many  occasions,  placed  their  own 
^^rnbers  in  official  posts  for  varied  periods  to  deal  w"ith  special  prob- 
trus.  This  is  so  widely  accepted  even  today  that  in  1961  a  Republican 
^iivestment  banker  became  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  a  Democratic 
Administration  in  Washington  W'ithout  significant  comment  from  any 
direction. 


Naturally,  the  influence  of  bankers  over  governments  during  the  age 
'’f  financial  capitalism  (roughly  1850-1931)  w'as  not  something  about 
"'bich  anyone  talked  freely,  but  it  has  been  admitted  frequently  enough 
those  on  the  inside,  especially  in  England.  In  i85z  Gladstone,  chan- 
cellor  of  the  Exchequer,  declared,  “The  hinge  of  the  w"hole  situation 
this:  the  government  itself  was  not  to  be  a  substantive  pow’er  in 
“^“tters  of  Finance,  but  w"as  to  leave  the  Money  Pow'er  supreme  and 
l^ttquestioned.”  On  September  26,  1921,  The  Financial  Times  wrote, 
fdalf  a  dozen  men  at  the  top  of  the  Big  Five  Banks  could  upset  the 
^■fiole  fabric  of  government  finance  by  refraining  from  renew"ing 
feasury  Bills.”  In  1924  Sir  Drummond  Fraser,  vice-president  of  the 
f^stitute  of  Bankers,  stated,  “The  Governor  of  the  Bank  of  England 
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must  be  the  autocrat  who  dictates  the  terms  upon  which  alone  the 
Government  can  obtain  borrowed  money.” 

In  addition  to  their  power  over  government  based  on  government 
financing  and  personal  influence,  bankers  could  steer  governments  in 
ways  they  wished  them  to  go  by  other  pressures.  Since  most  govern¬ 
ment  officials  felt  ignorant  of  finance,  they  sought  advice  from  bankers 
whom  they  considered  to  be  experts  in  the  field.  The  history  of  the 
last  century  shows,  as  we  shall  see  later,  that  the  advice  given  to  govern¬ 
ments  by  bankers,  like  the  advice  they  gave  to  industrialists,  was  con¬ 
sistently  good  for  bankers,  but  was  often  disastrous  for  governments, 
businessmen,  and  the  people  generally.  Such  advice  could  be  enforced 
if  necessary  by  manipulation  of  exchanges,  gold  flows,  discount  rates, 
and  even  levels  of  business  activity.  Thus  Morgan  dominated  Cleveland’s 
second  administration  by  gold  withdrawals,  and  in  1936-1938  French 
foreign  exchange  manipulators  paralyzed  the  Popular  Front  governments. 
As  we  shall  see,  the  powers  of  these  international  bankers  reached  their 
peak  in  the  last  decade  of  their  supremacy,  1919-1931,  when  Montagu 
Norman  and  J.  P.  Morgan  dominated  not  only  the  financial  world  but 
international  relations  and  other  matters  as  well.  On  November  11,  1927, 
the  Wall  Street  Journal  called  Mr.  Norman  “the  currency  dictator  of 
Europe.”  This  was  admitted  by  Mr.  Norman  himself  before  the  Court  of 
the  Bank  on  March  21,  1930,  and  before  the  Macmillan  Committee  of 
the  House  of  Commons  five  days  later.  On  one  occasion,  just  before 
international  financial  capitalism  ran,  at  full  speed,  on  the  rocks  which 
sank  it,  Mr.  Norman  is  reported  to  have  said,  “I  hold  the  hegemony  of 
the  world.”  At  the  time,  some  Englishmen  spoke  of  “the  second 
Norman  Conquest  of  England”  in  reference  to  the  fact  that  Norman’s 
brother  was  head  of  the  British  Broadcasting  Corporation.  It  might  be 
added  that  Governor  Norman  rarely  acted  in  major  world  problems 
without  consulting  with  J.  P.  Morgan’s  representatives,  and  as  a  conse¬ 
quence  he  was  one  of  the  most  widely  traveled  men  of  his  day. 

This  conflict  of  interests  between  bankers  and  industrialists  has  re¬ 
sulted  in  most  European  countries  in  the  subordination  of  the  former 
either  to  the  latter  or  to  the  government  (after  1931).  This  subordination 
was  accomplished  by  the  adoption  of  “unorthodox  financial  policies”— 
that  is,  financial  policies  not  in  accordance  with  the  short-run  interests 
of  bankers.  This  shift  by  which  bankers  were  made  subordinate  reflected 
a  fundamental  development  in  modern  economic  history— a  development 
which  can  be  described  as  the  growth  from  financial  capitalism  to 
monopoly  capitalism.  This  took  place  in  Germany  earlier  than  in  any 
other  country  and  was  well  under  way  by  1926.  It  came  in  Britain 
only  after  1931  and  in  Italy  only  in  1934.  It  did  not  occur  in  France  to 
a  comparable  extent  at  all,  and  this  explains  the  economic  weakness  of 
France  in  1938-1940  to  a  considerable  degree. 
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International  Financial  Practices 

The  financial  principals  which  apply  to  the  relationships  between 
differ^t  countries  are  an  expansion  of  those  which  apply  within  a 
single  country.  When  goods  are  exchanged  between  countries,  they 
must  be  paid  for  by  commodities  or  gold.  They  cannot  be  paid  for  by 
the  notes,  certificates,  and  checks  of  the  purchaser’s  country,  since  these 
are  of  value  only  in  the  country  of  issue.  To  avoid  shipment  of  gold 
with  every  purchase,  bills  of  exchange  are  used.  These  are  claims  against 
a  person  in  another  country  which  are  sold  to  a  person  in  the  same 
country.  The  latter  will  buy  such  a  claim  if  he  wants  to  satisfy  a  claim 
against  himself  held  by  a  person  in  the  other  country.  He  can  satisfy 
such  a  claim  by  sending  to  his  creditor  in  the  other  country  the  claim 
which  he  has  bought  against  another  person  in  that  other  country,  and 
let  his  creditor  use  that  claim  to  satisfy  his  own  claim.  Thus,  instead  of 
importers  in  one  country  sending  money  to  exporters  in  another  country, 
importers  in  one  country  pay  their  debts  to  exporters  in  their  own 
country,  and  their  creditors  in  the  other  country  receive  payment  for 
the  goods  they  have  exported  from  importers  in  their  own  country.  Thus, 
payment  for  goods  in  an  international  trade  is  made  by  merging  single 
transactions  involving  two  persons  into  double  transactions  involving 
four  persons.  In  many  cases,  payment  is  made  by  involving  a  multitude 
of  transactions,  frequently  in  several  different  countries.  These  transac¬ 
tions  were  carried  on  in  the  so-called  foreign-exchange  market.  An 
exporter  of  goods  sold  bills  of  exchange  into  that  market  and  thus  drew 
out  of  it  money  in  his  own  country’s  units.  An  importer  bought  such 
bills  of  exchange  to  send  to  his  creditor,  and  thus  he  put  his  own 
country’s  monetary  units  into  the  market.  Since  the  bills  available  in 
any  market  were  drawn  in  the  monetary  units  of  many  different  foreign 
countries,  there  arose  exchange  relationships  between  the  amounts  of 
money  available  in  the  country’s  own  units  (put  there  by*Tmporters) 
and  the  variety  of  bills  drawn  in  foreign  moneys  and  put  into  the 
market  by  exporters.  The  supply  and  demand  for  bills  (or  money)  of 
any  country  in  terms  of  the  supply  and  demand  of  the  country’s  own 
money  available  in  the  foreign-exchange  market  determined  the  value 
of  the  other  countries’  moneys  in  relation  to  domestic  money.  These 
values  could  fluctuate— widely  for  countries  not  on  the  gold  standard, 
but  only  narrowly  (as  we  shall  see)  for  those  on  gold. 

Under  normal  conditions  a  foreign-exchange  market  served  to  pay 
for  goods  and  services-  of  foreigners  without  any  international  shipment 
of  money  (gold).  It  also  acted  as  a  regulator  of  international  trade.  If 
the  imports  of  any  country  steadily  exceeded  exports  to  another  coun¬ 
try,  more  importers  would  be  in  the  market  offering  domestic  money 
for  bills  of  exchange  drawn  in  the  money  of  their  foreign  creditor. 
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There  thus  would  be  an  increased  supply  of  domestic  money  and  an 
increased  demand  for  that  foreign  money.  As  a  result,  importers  would 
have  to  offer  more  of  their  money  for  these  foreign  bills,  and  the  value 
of  domestic  money  would  fall,  while  the  value  of  the  foreign  money 
would  rise  in  the  foreign-exchange  market.  This  rise  (or  fall)  on  a 
gold  relationship  would  be  measured  in  terms  of  “par”  (the  exact  gold 
content  equivalent  of  the  two  currencies). 

As  the  value  of  the  domestic  currency  sagged  below  par  in  relation¬ 
ship  to  that  of  some  foreign  currency,  domestic  exporters  to  that  foreign 
country  will  increase  their  activities,  because  when  they  receive  pay¬ 
ment  in  the  form  of  a  bill  of  exchange  they  can  sell  it  for  more  of  their 
own  currency  than  they  usually  expect  and  can  thus  increase  their 
profits.  A  surplus  of  imports,  by  lowering  the  foreign-exchange  value  of 
the  importing  country’s  money,  will  lead  eventually  to  an  increase  in 
exports  which,  by  providing  more  bills  of  e.xchange,  will  tend  to  re¬ 
store  the  relationship  of  the  moneys  back  toward  par.  Such  a  restoration 
of  parity  in  foreign  exchange  will  reflect  a  restoration  of  balance  in 
international  obligations,  and  this  in  turn  will  reflect  a  restored  balance 
in  the  exchange  of  goods  and  services  between  the  two  countries.  This 
means,  under  normal  conditions,  that  a  trade  disequilibrium  will  create 
trade  conditions  which  will  tend  to  restore  trade  equilibrium. 

When  countries  are  not  on  the  gold  standard,  this  foreign-exchange 
disequilibrium  (that  is,  the  decline  in  the  value  of  one  monetary  unit  in 
relation  to  the  other  unit)  can  go  on  to  very  wide  fluctuations— in  fact, 
to  w'hatever  degree  is  necessary  to  restore  the  trade  equilibrium  by 
encouraging  importers  to  buy  in  the  other  country  because  its  money 
is  so  low-  in  value  that  the  prices  of  goods  in  that  country  are  irresistible 
to  importers  in  the  other  country. 

But  w-hen  countries  are  on  the  gold  standard,  the  result  is  quite  differ¬ 
ent.  In  this  case  the  value  of  a  country’s  money  will  never  go  below' 
the  amount  equal  to  the  cost  of  shipping  gold  betw'een  the  tw'o  coun¬ 
tries.  An  importer  who  wishes  to  pay  his  trade  partner  in  the  other 
country  wall  not  offer  more  and  more  of  his  owm  country’s  money  for 
foreign-e.xchange  bills,  but  will  bid  up  the  price  of  such  bills  only  to 
the  point  w'here  it  becomes  cheaper  for  him  to  buy  gold  from  a  bank 
and  pay  the  costs  of  shipping  and  insurance  on  the  gold  as  it  goes  to 
his  foreign  creditor.  Thus,  on  the  gold  standard,  foreign-exchange 
quotations  do  not  fluctuate  widely,  but  move  only  between  the  two  gold 
points  which  are  only-  slightly  above  (gold  export  point)  and  slightly 
below  (gold  import  point)  parity  (the  legal  gold  relationship  of  the 
two  currencies) . 

Since  the  cost  of  packing,  shipping  and  insuring  gold  used  to  be 
about  Y2  percent  of  its  value,  the  gold  export  and  import  points  w  ere 
about  this  amount  above  and  below-  the  parity  point.  In  the  case  of  the 
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Collar-pound  relationship,  when  parity  was  at  / 1  =  $4,866,  the  gold 
export  point  was  about  $4,885  and  the  gold  import  point  was  about 
54'845.  Thus: 

Gold  export  point  $4,885 

(excess  demand  for  bills  by  importers) 

Parity  $4,866 

Gold  import  point  $4,845 

(excess  suppl)-  of  bills  by  exporters) 

The  situation  which  we  have  described  is  overly  simplified.  In  prac¬ 
tice  the  situation  is  made  more  complicated  by  several  factors.  Among 
these  are  the  following:  (i)  middlemen  buv  and  sell  foreign  exchange  for 
present  or  future  delivery  as  a  speculative  activitv;  ( 2 )  the  total  supply  of 
foreign  exchange  available  in  the  market  depends  on  much  more  than 
the  international  exchange  of  commodities.  It  depends  on  the  sum  total 
all  international  payments,  such  as  interest,  payment  for  services, 
tourist  spending,  borrowings,  sales  of  securities,  immigrant  remittances, 
’’od  so  on;  (3)  the  total  exchange  balance  depends  on  the  total  of  the 
tclationships  of  all  countries,  not  merely  between  two. 

The  flow  of  gold  from  country  to  countrx'  resulting  from  unbalanced 
trade  tends  to  create  a  situation  which  counteracts  the  flow.  If  a  coun¬ 
try  exports  more  than  it  imports  so  that  gold  flows  in  to  cover  the  differ- 
*^ttce,  this  gold  will  become  the  basis  for  an  increased  quantity  of  mone\', 
®tid  this  will  cause  a  rise  of  prices  within  the  country  sufficient  to  re¬ 
duce  exports  and  increase  imports.  At  the  same  time,  the  gold  by  flow- 
'tig  out  of  some  other  countrj^  will  reduce  the  quantity  of  money  there 
and  will  cause  a  fall  in  prices  within  that  country.  These  shifts  in  prices 
"'ill  cause  shifts  in  the  flow  of  goods  because  of  the  obvious  fact  that 
goods  tend  to  flow  to  higher-priced  areas  and  cease  to  flow  to  lower- 
P^iced  areas.  These  shifts  in  the  flow'  of  goods  will  counteract  the 
original  unbalance  in  trade  which  caused  the  flow  of  gold.  As  a  result, 
.  flow  of  gold  will  cease,  and  a  balanced  international  trade  at  slightly 
'fferent  price  levels  will  result.  The  wTole  process  illustrates  the 
^bordination  of  internal  price  stabilitx'  to  stability  of  exchanges.  It 
this  subordination  which  was  rejected  bv  most  countries  after  1931. 
his  rejection  was  signified  by  (a)  abandonment  of  the  gold  standard  at 
®®st  in  part,  {b)  efforts  at  control  of  domestic  prices,  and  (c)  efforts 
exchange  control.  All  these  were  done  because  of  a  desire  to  free  the 
^eonomic  system  from  the  restricting  influence  of  a  gold-dominated 
"ancial  system. 

This  w  onderful,  automatic  mechanism  of  international  payments  repre- 
*®’ats  one  of  the  greatest  social  instruments  ever  devised  bv  man.  It 
^^*)uires,  however,  a  very  special  group  of  conditions  for  its  effective 
'actioning  and,  as  we  shall  show,  these  conditions  were  disappearing 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


66 

by  1900  and  were  largely  wiped  away  as  a  result  of  the  economic 
changes  brought  about  by  the  First  World  War.  Because  of  these 
changes  it  became  impossible  to  restore  the  financial  s)^stem  which  had 
existed  before  1914.  Efforts  to  restore  it  were  made  with  great  determi¬ 
nation,  but  by  1935  they  had  obviously  failed,  and  all  major  countries 
had  been  forced  to  abandon  the  gold  standard  and  automatic  exchanges. 

When  the  gold  standard  is  abandoned,  gold  flows  between  countries 
like  any  other  commodit)’-,  and  the  value  of  foreign  exchanges  (no  longer 
tied  to  gold)  can  fluctuate  much  more  widely.  In  theory  an  unbalance 
of  international  payments  can  be  rectified  either  through  a  shift  in  ex¬ 
change  rates  or  through  a  shift  in  internal  price  levels.  On  the  gold 
standard  this  rectification  is  made  by  shifts  in  exchange  rates  only  be¬ 
tween  the  gold  points.  When  the  unbalance  is  so  great  that  exchanges 
would  be  forced  be\  ond  the  gold  points,  the  rectification  is  made  by 
means  of  changing  internal  prices  caused  by  the  fact  that  gold  flows  at 
the  gold  points,  instead  of  the  e.vchanges  passing  beyond  the  gold 
points.  On  the  other  hand,  when  a  currency  is  off  the  gold  standard, 
fluctuation  of  exchanges  is  not  confined  between  any  two  points  but 
can  go  indefinitely  in  either  direction.  In  such  a  case,  the  unbalance  of 
international  payments  is  worked  out  largely  by  a  shift  in  exchange 
rates  and  only  remotely  by  shifts  in  internal  prices.  In  the  period  of 
1929-1936,  the  countries  of  the  world  went  off  gold  because  they  pre¬ 
ferred  to  bring  their  international  balances  toward  equilibrium  by  means 
of  fluctuating  exchanges  rather  than  by  means  of  fluctuating  price  levels. 
They  feared  these  last  because  changing  (especially  falling)  prices  led 
to  declines  in  business  activity  and  shifts  in  the  utilization  of  economic 
resources  (such  as  labor,  land,  and  capital)  from  one  activity  to  an¬ 
other. 

The  reestablishment  of  the  balance  of  international  payments  when 
a  currency  is  off  gold  can  be  seen  from  an  e.xample.  If  the  value  of  the 
pound  sterling  falls  to  $4.00  or  $3.00,  Americans  will  buy  in  England 
increasingly  because  English  prices  are  cheap  for  them,  but  English¬ 
men  will  buy  in  America  only  with  reluctance  because  they  have  to 
pay  so  much  for  American  money.  This  will  serve  to  rectify  the 
original  excess  of  exports  to  England  which  gave  the  great  supply  of 
pound  sterling  necessary  to  drive  its  value  down  to  $3.00.  Such  a  depre¬ 
ciation  in  the  exchange  value  of  a  currency  will  cause  a  rise  in  prices 
within  the  country  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  demand  for  the  goods 
of  that  country. 


THE  SITUATION  BEFORE  1914 

The  key  to  the  world  situation  in  the  period  before  1914  is  to  be 
found  in  the  dominant  position  of  Great  Britain.  This  position  was 
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more  real  than  apparent.  In  many  fields  (such  as  naval  or  financial)  the 
supremacy  of  Britain  was  so  complete  that  it  almost  never  had  to  be 
declared  by  her  or  admitted  by  others.  It  was  tacitly  assumed  by  both. 

an  unchallenged  ruler  in  these  fields,  Britain  could  afford  to  be  a 
l^enevolent  ruler.  Sure  of  herself  and  of  her  position,  she  could  be  satis¬ 
fied  with  substance  rather  than  forms.  If  others  accepted  her  dominance 
m  fact,  she  was  quite  willing  to  leave  to  them  independence  and 
autonomy  in  law. 

This  supremacy  of  Britain  was  not  an  achievement  of  the  nineteenth 
century  alone.  Its  origins  go  back  to  the  si.xteenth  century— to  the 
period  in  which  the  discovery  of  America  made  the  Atlantic  more  im¬ 
portant  than  the  Mediterranean  as  a  route  of  commerce  and  a  road  to 
'vealth.  In  the  Atlantic,  Britain’s  position  was  unique,  not  merely  be¬ 
cause  of  her  westernmost  position,  but  much  more  because  she  was  an 
island.  This  last  fact  made  it  possible  for  her  to  watch  Europe  embroil 
Itself  in  internal  squabbles  while  she  retained  freedom  to  exploit  the 
new  worlds  across  the  seas.  On  this  basis,  Britain  had  built  up  a  naval 
supremacy  which  made  her  ruler  of  the  seas  bv  1900.  Along  with  this 
'vas  her  preeminence  in  merchant  shipping  which  gave  her  control  of  the 
•'•Venues  of  world  transportation  and  ownership  of  39  percent  of  the 
^'Grid’s  oceangoing  vessels  (three  times  the  number  of  her  nearest 
••ival). 

To  her  supremacy  in  these  spheres,  won  in  the  period  before  1815, 
"ritain  added  new  spheres  of  dominance  in  the  period  after  1815.  These 
arose  from  her  early  achievement  of  the  Industrial  Revolution.  This 
^’as  applied  to  transportation  and  communications  as  well  as  to  industrial 
production.  In  the  first  it  gave  the  world  the  railroad  and  the  steamboat; 
•u  the  second  it  gave  the  telegraph,  the  cable,  and  the  telephone;  in  the 
’'fiird  it  gave  the  factory  svstem. 

The  Industrial  Revolution  existed  in  Britain  for  almost  two  genera- 
t’ons  before  it  spread  elsewhere.  It  gave  a  great  increase  in  output  of 
Manufactured  goods  and  a  great  demand  for  raw  materials  and  food;  it 
also  gave  a  great  increase  in  wealth  and  savings.  As  a  result  of  the  first 
'•"’0  and  the  improved  methods  of  transportation,  Britain  developed  a 
'vorld  trade  of  which  it  was  the  center  and  which  consisted  chiefly  of  the 
^^port  of  manufactured  goods  and  the  import  of  raw  materials  and 
°od.  At  the  same  time,  the  savings  of  Britain  tended  to  flow  out  to 
^orth  America,  South  America,  and  Asia,  seeking  to  increase  the  output 
raw  materials  and  food  in  these  areas.  By  1914  these  exports  of 
^3pital  had  reached  such  an  amount  that  they  were  greater  than  the 
oreign  investments  of  all  other  countries  put  together.  In  1914  British 
^Verseas  investment  was  about  $20  billion  (or  about  one-quarter  of 
_  ritain’s  national  wealth,  yielding  about  a  tenth  of  the  total  national 
Mcome).  The  French  overseas  investment  at  the  same  time  was  about 
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$9  billion  (or  one-sixth  the  French  national  wealth,  yielding  6  percent 
of  the  national  income),  while  Germany  had  about  $5  billion  invested 
overseas  (one-fifteenth  the  national  wealth,  yielding  3  percent  of  the 
national  income).  The  United  States  at  that  time  was  a  large-scale 
debtor. 

The  dominant  position  of  Britain  in  the  world  of  1913  was,  as  I  have 
said,  more  real  than  apparent.  In  all  parts  of  the  world  people  slept 
more  securely,  worked  more  productively,  and  lived  more  fully  because 
Britain  existed.  British  naval  vessels  in  the  Indian  Ocean  and  the  Far 
E^st  suppressed  slave  raiders,  pirates,  and  headhunters.  Small  nations 
like  Portugal,  the  Netherlands,  or  Belgium  retained  their  overseas  pos¬ 
sessions  under  the  protection  of  the  British  fleet.  Even  the  United 
States,  without  realizing  it,  remained  secure  and  upheld  the  Monroe 
Doctrine  behind  the  shield  of  the  British  Navy.  Small  nations  were  able 
to  preserv'e  their  independence  in  the  gaps  between  the  Great  Powers, 
kept  in  precarious  balance  bv  the  Foreign  Office’s  rather  diffident  bal- 
ance-of-power  tactics.  Most  of  the  world’s  great  commercial  markets, 
even  in  commodities  like  cotton,  rubber,  and  tin,  which  she  did  not 
produce  in  quantities  herself,  were  in  England,  the  world  price  being 
set  from  the  auction  bidding  of  skilled  specialist  traders  there.  If  a  man 
in  Peru  wished  to  send  money  to  a  man  in  Afghanistan,  the  final  pay¬ 
ment,  as  like  as  not,  w’ould  be  made  by  a  bookkeeping  transaction  in 
London.  The  English  parliamentary  system  and  some  aspects  of  the 
English  judicial  system,  such  as  the  rule  of  law,  were  being  copied,  as 
best  as  could  be,  in  all  parts  of  the  world. 

The  profitability  of  capital  outside  Britain— a  fact  which  caused  the 
great  export  of  capital— was  matched  by  a  profitability  of  labor.  As 
a  result,  the  flow  of  capital  from  Britain  and  Europe  was  matched  by  a 
flow  of  persons.  Both  of  these  served  to  build  up  non-European  areas  on 
a  modified  European  pattern.  In  export  of  men,  as  in  export  of  capital, 
Britain  was  easily  first  (over  20  million  persons  emigrating  from  the 
United  Kingdom  in  the  period  1815-1938).  As  a  result  of  both,  Britain 
became  the  center  of  world  finance  as  well  as  the  center  of  w’orld 
commerce.  The  system  of  international  financial  relations,  which  we 
described  earlier,  was  based  on  the  system  of  industrial,  commercial,  and 
credit  relationships  which  we  have  just  described.  The  former  thus  re¬ 
quired  for  its  existence  a  very  special  group  of  circumstances— a  group 
which  could  not  be  expected  to  continue  forever.  In  addition,  it  required 
a  group  of  secondary  characteristics  which  were  also  far  from  perma¬ 
nent.  Among  these  were  the  following:  (1)  all  the  countries  concerned 
must  be  on  the  full  gold  standard;  (2)  there  must  be  freedom  from 
public  or  private  interference  with  the  domestic  economy  of  any  coun¬ 
try;  that  is,  prices  must  be  free  to  rise  and  fall  in  accordance  with  the 
supply  and  demand  for  both  goods  and  money;  (3)  there  must  also  be 
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free  flow  of  international  trade  so  that  both  goods  and  money  can  go 
without  hindrance  to  those  areas  where  each  is  most  valuable;  (4)  the 
international  financial  economy  must  be  organized  about  one  center 
with  numerous  subordinate  centers,  so  that  it  would  be  possible  to 
cancel  out  international  claims  against  one  another  in  some  clearinghouse 
and  thus  reduce  the  flow  of  gold  to  a  minimum;  (5)  the  flow  of  goods 
and  funds  in  international  matters  should  be  controlled  by  economic 
factors  and  not  be  subject  to  political,  psychological,  or  ideological  in¬ 
fluences. 

These  conditions,  which  made  the  international  financial  and  com¬ 
mercial  system  function  so  beautifully  before  1914,  had  begun  to 
change  by  1890.  The  fundamental  economic  and  commercial  conditions 
changed  first,  and  were  noticeably  modified  by  1910;  the  group  of 
secondary  characteristics  of  the  system  were  changed  by  the  events  of 
the  First  World  War.  As  a  result,  the  system  of  early  international 
financial  capitalism  is  now  only  a  dim  memory.  Imagine  a  period  with¬ 
out  passports  or  visas,  and  with  almost  no  immigration  or  customs 
restrictions.  Certainly  the  system  had  many  incidental  drawbacks,  but 
they  laere  incidental.  Socialized  if  not  social,  civilized  if  not  cultured,  the 
system  allowed  individuals  to  breathe  freely  and  develop  their  individual 
talents  in  a  v'ay  unknown  before  and  in  jeopardy  since. 


The  United  States  to  1917 

Just  as  Classical  culture  spread  westward  from  the  Greeks  who  created 

to  the  Roman  peoples  who  adopted  and  changed  it,  so  Europe’s  cul- 
'^ure  spread  westw'ard  to  the  New  W'orld,  where  it  was  profoundly 
modified  while  still  remaining  basically  European.  The  central  fact  of 
■American  history  is  that  people  of  European  origin  and  culture  came 
to  occupy  and  use  the  immensely  rich  wilderness  betv'een  the  Atlantic 
and  the  Pacific.  In  this  process  the  wilderness  was  developed  and  ex- 
P  oited  area  by  area,  the  Tidewater,  the  Piedmont,  the  trans-Ap- 
P^Iachian  forest,  the  trans-.Mississippi  prairies,  the  Pacific  Coast,  and 
j  ually  the  Great  Plains.  By  1900  the  period  of  occupation  which  had 
'Cgun  in  1607  was  finished,  but  the  era  of  development  continued  on  an 
mtensive  rather  than  extensive  basis.  This  shift  from  extensive  to  in¬ 
tensive  development,  frequently  called  the  “closing  of  the  frontier,”  re- 
t]uired  a  readjustment  of  social  outlook  and  behavior  from  a  largely 
mdividualistic  to  a  more  cooperative  basis  and  from  an  emphasis  on 
mere  physical  prowess  to  emphasis  on  other  less  tangible  talents  of  man- 
“S^rial  skills,  scientific  training,  and  intellectual  capacity  able  to  fill  the 
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newly  occupied  frontiers  tvith  a  denser  population,  producing  a  higher 
standard  of  living,  and  utilizing  more  extensive  leisure. 

The  ability  of  the  people  of  the  United  States  to  make  this  readjust¬ 
ment  of  social  outlook  and  behavior  at  the  “ending  of  the  frontier” 
about  1900  was  hampered  by  a  number  of  factors  from  its  earlier 
historical  experience.  Among  these  we  should  mention  the  growTh  of 
sectionalism,  past  political  and  constitutional  experiences,  isolationism, 
and  emphasis  on  physical  prow’ess  and  unrealistic  idealism. 

The  occupation  of  the  United  States  had  given  rise  to  three  chief 
geographic  sections:  a  commercial  and  later  financial  and  industrial 
East,  an  agrarian  and  later  industrial  WTst,  and  an  agrarian  South.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  the  two  agrarian  sections  were  organized  quite  differentlv, 
the  South  on  the  basis  of  slave  labor  and  the  West  on  the  basis  of  free 
labor.  On  this  question  the  East  allied  with  the  West  to  defeat  the  South 
in  the  Civil  War  (1861-1865)  and  to  subject  it  to  a  prolonged  militarv 
occupation  as  a  conquered  territory  (1865-1877).  Since  the  w'ar  and  the 
occupation  were  controlled  by  the  new  Republican  Party,  the  political 
organization  of  the  country  became  split  on  a  sectional  basis:  the 
South  refused  to  vote  Republican  until  1928,  and  the  West  refused  to 
vote  Democratic  until  1932.  In  the  East  the  older  families  which  in¬ 
clined  toward  the  Republican  Party  because  of  the  Civil  War  w^ere 
largely  submerged  by  w'aves  of  new  immigrants  from  Europe,  begin¬ 
ning  with  Irish  and  Germans  after  1846  and  continuing  w'ith  even 
greater  numbers  from  eastern  Europe  and  .Mediterranean  Europe  after 
1890.  These  new'  immigrants  of  the  eastern  cities  voted  Democratic  be¬ 
cause  of  religious,  economic,  and  cultural  opposition  to  the  upper-class 
Republicans  of  the  same  eastern  section.  The  class  basis  in  voting  patterns 
in  the  East  and  the  sectional  basis  in  voting  in  the  South  and  West  proved 
to  be  of  major  political  significance  after  1880. 

The  Founding  Fathers  had  assumed  that  the  political  control  of  the 
country  would  be  conducted  by  men  of  property'  and  leisure  who 
would  generally  know’  each  other  personally  and,  facing  no  need  for 
urgent  decisions,  would  move  government  to  action  when  tliey  agreed 
and  be  able  to  prevent  it  from  acting,  without  serious  damage,  w'hen 
they  could  not  agree.  The  American  Constitution,  with  its  provisions 
for  division  of  powers  and  selection  of  the  chief  executive  by  an 
electoral  college,  reflected  this  point  of  view.  So  also  did  the  use  of  the 
party  caucus  of  legislative  assemblies  for  nomination  to  public  office  and 
the  election  of  senators  by  the  same  assemblies.  The  arrival  of  a  mass 
democracy  after  1830  changed  this  situation,  establishing  the  use  of 
party  conventions  for  nominations  and  the  use  of  entrenched  political 
party  machines,  supported  on  the  patronage  of  public  office,  to  mobilize 
sufficient  votes  to  elect  their  candidates. 

As  a  result  of  this  situation,  the  elected  official  from  1840  to  1880 
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found  himself  under  pressure  from  three  directions;  from  the  popular 
electorate  which  provided  him  M'ith  the  votes  necessar\’  for  election, 
from  the  party  machine  which  provided  him  with  the  nomination  to 
run  for  office  as  well  as  the  patronage  appointments  by  W'hich  he  could 
reward  his  followers,  and  from  the  wealthy  economic  interests  which 
gave  him  the  money  for  campaign  expenses  with,  perhaps,  a  certain 
surplus  for  his  own  pocket.  This  was  a  fairlv  workable  system,  since 
the  three  forces  were  approximately  equal,  the  advantage,  if  any,  resting 
With  the  party  machine.  This  advantage  became  so  great  in  the  period 
1865-1880  that  the  forces  of  finance,  commerce,  and  industry  xvere 
forced  to  contribute  ever-increasing  largesse  to  the  political  machines 
lu  order  to  obtain  the  services  from  government  which  they  regarded  as 
their  due,  services  such  as  higher  tariffs,  land  grants  to  railroads,  better 
postal  services,  and  mining  or  timber  concessions.  The  fact  that  these 
forces  of  finance  and  business  were  themselves  groxving  in  wealth  and 
power  made  them  increasingly  restive  under  the  need  to  make  constantly 
larger  contributions  to  party  political  machines.  .Moreover,  these  eco¬ 
nomic  tycoons  increasingly  felt  it  to  be  unseemly  that  they  should  be 
Unable  to  issue  orders  but  instead  have  to  negotiate  as  equals  in  order 
1^0  obtain  services  or  favors  from  party  bosses. 

I^y  the  late  1870’s  business  leaders  determined  to  make  an  end  to 
*^his  situation  by  cutting  with  one  blow  the  taproot  of  the  system  of 
party  machines,  namely,  the  patronage  system.  This  system,  which  the)" 
called  bv  the  derogatory  term  “spoils  system,”  was  objectionable  to  big 
business  not  so  much  because  it  led  to  dishonesty  or  inefficiency  but 
because  it  made  the  party  machines  independent  of  business  control  by 
giving  them  a  source  of  income  (campaign  contributions  from  govern- 
•bent  employees)  which  was  independent  of  business  control.  If  this 
Source  could  be  cut  off  or  even  sensibly  reduced,  politicians  would 
c  much  more  dependent  upon  business  contributions  for  campaign 
expenses.  .A.t  a  time  w'hen  the  growth  of  a  mass  press  and  of  the  use  of 
chartered  trains  for  political  candidates  were  greatly  increasing  the 
expense  of  campaigning  for  office,  an\"  reduction  in  campaign  contribu¬ 
tions  from  officeholders  would  inevitably  make  politicians  more  sub¬ 
servient  to  business.  It  was  with  this  aim  in  view  that  civil  service 
reform  began  in  the  Federal  government  with  the  Pendleton  Bill  of 
‘^83.  As  a  result,  the  government  was  controlled  with  varying  degrees 
°f  completeness  bv  the  forces  of  investment  banking  and  heavy  indus- 
’^ry  from  1884  to  1933. 

^his  period,  1884-1933,  was  the  period  of  financial  capitalism  in 
which  investment  bankers  moving  into  commercial  banking  and  in¬ 
surance  on  one  side  and  into  railroading  and  heavy  industry  on  the 
other  were  able  to  mobilize  enormous  wealth  and  wield  enormous 
economic,  political,  and  social  power.  Popularly  known  as  “Society,” 
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or  the  “400,”  thev  lived  a  life  of  dazzling  splendor.  Sailing  the  ocean  in 
great  private  yachts  or  traveling  on  land  bv  private  trains,  they  moved 
in  a  ceremonious  round  between  their  spectacular  estates  and  town 
houses  in  Palm  Beach,  Long  Island,  the  Berkshires,  Newport,  and 
Bar  Harbor;  assembling  from  their  fortress-like  New  York  residences  to 
attend  the  .Metropolitan  Opera  under  the  critical  eye  of  .Mrs.  Astor;  or 
gathering  for  business  meetings  of  the  highest  strategic  level  in  the 
awesome  presence  of  J.  P.  Morgan  himself. 

The  structure  of  financial  controls  created  by  the  tycoons  of  “Big 
Banking”  and  “Big  Business”  in  the  period  1880-1933  was  of  extraor¬ 
dinary  complexity,  one  business  fief  being  built  on  another,  both  being 
allied  with  semi-independent  associates,  the  whole  rearing  upward  into 
two  pinnacles  of  economic  and  financial  power,  of  which  one,  centered 
in  New  York,  was  headed  bv  J.  P.  .Morgan  and  Company,  and  the  other, 
in  Ohio,  was  headed  by  the  Rockefeller  family.  When  these  twm  co¬ 
operated,  as  they  generally  did,  thev  could  influence  the  economic  life 
of  the  country  to  a  large  degree  and  could  almost  control  its  political 
life,  at  least  on  the  Federal  level.  The  former  point  can  be  illustrated 
by  a  few  facts.  In  the  United  States  the  number  of  billion-dollar  cor¬ 
porations  rose  from  one  in  1909  (United  States  Steel,  controlled  by  Mor¬ 
gan)  to  fifteen  in  1930.  The  share  of  all  corporation  assets  held  by  the 
200  largest  corporations  rose  from  32  percent  in  1909  to  49  percent  in  1930 
and  reached  57  percent  in  1939.  By  1930  these  200  largest  corporations 
held  49.2  percent  of  the  assets  of  all  40,000  corporations  in  the  country 
($81  billion  out  of  S165  billion);  they  held  38  percent  of  all  business 
wealth,  incorporated  or  unincorporated  (or  58 1  billion  out  of  $212  bil¬ 
lion);  and  they  held  22  percent  of  all  the  wealth  in  the  country  (or  $81 
billion  out  of  $367  billion).  In  fact,  in  1930,  one  corporation  (American 
Telephone  and  Telegraph,  controlled  by  Morgan)  had  greater  assets  than 
the  total  wealth  in  uventy-one  states  of  the  Union. 

The  influence  of  these  business  leaders  was  so  great  that  the  .Morgan 
and  Rockefeller  groups  acting  together,  or  even  Morgan  acting  alone, 
could  have  wrecked  the  economic  system  of  the  countrx^  merely  by 
throwing  securities  on  the  stock  market  for  sale,  and,  having  precipi¬ 
tated  a  stock-market  panic,  could  then  have  bought  back  the  securities 
they  had  sold  but  at  a  lower  price.  Naturally,  they  were  not  so  foolish 
as  to  do  this,  although  Alorgan  came  very  close  to  it  in  precipitating  the 
“panic  of  1907,”  but  they  did  not  hesitate  to  wreck  individual  corpora¬ 
tions,  at  the  e.xpense  of  the  holders  of  common  stocks,  b^^  driving  them 
to  bankruptcy.  In  this  way,  to  take  only  tw'o  examples,  Morgan  wrecked 
the  New  York,  New  Haven,  and  Hartford  Railroad  before  1914  by  selling 
to  it,  at  high  prices,  the  largely  valueless  securities  of  myriad  New  Eng¬ 
land  steamship  and  trolley  lines;  and  William  Rockefeller  and  his  friends 
wrecked  the  Chicago,  .Milwaukee,  St.  Paul,  and  Pacific  Railroad  before 
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1925  bv  selling  to  it,  at  excessive  prices,  plans  to  electrify  to  the  Pacific, 
copper,  electricity,  and  a  worthless  branch  railroad  (the  Gary  Line). 
These  are  but  examples  of  the  discovery  by  financial  capitalists  that  they 
niade  money  out  of  issuing  and  selling  securities  rather  than  out  of  the 
production,  distribution,  and  consumption  of  goods  and  accordingly  led 
them  to  the  point  where  they  discovered  that  the  exploiting  of  an  op¬ 
erating  company  by  excessive  issuance  of  securities  or  the  issuance  of 
honds  rather  than  equity  securities  not  only  \\'as  profitable  to  them  but 
made  it  possible  for  them  to  increase  their  profits  by  bankruptcy  of  the 
firm,  providing  fees  and  commissions  of  reorganization  as  well  as  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  issue  new  securities. 

When  the  business  interests,  led  by  William  C.  Whitney,  pushed 
through  the  first  installment  of  civil  service  reform  in  1883,  they  expected 
that  they  would  be  able  to  control  both  political  parties  equally.  Indeed, 
some  of  them  intended  to  contribute  to  both  and  to  allow  an  alternation 
of  the  two  parties  in  public  office  in  order  to  conceal  their  own  influ¬ 
ence,  inhibit  any  exhibition  of  independence  by  politicians,  and  allow  the 
electorate  to  believe  that  they  were  exercising  their  own  free  choice. 
Such  an  alternation  of  the  parties  on  the  Federal  scene  occurred  in  the 
period  1880-1896,  with  business  influence  (or  at  least  Morgan’s  influence) 

great  in  Democratic  as  in  Republican  administrations.  But  in  1896  came 
a  shocking  experience.  The  business  interests  discovered  that  they  could 
eontrol  the  Republican  Party  to  a  large  degree  but  could  not  be  nearly  so 
confident  of  controlling  the  Democratic  Party.  The  reason  for  this  dif- 
crence  lay  in  the  existence  of  the  Solid  South  as  a  Democratic  section 
^'ith  almost  no  Republican  voters.  This  section  sent  delegates  to  the 
Republican  National  Convention  as  did  the  rest  of  the  country,  but. 
Since  these  delegates  did  not  represent  voters,  they  came  to  represent 
^ose  who  were  prepared  to  pay  their  expenses  to  the  Republican  National 
invention.  In  this  way  these  delegates  came  to  represent  the  busi- 
uess  interests  of  tbe  North,  whose  money  they  accepted.  Mark  Hanna 
2s  told  us  in  detail  how  he  spent  much  of  the  winter  of  1895-1896  in 
eorgia  buying  over  two  hundred  delegates  for  McKinley  to  the  Re¬ 
publican  National  Convention  of  1896.  As  a  result  of  this  system,  about 
“  ^uaner  of  the  votes  in  a  Republican  Convention  were  “controlled” 
'’otes  from  the  Solid  South,  not  representing  the  electorate.  After  the 
Pjt  in  the  Republican  Party  in  191:,  this  portion  of  the  delegates  was 
^^^ced  to  about  17  percent. 

he  inability  of  the  investment  bankers  and  their  industrial  allies  to 
ontrol  the  Democratic  Convention  of  1896  was  a  result  of  the  agrarian 
^'scontent  of  the  period  1868-1896.  This  discontent  in  turn  was  based, 
e^^  on  the  monetary  tactics  of  the  banking  oligarchy.  The  bank- 

Were  wedded  to  the  gold  standard  for  reasons  we  have  already  ex- 
^ned.  Accordingly,  at  the  end  of  the  Civil  War,  they  persuaded  the 
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Grant  Administration  to  curb  the  postwar  inflation  and  go  back  on  the 
gold  standard  (crash  of  1873  and  resumption  of  specie  payments  in  1875). 
This  gave  the  bankers  a  control  of  the  supply  of  money  which  they 
did  not  hesitate  to  use  for  their  own  purposes,  as  Morgan  ruthlessly  pres¬ 
surized  Cleveland  in  1893-1896.  The  bankers’  affection  for  low  prices 
was  not  shared  by  the  farmers,  since  each  time  prices  of  farm  products 
went  down  the  burden  of  farmers’  debts  (especially  mortgages)  became 
greater.  Moreover,  farm  prices,  being  much  more  competitive  than  in¬ 
dustrial  prices,  and  not  protected  by  a  tariff,  fell  much  faster  than  in¬ 
dustrial  prices,  and  farmers  could  not  reduce  costs  or  modify  their  pro¬ 
duction  plans  nearly  so  rapidlv  as  industrialists  could.  The  result  was  a 
systematic  e.xploitation  of  the  agrarian  sectors  of  the  community  by  the 
financial  and  industrial  sectors.  This  exploitation  took  the  form  of  high 
industrial  prices,  high  (and  discriminatory)  railroad  rates,  high  interest 
charges,  low  farm  prices,  and  a  very  low  level  of  farm  services  by  rail¬ 
roads  and  the  government.  Unable  to  resist  by  economic  weapons,  the 
farmers  of  the  West  turned  to  political  relief,  but  were  greatly  hampered 
by  their  reluctance  to  vote  Democratic  (because  of  their  memories  of 
the  Civil  War).  Instead,  they  tried  to  work  on  the  state  political  level 
through  local  legislation  (so-called  Granger  Laws)  and  set  up  third-party 
movements  (like  the  Greenback  Party  in  1878  or  the  Populist  Party  in 
1892).  By  1896,  however,  agrarian  discontent  rose  so  high  that  it  began 
to  overcome  the  memory  of  the  Democratic  role  in  the  Civil  W’ar.  The 
capture  of  the  Democratic  Party  by  these  forces  of  discontent  under 
William  Jennings  Brx'an  in  1896,  who  was  determined  to  obtain  higher 
prices  by  increasing  the  supply  of  money  on  a  bimetallic  rather  than  a  gold 
basis,  presented  the  electorate  with  an  election  on  a  social  and  economic 
issue  for  the  first  time  in  a  generation.  Though  the  forces  of  high  finance 
and  of  big  business  w’ere  in  a  state  of  near  panic,  by  a  mighty  effort  in¬ 
volving  large-scale  spending  they  were  successful  in  electing  McKinley. 

The  inability  of  plutocracy  to  control  the  Democratic  Party  as  it 
had  demonstrated  it  could  control  the  Republican  Party,  made  it  advisable 
for  them  to  adopt  a  one-party  outlook  on  political  affairs,  although  they 
continued  to  contribute  to  some  extent  to  both  parties  and  did  not  cease 
their  efforts  to  control  both.  In  fact  on  two  occasions,  in  1904  and  in 
1924,  J.  P.  Morgan  was  able  to  sit  back  with  a  feeling  of  satisfaction  to 
w’atch  a  presidential  election  in  which  the  candidates  of  both  parties  were 
in  his  sphere  of  influence.  In  1924  the  Democratic  candidate  was  one  of 
his  chief  lawyers,  while  the  Republican  candidate  was  the  classmate  and 
handpicked  choice  of  his  partner,  Dwight  Morrow.  Usually,  .Morgan  had 
to  share  this  political  influence  with  other  sectors  of  the  business  oli¬ 
garchy,  especially  with  the  Rockefeller  interest  (as  w'as  done,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  by  dividing  the  ticket  between  them  in  1900  and  in  1920). 

The  agrarian  discontent,  the  growth  of  monopolies,  the  oppression  of 
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labor,  and  the  excesses  of  Wall  Street  financiers  made  the  country  very 
restless  in  the  period  1890-1900.  All  this  could  have  been  alleviated  merely 
by  increasing  the  supply  of  money  sufficiently  to  raise  prices  somewhat, 
but  the  financiers  in  this  period,  just  as  thirty  years  later,  were  determined 
to  defend  the  gold  standard  no  matter  what  happened.  In  looking  about 
for  some  issue  which  would  distract  public  discontent  from  domestic 
economic  issues,  what  better  solution  than  a  crisis  in  foreign  affairs?  Cleve¬ 
land  had  stumbled  upon  this  alternative,  more  or  less  accidentally,  in  1895 
"hen  he  stirred  up  a  controversy  with  Creat  Britain  over  Venezuela. 


The 


great  opportunity,  however,  came  with  the  Cuban  revolt  against 


Spain  in  1895.  While  the  “yellow  press,”  led  by  William  Randolph  Hearst, 
roused  public  opinion,  Henry  Cabot  Lodge  and  Theodore  Roosevelt 
plotted  how  they  could  best  get  the  United  States  into  the  fracas.  They 
got  the  excuse  they  needed  when  the  American  battleship  Marne  was 
sunk  by  a  mysterious  explosion  in  Havana  harbor  in  February  1898. 
bi  two  months  the  United  States  declared  war  on  Spain  to  fight  for 
Cuban  independence.  The  resulting  victory  revealed  the  United  States 
3s  a  world  naval  power,  established  it  is  an  imperialist  power  with  pos¬ 
session  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Philippines,  whetted  some  ap¬ 
petites  for  imperialist  glory,  and  covered  the  transition  from  the  long- 
firawn  age  of  semidepression  to  a  new  period  of  prosperity.  This  new 
period  of  prosperity  was  spurred  to  some  extent  by  the  increased  demand 
for  industrial  products  arising  from  the  tvar,  but  even  more  by  the 
new  period  of  rising  prices  associated  with  a  considerable  increase  in  the 
World  production  of  gold  from  South  Africa  and  Alaska  after  1895. 

America’s  entrance  upon  the  stage  as  a  world  power  continued  with 
tbe  annexation  of  Hawaii  in  1898,  the  intervention  in  the  Boxer  uprising 
*n  1900,  the  seizure  of  Panama  in  1903,  the  diplomatic  intervention  in  the 
Russo-Japanese  War  in  1905,  the  round-the-world  cruise  of  the  American 
^’avy  in  1908,  the  military  occupation  of  Nicaragua  in  1912,  the  open- 
j'^g  of  the  Panama  Canal  in  1914,  and  military  intervention  in  Mexico 
1916. 

Huring  this  same  period,  there  appeared  a  new  movement  for  economic 
and  political  reform  known  as  Progressivism.  The  Progressive  movement 
tesulted  from  a  combination  of  forces,  some  new  and  some  old.  Its  foun- 
‘^ation  rested  on  the  remains  of  agrarian  and  labor  discontent  which  had 
so  vainly  before  1897.  There  was  also,  as  a  kind  of  afterthought 
nn  the  part  of  successful  business  leaders,  a  weakening  of  acquisitive 
selfishness  and  a  revival  of  the  older  sense  of  social  obligation  and  idealism. 
T^o  some  extent  this  feeling  was  mixed  with  a  realization  that  the  position 
3nd  privileges  of  the  very  wealthy  could  be  preserved  better  with  super- 
•^'al  concessions  and  increased  opportunity  for  the  discontented  to  blow 
steam  than  from  any  policy  of  blind  obstructionism  on  the  part  of  the 
*'*ch.  As  an  example  of  the  more  idealistic  impulse  we  might  mention  the 
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creation  of  the  various  Carnegie  foundations  to  work  for  universal  peace 
or  to  extend  scholarly  work  in  science  and  social  studies.  As  an  example 
of  the  more  practical  point  of  view  we  might  mention  the  founding  of 
The  New  Republic,  a  “liberal  weekly  paper,”  by  an  agent  of  Morgan 
financed  with  Whitney  money  ( 1914).  Somewhat  similar  to  this  last  point 
was  the  growth  of  a  new  “liberal  press,”  which  found  it  profitable  to 
print  the  writings  of  “muckrakers,”  and  thus  expose  to  the  public  eye 
the  seamy  side  of  Big  Business  and  of  human  nature  itself.  But  the  great 
opportunity  for  the  Progressive  forces  arose  from  a  split  within  Big  Busi¬ 
ness  .between  the  older  forces  of  financial  capitalism  led  by  Morgan  and 
the  newer  forces  of  monopoly  capitalism  organized  around  the  Rocke¬ 
feller  bloc.  As  a  consequence,  the  Republican  Party  was  split  between  the 
followers  of  Theodore  Roosevelt  and  those  of  William  Howard  Taft, 
so  that  the  combined  forces  of  the  liberal  East  and  the  agrarian  West  were 
able  to  capture  the  Presidency  under  Woodrow  Wilson  in  1912. 

Wilson  roused  a  good  deal  of  popular  enthusiasm  with  his  talk  of  “New' 
Freedom”  and  the  rights  of  the  underdog,  but  his  program  amounted 
to  little  more  than  an  attempt  to  establish  on  a  Federal  basis  those  reforms 
which  agrarian  and  labor  discontent  had  been  seeking  on  a  state  basis 
for  many  years.  Wilson  tras  by  no  means  a  radical  (after  all,  he  had  been 
accepting  money  for  his  personal  income  from  rich  industrialists  like 
Cleveland  Dodge  and  Cyrus  Hall  .McCormick  during  his  professorship 
at  Princeton,  and  this  kind  of  thing  by  no  means  ceased  w'hen  he  entered 
politics  in  1910),  and  there  was  a  good  deal  of  unconscious  hypocrisy  in 
many  of  his  resounding  public  speeches.  Be  this  as  it  may,  his  politi¬ 
cal  and  administrative  reforms  were  a  good  deal  more  effective  than  his 
economic  or  social  reforms.  The  Clayton  Antitrust  Act  and  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act  (1913)  were  soon  tightly  wrapped  in  litigation 
and  futility.  On  the  other  hand,  the  direct  election  of  senators,  the 
establishment  of  an  income  tax  and  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System,  and 
the  creation  of  a  Federal  Farm  Loan  System  (1916)  and  of  rural  delivery 
of  mail  and  parcel  post,  as  w'dl  as  the  first  steps  toward  various  laboring 
enactments,  like  minimum  wages  for  merchant  seamen,  restrictions  on 
child  labor,  and  an  eight-hour  day  for  railroad  w’orkers,  justified  the 
support  w'hich  Progressives  had  given  to  Wilson. 

The  first  Administration  of  Wilson  ( 191 3-1917)  and  the  earlier  Admin¬ 
istration  of  Theodore  Roosevelt  (1901-1909)  made  a  substantial  contri¬ 
bution  to  the  process  by  which  the  United  States  redirected  its  aim  from 
extensive  expansion  of  physical  frontiers  to  an  intensive  exploitation  of  its 
natural  and  moral  resources.  The  earlier  Roosevelt  used  his  genius  as  a 
showman  to  publicize  the  need  to  conserve  the  country’s  natural  re¬ 
sources,  while  Wilson,  in  his  own  professorial  fashion,  did  much  to  ex¬ 
tend  equality  of  opportunity  to  wdder  groups  of  the  American  people. 
These  people  were  so  absorbed  in  the  controversies  engendered  by  these 
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efforts  that  they  hardly  noticed  the  rising  international  tensions  in  Europe 
or  even  the  outbreak  of  war  in  August,  1914,  until  by  1915  the  clamorous 
controversy  of  the  threat  of  war  quite  eclipsed  the  older  domestic  con¬ 
troversies.  By  the  end  of  1915  i^erica  was  being  summoned,  in  no 
gentle  fashion,  to  play  a  role  on  the  world’s  stage.  Tliis  is  a  story  to  which 
we  must  return  in  a  later  chapter. 


Ill 

The  RUSSIAN  EMPIRE 
TO  1917 


IN  the  nineteenth  century  most  historians  regarded  Russia  as  part  of 
Europe  but  it  is  now  becoming  increasingly  clear  that  Russia  is  an¬ 
other  civilization  quite  separate  from  Western  Civilization.  Both  of 
these  civilizations  are  descended  from  Classical  Civilization,  but  the  con¬ 
nection  with  this  predecessor  was  made  so  differently  that  two  quite 
different  traditions  came  into  existence.  Russian  traditions  were  derived 
from  Byzantium  directly;  Western  traditions  were  derived  from  the 
niore  moderate  Classical  Civilization  indirectly,  having  passed  through 
the  Dark  Ages  when  there  was  no  state  or  government  in  the  West. 

Russian  civilization  was  created  from  three  sources  originally:  (i)  the 
Slav  people,  (2)  Viking  invaders  from  the  north,  and  (3)  the  Byzantine 
tradition  from  the  south.  These  three  were  fused  together  as  the  result 
ft  a  common  experience  arising  from  Russia’s  exposed  geographical  posi¬ 
tion  on  the  western  edge  of  a  great  flatland  stretching  for  thousands  of 
miles  to  the  east.  This  flatland  is  divided  horizontally  into  three  zones 
m  which  the  most  southern  is  open  plain,  while  the  most  northern  is  open 
ush  and  tundra.  The  middle  zone  is  forest.  The  southern  zone  (or 
steppes)  consists  of  two  parts:  the  southern  is  a  salty  plain  which  is  prac¬ 
tically  useless,  while  the  northern  part,  next  to  the  forest,  is  the  famous 
3ck-earth  region  of  rich  agricultural  soil.  Unfortunately  the  eastern 
portion  of  this  great  Eurasian  plain  has  been  getting  steadily  drier  for 
ousands  of  years,  with  the  consequence  that  the  Ural-Altaic-speaking 
peoples  of  central  and  east-central  Asia,  peoples  like  the  Huns,  Bulgars, 
Jlagyars,  Mongols,  and  Turks,  have  pushed  westward  repeatedly  along 
e  steppe  corridor  between  the  Urals  and  the  Caspian  Sea,  making  the 
3ck-earth  steppes  dangerous  for  sedentary  agricultural  peoples. 

The  Slavs  first  appeared  more  than  two  thousand  years  ago  as  a  peace- 
I  evasive  people,  with  an  economy  based  on  hunting  and  rudimentary 
agriculture,  in  the  forests  of  eastern  Poland.  These  people  slowly  in- 
oreased  in  numbers,  moving  northeastward  through  the  forests,  mixing 
’^'ith  the  scattered  Finnish  hunting  people  who  were  there  already.  About 
■D.  700  or  so,  the  Northmen,  whom  we  know  as  Vikings,  came  dov\'n 
rom  the  Baltic  Sea,  by  way  of  the  rivers  of  eastern  Europe,  and  even- 
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tually  reached  the  Black  Sea  and  attacked  Constantinople.  These  North¬ 
men  were  trying  to  make  a  way  of  life  out  of  militarism,  seizing  booty 
and  slaves,  imposing  tribute  on  conquered  peoples,  collecting  furs,  honey, 
and  wax  from  the  timid  Slavs  lurking  in  their  forests,  and  exchanging 
these  for  the  colorful  products  of  the  Byzantine  south.  In  time  the 
Northmen  set  up  fortified  trading  posts  along  their  river  highways, 
notably  at  Novgorod  in  the  north,  at  Smolensk  in  the  center,  and  at 
Kiev  in  the  south.  They  married  Slav  women  and  imposed  on  the  rudi¬ 
mentary  agricultural-hunting  economy  of  the  Slavs  a  superstructure  of  a 
tribute-collecting  state  with  an  exploitative,  militaristic,  commercial  econ¬ 
omy.  This  created  the  pattern  of  a  two-class  Russian  society  which  has 
continued  ever  since,  much  intensified  bv  subsequent  historical  events. 

In  time  the  ruling  class  of  Russia  became  acquainted  with  Byzantine 
culture.  They  w  ere  dazzled  bv  it,  and  sought  to  import  it  into  their 
wilderness  domains  in  the  north.  In  this  way  they  imposed  on  the  Slav 
peoples  many  of  the  accessories  of  the  Byzantine  Empire,  such  as  Ortho¬ 
dox  Christianity,  the  Byzantine  alphabet,  the  Bvzantine  calendar,  the 
used  of  domed  ecclesiastical  architecture,  the  name  Czar  (Caesar)  for 
their  ruler,  and  innumerable  other  traits.  .Most  important  of  all,  they 
imported  the  Bvzantine  totalitarian  autocracy,  under  which  all  aspects 
of  life,  including  political,  economic,  intellectual,  and  religious,  were  re¬ 
garded  as  departments  of  government,  under  the  control  of  an  autocratic 
ruler.  These  beliefs  were  part  of  the  Greek  tradition,  and  were  based 
ultimately  on  Greek  inability  to  distinguish  between  state  and  society. 
Since  society  includes  all  human  activities,  the  Greeks  had  assumed  that 
the  state  must  include  all  human  activities.  In  the  days  of  Classical  Greece 
this  all-inclusive  entity  was  called  the  polis,  a  term  w'hich  meant  both 
society  and  state;  in  the  later  Roman  period  this  all-inclusive  entity  was 
called  the  imperitim.  The  only  difference  was  that  the  polis  was  sometimes 
(as  in  Pericles’s  Athens  about  450  b.c.)  democratic,  while  the  miperhivi 
w’as  always  a  militarv'  autocracy.  Both  were  totalitarian,  so  that  religion 
and  economic  life  were  regarded  as  spheres  of  governmental  activity.  This 
totalitarian  autocratic  tradition  was  carried  on  to  the  Byzantine  Empire 
and  passed  from  it  to  the  Russian  state  in  the  north  and  to  the  later 
Ottoman  Empire  in  the  south.  In  the  north  this  Byzantine  tradition  com¬ 
bined  w'ith  the  e.xperience  of  the  Northmen  to  intensify  the  two-class 
structure  of  Slav  society.  In  the  new  Slav  (or  Orthodox)  Civilization  this 
fusion,  fitting  together  the  Bvzantine  tradition  and  the  Viking  tradition, 
created  Russia.  From  Byzantium  came  autocracy  and  the  idea  of  the  state 
as  an  absolute  power  and  as  a  totalitarian  power,  as  well  as  such  impor¬ 
tant  applications  of  these  principles  as  the  idea  that  the  state  should  control 
thought  and  religion,  that  the  Church  should  be  a  branch  of  the  govern¬ 
ment,  that  law  is  an  enactment  of  the  state,  and  that  the  ruler  is  semi¬ 
divine.  From  the  Vikings  came  the  idea  that  the  state  is  a  foreign 
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importation,  based  on  militarism  and  supported  by  booty  and  tribute, 
that  economic  innovations  are  the  function  of  the  government,  that  power 
rather  than  law  is  the  basis  of  social  life,  and  that  society,  with  its  people 
®nd  its  property,  is  the  private  property  of  a  foreign  ruler. 

These  concepts  of  the  Russian  system  must  be  emphasized  because  they 
are  so  foreign  to  our  own  traditions.  In  the  West,  the  Roman  Empire 
(which  continued  in  the  East  as  the  Byzantine  Empire)  disappeared  in 
476;  and,  although  many  efforts  were  made  to  revive  it,  there  was  clearly 
a  pcnod,  about  900,  when  there  was  no  empire,  no  state,  and  no  public 
authority  in  the  \^^est.  The  state  disappeared,  yet  society  continued.  So 
a  so,  religious  and  economic  life  continued.  This  clearly  showed  that  the 
state  and  society  were  not  the  same  thing,  that  society  was  the  basic 


entity,  and  that  the  state  was  a  crowning,  but  not  essential,  cap  to  the 
social  structure.  This  experience  had  revolutionary  effects.  It  w-as  dis¬ 
covered  that  man  can  live  without  a  state;  this  became  the  basis  of 
'Western  liberalism.  It  was  discovered  that  tlie  state,  if  it  exists,  must 
serve  men  and  that  it  is  incorrect  to  believe  that  the  purpose  of  men  is 
•^0  serve  the  state.  It  was  discovered  that  economic  life,  religious  life,  law, 
®na  private  property  can  all  exist  and  function  effectively  without  a  state, 
rom  this  emerged  laissez-faire,  separation  of  Church  and  State,  rule  of 
and  the  sanctity  of  private  property.  In  Rome,  in  Byzantium,  and  in 
ussia,  law  was  regarded  as  an  enactment  of  a  supreme  power.  In  the 
cst,  when  no  supreme  power  existed,  it  was  discovered  that  law  still 
existed  as  the  body  of  rules  which  govern  social  life.  Thus  law  was  found 
y  observation  in  the  AVest,  not  enacted  bv^  autocracy  as  in  the  East.  This 
^eant  that  authority  was  established  by  law  and  under  the  law  in  the 
est,  while  authority  was  established  by  power  and  above  the  law  in  the 
The  AA^est  felt  that  the  rules  of  economic  life  were  found  and  not 
enacted;  that  individuals  had  rights  independent  of,  and  even  opposed  to, 
n  c  authority;  that  groups  could  e.xist,  as  the  Church  e.xisted,  by 
6  t  and  not  by  privilege,  and  without  the  need  to  have  any  charter  of 
orporation  entitling  them  to  exist  as  a  group  or  act  as  a  group;  that 
and  *'^‘^*''>e*uals  could  own  property  as  a  right  and  not  as  a  privilege 
h  r  property  could  not  be  taken  by  force  but  must  be  taken 

established  process  of  law.  It  was  emphasized  in  the  AA'est  that  the 
"'as  done  was  more  important  than  what  was  done,  while 
"’hat  was  done  was  far  more  significant  than  the  way  in 
it  'va,  do„a.  ®  ( 

"'as  also  another  basic  distinction  between  AATstem  Civiliza- 
Chr’  ^"ssian  Civilization.  This  was  derived  from  the  history  of 
so  This  new  faith  came  into  Classical  Civilization  from  Semitic 

"'orld'  origin  it  was  a  this-worldly  religion,  believing  that  the 

Pot  ■ basically  good,  or  at  least  filled  w'ith  good 
^•^^lalities,  because  both  were  made  by  God;  the  body  was  made  in  the 
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image  of  God;  God  became  Alan  in  this  world  with  a  human  bod\’,  to 
save  men  as  individuals,  and  to  establish  “Peace  on  earth.”  The  earlv 
Christians  intensified  the  “this-worldlv”  tradition,  insisting  that  salvation 
was  possible  onlv^  because  God  lived  and  died  in  a  human  bodv  in  this 
world,  that  the  individual  could  be  saved  only  through  God’s  help 
(grace)  and  by  living  correctly  in  this  body  on  this  earth  (good  works), 
that  there  would  be,  some  day,  a  millennium  on  this  earth  and  that,  at  that 
Last  Judgment,  there  would  be  a  resurrection  of  the  body  and  life  ever¬ 
lasting.  In  this  way  the  world  of  space  and  time,  which  God  had 
made  at  the  beginning  with  the  .statement,  “It  was  good”  (Book  of 
Genesis),  would,  at  the  end,  be  restored  to  its  original  condition. 

This  optimistic,  “this-w'orldly”  religion  was  taken  into  Classical  Civili¬ 
zation  at  a  time  when  the  philosophic  outlook  of  that  society  was  quite 
incompatible  with  the  religious  outlook  of  Christianity.  The  Classical 
philosophic  outlook,  which  we  might  call  Neoplatonic,  was  derived 
from  the  teachings  of  Persian  Zoroastrianism,  Pythagorean  rationalism, 
and  Platonism.  It  was  dualistic,  dividing  the  universe  into  two  opposed 
worlds,  the  world  of  matter  and  flesh  and  the  world  of  spirit  and  ideas. 
The  former  w'orld  was  changeable,  unknowable,  illusionar\%  and  evil;  the 
latter  world  was  eternal,  knowable,  real,  and  good.  Truth,  to  these  people, 
could  be  found  by  the  use  of  reason  and  logic  alone,  not  by  use  of  the 
body  or  the  senses,  since  these  were  prone  to  error,  and  must  be 
.spurned.  The  body,  as  Plato  said,  was  the  “tomb  of  the  soul.” 

Thus  the  Classical  world  into  which  Christianity  came  about  a.d.  60 
believed  that  the  world  and  the  body  were  unreal,  unknowable,  corrupt, 
and  hopeless  and  that  no  truth  or  success  could  be  found  by  the  use  of 
the  body,  the  senses,  or  matter.  A  small  minority,  derived  from  Democ¬ 
ritus  and  the  early  Ionian  scientists  through  Aristotle,  Epicurus,  and 
Lucretius,  rejected  the  Platonic  dualism,  preferring  materialism  as  an 
explanation  of  reality.  These  materialists  were  equally  incompatible  with 
the  new  Christian  religion.  Moreover,  even  the  ordinary  citizen  of  Rome 
had  an  outlook  whose  implications  were  not  compatible  with  the  Chris¬ 
tian  religion.  To  give  one  simple  e.xample:  while  the  Christians  spoke 
of  a  millennium  in  the  future,  the  average  Roman  continued  to  think  of  a 
“Golden  Age”  in  the  past,  just  as  Homer  had. 

As  a  consequence  of  the  fact  that  Christian  religion  came  into  a 
society  with  an  incompatible  philosophic  outlook,  the  Christian  religion 
was  ravaged  by  theological  and  dogmatic  disputes  and  shot  through 
with  “otherworldly”  heresies.  In  general,  these  heresies  felt  that  God  was 
so  perfect  and  so  remote  and  man  was  so  imperfect  and  such  a  worm 
that  the  gap  between  God  and  man  could  not  be  bridged  by  any  act  of 
man,  that  salvation  depended  on  grace  rather  than  on  good  works,  and 
that,  if  God  ever  did  so  lower  Himself  as  to  occupy  a  human  body,  this 
was  not  an  ordinary  body,  and  that,  accordingly,  Christ  could  be  either 
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True  God  or  True  Man  but  could  not  be  both.  This  point  of  view 
'tas  opposed  by  the  ‘Christian  Fathers  of  the  Church,  not  always  suc¬ 
cessfully;  but  in  the  decisive  battle,  at  the  first  Church  Council,  held  at 
Nicaea  in  325,  the  Christian  point  of  view  was  enacted  into  the  formal 
'^ogma  of  the  Church.  Although  the  Church  continued  to  exist  for  cen¬ 
turies  thereafter  in  a  society  whose  philosophic  outlook  was  ill  adapted  to 
die  Christian  religion,  and  obtained  a  compatible  philosophy  only  in 
the  medieval  period,  the  basic  outlook  of  Christianity  reinforced  the 
experience  of  the  Dark  Ages  to  create  the  outlook  of  Western  Civiliza¬ 
tion.  Some  of  the  elements  of  this  outlook  which  were  of  great  im¬ 
portance  were  the  following;  (i)  the  importance  of  the  individual, 
since  he  alone  is  saved;  (2)  the  potential  goodness  of  the  material  world 
3nd  of  the  body;  (3)  the  need  to  seek  salvation  by  use  of  the  body  and 
the  .senses  in  this  world  (good  works);  (4)  faith  in  the  reliability  of  the 
senses  (which  contributed  much  to  Western  science);  (5)  faith  in  the 
teality  of  ideas  (which  contributed  much  to  Western  mathematics);  (6) 
jtiUndane  optimism  and  millennianism  (which  contributed  much  to  faith 
111  the  future  and  the  idea  of  progress);  (7)  the  belief  that  God  (and  not 
ihe  devil)  reigns  over  this  world  by  a  system  of  established  rules  (which 
contributed  much  to  the  ideas  of  natural  law,  natural  science,  and  the  rule 
of  law). 

These  ideas  which  became  part  of  the  tradition  of  the  West  did  not 
^lecome  part  of  the  tradition  of  Russia.  The  influence  of  Greek  philo¬ 
sophic  thought  remained  strong  in  the  East.  The  Latin  We.st  before  900 
^sed  a  language  which  was  not,  at  that  time,  fitted  for  abstract  dis¬ 
cussion,  and  almost  all  the  dogmatic  debates  which  arose  from  the  in¬ 
compatibility  of  Greek  philosophy  and  Christian  religion  were  carried 
oil  in  the  Greek  language  and  fed  on  the  Greek  philosophic  tradition.  In 
the  West  the  Latin  language  reflected  a  quite  different  tradition,  based  on 
^he  Roman  emphasis  on  administrative  procedures  and  ethical  ideas  about 
^UiTian  behavior  to  one’s  fellow  man.  As  a  result,  the  Greek  philosophic 
iiadition  remained  strong  in  the  East,  continued  to  permeate  the  Greek- 
speaking  Church,  and  went  with  that  Church  into  the  Slavic  north. 
The  schism  between  the  Latin  Church  and  the  Greek  Church  strength¬ 
ened  their  different  points  of  view,  the  former  being  more  this-worldly, 
^ore  concerned  with  human  behavior,  and  continuing  to  believe  in  the 
efficacy  of  good  works,  while  the  latter  was  more  otherworldly,  more 
Concerned  with  God’s  majesty  and  power,  and  emphasized  the  evilness 
und  Weakness  of  the  body  and  the  world  and  the  efficacy  of  God’s  grace. 

a  result,  the  religious  outlook  and,  accordingly,  the  world  outlook 
nf  Slav  religion  and  philosophy  developed  in  quite  a  different  direction 
‘torn  that  in  the  West.  The  body,  this  world,  pain,  personal  comfort, 
and  even  death  were  of  little  importance;  man  could  do  little  to  change 
"s  lot,  which  was  determined  by  forces  more  powerful  than  he;  resigna- 
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tion  to  Fate,  pessimism,  and  a  belief  in  the  overwhelming  power  of  sin 
and  of  the  devil  dominated  the  East. 

To  this  point  we  have  seen  the  Slavs  formed  into  Russian  civilization 
as  the  result  of  several  factors.  Before  w  e  go  on  we  should,  perhaps,  re¬ 
capitulate.  The  Slavs  were  subjected  at  first  to  the  Viking  e.vploitative 
svstem.  These  Vikings  copied  Bvzantine  culture,  and  did  it  very  con¬ 
sciously,  in  their  religion,  in  their  writing,  in  their  state,  in  their  law  s,  in 
art,  architecture,  philosophy,  and  literature.  These  rulers  were  outsiders 
w’ho  innovated  all  the  political,  religious,  economic,  and  intellectual  life 
of  the  new’  civilization.  There  was  no  state:  foreigners  brought  one  in. 
There  w  as  no  organized  religion:  one  was  imported  from  Byzantium  and 
imposed  on  the  Slavs.  The  Slav  economic  life  w’as  on  a  low  level,  a  forest 
subsistence  economy  wdth  hunting  and  rudimentary  agriculture:  on  this 
the  V'ikings  imposed  an  international  trading  system.  There  was  no  reli¬ 
gious-philosophic  outlook:  the  new  State-Church  superstructure  imposed 
on  the  Slavs  an  outlook  derived  from  Greek  dualistic  idealism.  And, 
finally,  the  East  never  e.xperienced  a  Dark  Ages  to  show  it  that  society  is 
distinct  from  the  state  and  more  fundamental  than  the  state. 

This  summary  brings  Russian  society  down  to  about  1200.  In  the  ne.\t 
si.x  hundred  years  new'  experiences  merely  intensified  the  Russian  develop¬ 
ment.  These  e.xperiences  arose  from  the  fact  that  the  new'  Russian  society 
found  itself  caught  betw’een  the  population  pressures  of  the  raiders  from 
the  steppes  to  the  east  and  the  pressure  of  the  advancing  technology  of 
^Vestern  Civilization. 

The  pressure  of  the  Ural-Altaic  speakers  from  the  eastern  steppes 
culminated  in  the  Mongol  (Tarter)  invasions  after  1:00.  The  Alongols 
conquered  Russia  and  established  a  tribute-gathering  system  which  con¬ 
tinued  for  generations.  Thus  there  continued  to  be  a  foreign  exploiting 
system  imposed  over  the  Slav  people.  In  time  the  .Mongols  made  the 
princes  of  Moscow’  their  chief  tribute  collectors  for  most  of  Russia.  A 
little  later  the  .Mongols  made  a  court  of  highest  appeal  in  .Moscow,  so 
that  both  money  and  judicial  cases  flowed  to  Moscow’.  These  continued 
to  flow'  even  after  the  princes  of  .Moscow’  (1380)  led  the  successful  re¬ 
volt  which  ejected  the  .Mongols. 

As  the  population  pressure  from  the  East  decreased,  the  technological 
pressure  from  the  AVest  increased  (after  1500).  B\’  Western  technology 
w’e  mean  such  things  as  gunpowder  and  firearms,  better  agriculture, 
counting  and  public  finance,  sanitation,  printing,  and  the  spread  of  educa¬ 
tion.  Russia  did  not  get  the  full  impact  of  these  pressures  until  late, 
and  then  from  secondary  sources,  such  as  Sweden  and  Poland,  rather  than 
from  England  or  France.  However,  Russia  w’as  hammered  out  between 
the  pressures  from  the  East  and  those  from  the  West.  The  result  of  this 
hammering  w’as  the  Russian  autocracy,  a  militarv,  tribute-gathering  ma¬ 
chine  superimposed  on  the  Slav  population.  The  povertv  of  this  popu- 
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iation  made  it  impossible  for  them  to  get  firearms  or  any  other  advan- 
tages  of  Western  technologv.  Onlv  the  state  had  these  things,  but  the 
state  could  afford  them  only  bv  draining  wealth  from  the  people.  This 
chaining  of  y^ealth  from  below  upward  provided  arms  and  Western  tech¬ 
nology  for  the  rulers  but  kept  the  ruled  too  poor  to  obtain  these  things, 
so  that  all  power  was  concentrated  at  the  top.  The  continued  pressure 
from  the  West  made  it  impossible  for  the  rulers  to  use  the  wealth  that 
accumulated  in  their  hands  to  finance  economic  improvements  which 
’’’igbt  have  raised  the  standards  of  living  of  the  ruled,  since  this  accumu¬ 
lation  had  to  be  used  to  increase  Russian  power  rather  than  Russian 
"’ealth.  As  a  consequence,  pressure  downward  increased  and  the  autocracy 
l^ecaine  more  autocratic.  In  order  to  ijet  a  bureaucracy  for  the  ann\'  and 
for  government  service,  the  landlords  were  given  personal  powers  over 
^lic  peasants,  creating  a  system  of  serfdom  in  the  East  just  at  the  time 
^hat  medieval  serfdom  was  disappearing  in  the  West.  Private  property, 
personal  freedom,  and  direct  contact  with  the  state  (for  ta.vation  or  for 
justice)  were  lost  to  the  Russian  serfs.  The  landlords  were  given  these 
powers  so  that  the  landlords  tvould  be  free  to  fight  and  willing  to  fight 
ur  Moscow  or  to  serve  in  .Moscow’s  autocracy. 

%  1730  the  direct  pressure  of  the  MTst  upon  Russia  began  to  weaken 
Somewhat  because  of  the  decline  of  Sweden,  of  Poland,  and  of  Turkey, 
"'hile  Prussia  was  too  occupied  with  Austria  and  with  France  to  press 
forcibly  on  Russia.  Thus,  the  Slavs,  using  an  adopted  Western  tech- 
uology  of  a  rudimentary  character,  were  able  to  impose  their  supremacy 
°u  the  peoples  to  the  East.  The  peasants  of  Russia,  seeking  to  escape  from 
pressures  of  serfdom  in  the  area  west  of  the  Urals,  began  to  flee 
^^stward,  and  eventually  reached  the  Pacific.  The  Russian  state  made 
‘■“''cry  effort  to  stop  this  movement  because  it  felt  that  the  peasants  must 
l^^rnain  to  tvork  the  land  and  pay  ta.ves  if  the  landlords  were  to  be  able 
rnaintain  the  military  autocracy  which  was  considered  necessary.  Even- 
“  the  autocracy  followed  the  peasants  eastward,  and  Russian  society 
to  occupy  the  whole  of  northern  Asia, 
the  ^  Ptessure  from  the  East  and  the  pressure  from  the  AVest  declined, 
autocracy,  inspired  perhaps  bv  powerful  religious  feelings,  began  to 
^  a  bad  coascience  tow’ard  its  own  people.  At  the  same  time  it  still 
?  It  to  westerni7.e  itself.  It  became  increasingly  clear  that  this  process 
'vesternization  could  not  be  restricted  to  the  autocracy  itself,  but  must 
£  ^■'^fended  downward  to  include  the  Russian  people.  The  autocracy 
tl^at  it  could  not  defeat  Napoleon’s  army  without  calling 
^  ic  Russian  people.  Its  inability  to  defeat  the  AVestern  allies  in  the 
^Mar  of  1854-1856,  and  the  growing  threat  of  the  Central  Pow- 
'^lUst  Austro-German  alliance  of  1879,  made  it  clear  that  Russia 

cla  ''westernized,  in  technology  if  not  in  ideology'-,  throughout  all 
es  of  the  society,  in  order  to  sun'ive.  This  meant,  very  specifically. 
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that  Russia  had  to  obtain  the  Agricultural  Revolution  and  industrialism; 
but  these  in  turn  required  that  ability  to  read  and  vrite  be  extended  to  the 
peasants  and  that  the  rural  population  be  reduced  and  the  urban  popula¬ 
tion  be  increased.  These  needs,  again,  meant  that  serfdom  had  to  be 
abolished  and  that  modern  sanitation  had  to  be  introduced.  Thus  one  need 
led  to  another,  so  that  the  whole  society  had  to  be  reformed.  In  typically 
Russian  fashion  all  these  things  were  undertaken  by  government  action, 
but  as  one  reform  led  to  another  it  became  a  question  whether  the  autoc¬ 
racy  and  the  landed  upper  classes  would  be  willing  to  allow  the  reform 
movement  to  go  so  far  as  to  jeopardize  their  power  and  privileges.  For 
example,  the  abolition  of  serfdom  made  it  necessary  for  the  landed 
nobility  to  cease  to  regard  the  peasants  as  private  property  whose  only 
contact  with  the  state  was  through  themselves.  Similarly,  industrialism 
and  urbanism  would  create  new  social  classes  of  bourgeoisie  and  Mark¬ 
ers.  These  new'  classes  inevitably  would  make  political  and  social  de¬ 
mands  veiy'  distasteful  to  the  autocracy  and  the  landed  nobility.  If  the 
reforms  led  to  demands  for  nationalism,  how'  could  a  dynastic  monarchy 
such  as  the  Romanov  autocracy  yield  to  such  demands  w'ithout  risking 
the  loss  of  Finland,  Poland,  the  Ukraine,  or  Armenia? 

As  long  as  the  desire  to  westernize  and  the  bad  conscience  of  the 
upper  classes  worked  together,  reform  advanced.  But  as  soon  as  the  lou'cr 
classes  began  to  make  demands,  reaction  appeared.  On  this  basis  the 
history  of  Russia  W'as  an  alternation  of  reform  and  reaction  from  the 
eighteenth  century  to  the  Revolution  of  1917.  Peter  the  Great  (1689- 
1725)  and  Catherine  the  Great  (1762-1796)  w'ere  supporters  of  westerni¬ 
zation  and  reform.  Paul  I  (1796-1801)  w’as  a  reactionary.  Alexander  1 
(1801-1825)  and  Ale.xander  II  (1855-1881)  were  reformers,  while  Nicho¬ 
las  I  (1825-1855)  and  Ale.xander  III  (1881-1894)  '^'ere  reactionaries.  As 
a  consequence  of  these  various  activities,  by  1864  serfdom  had  been 
abolished,  and  a  fairly  modern  sv'stem  of  law,  of  justice,  and  of  educa¬ 
tion  had  been  established;  local  government  had  been  somewhat  mod¬ 
ernized;  a  fairly  good  financial  and  fiscal  system  had  been  established; 
and  an  army  based  on  universal  military  service  (but  lacking  in  equip¬ 
ment)  had  been  created.  On  the  otlier  hand,  the  autocracy  continued, 
with  full  power  in  the  hands  of  weak  men,  subject  to  all  kinds  of  personal 
intrigues  of  the  basest  kind;  the  freed  serfs  had  no  adequate  lands;  the 
newly  literate  were  subject  to  a  ruthless  censorship  w'hich  tried  to 
control  their  reading,  writing,  and  thinking;  the  new'ly  freed  and  neu'ly 
urbanized  w'ere  subject  to  constant  police  supervision;  the  non-Russian 
peoples  of  the  empire  W'ere  subjected  to  w'aves  of  Russification  and  Pan- 
Slavism;  the  judicial  sj'stem  and  the  fiscal  system  were  administered  with 
an  arbitrary  disregard  of  all  personal  rights  or  equity;  and,  in  general, 
the  autocracy  was  both  tyrannical  and  weak. 

The  first  period  of  reform  in  the  nineteenth  century',  that  under  Alex- 
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“ndcr  I,  resulted  from  a  fusion  of  two  factors:  the  “conscience-stricken 
gentry”  and  the  westernizing  autocracy.  Alexander  himself  represented 
both  factors.  As  a  result  of  his  reforms  and  those  of  his  grandmother, 
Catherine  tlie  Great,  even  earlier,  there  appeared  in  Russia,  for  the  first 
time,  a  new  educated  class  which  was  wider  than  the  gentry,  being  re¬ 
cruited  from  sons  of  Orthodox  priests  or  of  state  officials  (including 
army  officers)  and,  in  general,  from  the  fringes  of  the  autocracy  and  the 
gentry.  When  the  autocracv^  became  reactionary  under  Nicholas  I,  this 
newly  educated  group,  with  some  support  from  the  conscience-stricken 
gentry,  formed  a  revolutionary  group  generally  called  the  “Intelligentsia.” 

first  this  new  group  tvas  pro-Western,  but  later  it  became  increasingly 
anti-Western  and  “Slavophile”  because  of  its  disillusionment  with  the 
^^est.  In  general,  the  Westernizers  argued  that  Russia  was  merely  a 
backw'ard  and  barbaric  fringe  of  Western  Civilization,  that  it  had  made 
"0  cultural  contribution  of  its  own  in  its  past,  and  that  it  must  pass 
through  the  same  economic,  political,  and  social  developments  as  the 
West.  The  Westernizers  wished  to  speed  up  these  developments. 

The  Slavophiles  insisted  that  Russia  was  an  entirely  different  civiliza¬ 
tion  from  Western  Civilization  and  was  much  superior  because  it  had  a 
profound  spirituality  (as  contrasted  with  Western  materialism),  it  had  a 
irrationality  in  intimate  touch  with  vital  forces  and  simple  living 
yirtues  (in  contrast  to  Western  rationality,  artificiality,  and  hypocrisy), 
It  had  its  own  native  form  of  social  organization,  the  peasant  village 
(commune)  providing  a  fully  satisfying  social  and  emotional  life  (in 
contrast  to  Western  frustration  of  atomistic  individualism  in  sordid 
Cities);  and  that  a  Socialist  society  could  be  built  in  Russia  out  of  the 
Simple  self-governing,  cooperative  peasant  commune  without  any  need 
^0  pass  along  the  Western  route  marked  by  industrialism,  bourgeoisie 
supremacy,  or  parliamentary  democracy. 

A.S  industrialism  grew  in  the  West,  in  the  period  1830-1850,  the  Rus- 
Westernizers  like  P.  Y.  Chaadayev  (1793-1856)  and  Alexander 
Herzen  (1812-1870)  became  increasingly  disillusioned  with  the  West, 
especially  with  its  urban  slums,  factory  system,  social  disorganization, 
Middle-class  monej'-grubbing  and  pettiness,  its  absolutist  state,  and  its 
advanced  weapons.  Originally  the  Westernizers  in  Russia  had  been  in¬ 
spired  by  French  thinkers,  xvhile  the  Slavophiles  had  been  inspired  by 
German  thinkers  like  Schelling  and  Hegel,  so  that  the  shift  from  West- 
crnizcrs  to  Slavophiles  marked  a  shift  from  French  to  Germanic  teachers. 

The  Slavophiles  supported  orthodo.xy  and  monarchy,  although  they 
''  ere  very  critical  of  the  existing  Orthodox  Church  and  of  the  e.xisting 
autocracy.  They  claimed  that  the  latter  was  a  Germanic  importation,  and 
uit  the  former,  instead  of  remaining  a  native  organic  growth  of  Slavic 
spirituality,  had  become  little  more  than  a  tool  of  autocracy.  Instead  of 
supporting  these  institutions,  many  Slavophiles  went  out  into  the  villages 
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to  get  in  touch  with  pure  Slavic  spirituality  and  virtue  in  the  shape  of  the 
untutored  peasant.  These  missionaries,  called  “narodniki,”  were  greeted 
with  unconcealed  suspicion  and  distaste  by  the  peasants,  because  they 
were  city-bred  strangers,  were  educated,  and  expressed  anti-Church  and 
antigovernmental  ideas. 

Already  disillusioned  with  the  West,  the  Church,  and  the  government, 
and  now  rejected  by  the  peasants,  the  Intelligentsia  could  find  no  social 
group  on  which  to  base  a  reform  program.  The  result  was  the  growth 
of  nihilism  and  of  anarchism. 

Nihilism  was  a  rejection  of  all  conventions  in  the  name  of  individual¬ 
ism,  both  of  these  concepts  understood  in  a  Russian  sense.  Since  man  is  a 
man  and  not  an  animal  because  of  his  individual  development  and  growth 
in  a  society  made  up  of  conventions,  the  nihilist  rejection  of  conventions 
served  to  destroy  man  rather  than  to  liberate  him  as  they  expected.  The 
destruction  of  conventions  would  not  raise  man  to  be  an  angel,  but 
would  lower  him  to  be  an  animal.  .Moreover,  the  individual  that  the 
nihilists  sought  to  liberate  bv  this  destruction  of  conventions  was  not 
what  Western  culture  understands  by  the  word  “individual.”  Rather  it 
was  “humanity.”  The  nihilists  had  no  respect  whatever  for  the  concrete 
individual  or  for  individual  personality.  Rather,  by  destroying  all  conven¬ 
tions  and  stripping  all  persons  naked  of  all  conventional  distinctions,  they 
hoped  to  sink  everyone,  and  especially  themselves,  into  the  amorphous, 
indistinguishable  mass  of  humanitw  The  nihilists  were  completely  atheist, 
materialist,  irrational,  doctrinaire,  despotic,  and  violent.  They  rejected  all 
thought  of  self  so  long  as  humanity  suffered;  they  “became  atheists  be¬ 
cause  they  could  not  accept  a  Creator  W'ho  made  an  evil,  incomplete 
world  full  of  suffering”;  they  rejected  all  thought,  all  art,  all  idealism, 
all  conventions,  because  these  were  superficial,  unnecessary  luxuries  and 
therefore  evil;  they  rejected  marriage,  because  it  was  conventional  bond¬ 
age  on  the  freedom  of  love;  they  rejected  private  property,  because  it 
was  a  tool  of  individual  oppression;  some  even  rejected  clothing  as  a 
corruption  of  natural  innocence;  they  rejected  vice  and  licentiousness  as 
unnecessary  upper-class  lu.xuries;  as  Nikolai  Berdyaev  put  it:  “It  is 
Orthodox  asceticism  turned  inside  out,  and  asceticism  without  Grace.  At 
the  base  of  Rus.sian  nihilism,  when  grasped  in  its  purity  and  depth,  lies 
the  Orthodox  rejection  of  the  world  ....  the  acknowledgment  of  the 
sinfulness  of  all  riches  and  luxury,  of  all  creative  profusion  in  art  and  in 
thought.  .  .  .  Nihilism  considers  as  sinful  luxury  not  onh"  art,  metaphysics, 
and  spiritual  values,  but  religion  also.  .  .  .  Nihilism  is  a  demand  for  naked¬ 
ness,  for  the  stripping  of  oneself  of  all  the  trappings  of  culture,  for  the 
annihilation  of  all  historical  traditions,  for  the  setting  free  of  the  natural 
man.  .  .  .  The  intellectual  asceticism  of  nihilism  found  expression  in 
materialism;  any  more  subtle  philosophy  was  proclaimed  a  sin.  .  .  .  Not 
to  be  a  materialist  was  to  be  taken  as  a  moral  suspect.  If  you  were  not 
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a  niatcrialist,  then  you  were  in  favour  of  the  enslavement  of  man  both 
intellectually  and  politically.”  * 

This  fantastic  philosophy  is  of  great  significance  because  it  prepared 
the  ground  for  Bolshevism.  Out  of  the  same  spiritual  sickness  which 
produced  nihilism  emerged  anarchism.  To  the  anarchist,  as  revealed  by 
the  founder  of  the  movement,  Mikhail  Bakunin  (1814-1876),  the  chief  of 
all  enslaving  and  needless  conventionalities  was  the  state.  The  discovery 
that  the  state  was  not  identical  with  society,  a  discovery  which  the  West 
had  made  a  thousand  years  earlier  than  Russia,  could  have  been  a  liberat¬ 
ing  discovery  to  Russia  if,  like  the  West,  the  Russians  had  been  willing 
to  accept  both  state  and  society,  each  in  its  proper  place.  But  this  was 
t]uite  impossible  in  the  Russian  tradition  of  fanatical  totalitarianism.  To 
l^his  tradition  the  totalitarian  state  had  been  found  evil  and  must,  accord- 
iiigly,  be  competely  destroyed,  and  replaced  by  the  totalitarian  society 
in  which  the  individual  could  be  absorbed.  Anarchism  was  the  next 
step  after  the  disillusionment  of  the  narodniki  and  the  agitations  of  the 
nihilists.  The  revolutionary  Intelligentsia,  unable  to  find  any  social  group 
on  which  to  base  a  reform  program,  and  convinced  of  the  evil  of  all 
conventional  establishments  and  of  the  latent  perfection  in  the  Russian 
inasses,  adopted  a  program  of  pure  political  direct  action  of  the  simplest 
h'nd;  assassination.  Merely  by  killing  the  leaders  of  states  (not  only  in 
'Oissia  but  throughout  the  world),  governments  could  be  eliminated  and 
bie  mas.scs  freed  for  social  cooperation  and  agrarian  Socialism.  From  this 
hackground  came  the  assassination  of  Czar  Alexander  II  in  1881,  of 
''ng  Humbert  of  Italy  in  1900,  of  President  McKinley  in  1901,  as  well 
‘IS  many  anarchist  outrages  in  Russia,  Spain,  and  Italy  in  the  period  1890- 
'9>o.  The  failure  of  governments  to  disappear  in  the  face  of  tliis  ter¬ 
rorist  agitation,  especially  in  Russia,  where  the  oppression  of  autocracy 
increased  after  1881,  led,'  little  by  little,  to  a  fading  of  the  Intelligentsia’s 
inth  in  destructive  violence  as  a  constructive  action,  as  y'ell  as  in  the  sat- 
s  ymg  peasant  commune,  and  in  the  survival  of  natural  innocence  in  the 
unthinking  masses. 

Just  at  this  point,  about  1890,  a  great  change  began  in  Russia.  Western 
n  ustrialism  began  to  grow  under  governmental  and  foreign  auspices;  an 
^  an  proletariat  began  to  appear,  and  .Marxist  social  theory  came  in  from 
ermany.  The  growtii  of  industrialism  settled  the  violent  academic  dis- 
P^te  between  Westerners  and  Slavophiles  as  to  whether  Russia  must  fol- 
the  path  of  W'estern  development  or  could  escape  it  by  falling  back 
some  native  Slavic  solutions  hidden  in  the  peasant  commune;  the 
&to\vth  of  a  proletariat  gave  the  revolutionaries  once  again  a  social  group 
I’n  which  to  build;  and  Marxist  theory  gave  the  Intelligentsia  an  ideology 
•  could  fanatically  embrace.  These  new'  developments,  by  lift- 

%  Russia  from  the  impasse  it  had  reached  in  1885,  were  generally  wel- 
R-  Berdyaev,  Origin  o[  Russian  Connnunisni  (London,  Geoffrev  Bles,  1948),  p.  45. 


92  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

corned.  Even  the  autocracy  lifted  the  censorship  to  allow  Marxist  theory 
to  circulate,  in  the  belief  that  it  \yould  alleviate  terrorist  pressure  since 
it  eschewed  direct  political  action,  especially  assassination,  and  postponed 
revolution  until  after  industrialization  had  proceeded  far  enough  to  create 
a  fully  developed  bourgeois  class  and  a  fully  developed  proletariat.  To 
be  sure,  the  theory  created  by  .Marx’s  mid-nineteenth  century  Germanic 
background  was  (as  we  shall  see)  gradually  changed  by  the  age-long 
Russian  outlook,  at  first  by  the  Leninist  Bolshevik  triumph  over  the 
Mensheviks  and  later  by  Stalin’s  Russian  nationalist  victory  over  Lenin’s 
more  Western  rationalism,  but  in  the  period  1890-1914  the  stalemate  of 
opposed  violence  was  broken,  and  progress,  punctuated  by  violence  and 
intolerance,  appeared. 

This  period  of  progress  punctuated  by  violence  which  lasted  from  1890 
to  1914  has  a  number  of  aspects.  Of  these,  the  economic  and  social  de¬ 
velopment  will  be  discussed  first,  followed  by  the  political  and,  lastly,  the 
ideological. 

As  late  as  the  liberation  of  the  serfs  in  1863,  Russia  was  practically  un¬ 
touched  by  the  industrial  process,  and  was  indeed  more  backward  by  far 
than  Britain  and  France  had  been  before  the  invention  of  the  steam  en¬ 
gine  itself.  Owing  to  lack  of  roads,  transportation  was  very  poor  except 
for  the  excellent  system  of  rivers,  and  these  were  frozen  for  months  each 
year.  .Mud  tracks,  impassable  for  part  of  the  year  and  only  barely  pass¬ 
able  for  the  rest  of  the  time,  left  villages  relatively  isolated,  with  the  result 
that  almost  all  handicraft  products  and  much  agricultural  produce  were 
locally  produced  and  locally  consumed.  The  serfs  were  impoverished 
after  liberation,  and  held  at  a  low  standard  of  living  by  having  a  large  part 
of  their  produce  taken  from  them  as  rents  to  landlords  and  as  taxes  to  the 
state  bureaucracy.  This  served  to  drain  a  considerable  fraction  of  the  coun¬ 
try’s  agricultural  and  mineral  production  to  the  cities  and  to  the  export 
market.  This  fraction  provided  capital  for  the  growth  of  a  modern  econ¬ 
omy  after  1863,  being  e.xported  to  pay  for  the  import  of  the  necessary 
machinery  and  industrial  raw  materials.  This  was  supplemented  by  the 
direct  importation  of  capital  from  abroad,  especially  from  Belgium  and 
France,  while  much  capital,  especially  for  railroads,  was  provided  by  the 
government.  Foreign  capital  amounted  to  about  one-third  of  all  indus¬ 
trial  capital  in  1890  and  rose  to  almost  one-half  by  1900.  The  proportions 
varied  from  one  activitiy  to  another,  the  foreign  portion  being,  in  1900, 
at  70  percent  in  the  field  of  mining,  42  percent  in  the  field  of  metal¬ 
lurgical  industry,  but  less  than  10  percent  in  textiles.  At  the  same  date 
the  entire  capital  of  the  railroads  amounted  to  4,700  million  rubles,  of 
which  3,500  belonged  to  the  government.  These  two  sources  were  of  very 
great  importance  because,  except  in  textiles,  most  industrial  development 
was  based  on  the  railroads,  and  the  earliest  enterprises  in  heavy  industry, 
apart  from  the  old  charcoal  metallurgy  of  the  Ural  Mountains,  were 
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foreign.  The  first  peat  railroad  concession,  that  of  the  Main  Company 
^>650  miles  of  line,  was  given  to  a  French  company  in  1857.  A  British 
coloration  opened  the  exploitation  of  the  great  southern  iron  ore  basin 
at  Krivoi  Rog,  while  the  German  Nobel  brothers  began  the  development 
0  the  petroleum  industry  at  Baku  (both  about  1880). 

As  a  consequence  of  these  factors  the  Russian  economy  remained 
but  decreasingly,  a  colonial  economy  for  most  of  the  period 
j  3-1914.  There  was  a  very  low  standard  of  living  for  the  Russian  peo- 
P  c,  with  excessive  exportation  of  consumers’  commodities,  even  those 
adly  needed  by  the  Russian  people  themselves,  these  being  used  to  ob¬ 
tain  foreign  exchange  to  buy  industrial  or  luxury  commodities  of  foreign 
otigin  to  be  owned  by  the  very  small  ruling  class.  This  pattern  of  Rus¬ 
sian  economic  organization  has  continued  under  the  Soviet  regime  since 

'917- 

The  first  Russian  railroad  opened  in  1838,  but  growth  was  slow  until 
1C  establishment  of  a  rational  plan  of  development  in  1857.  This  plan 
sought  to  penetrate  the  chief  agricultural  regions,  especially  the  black- 
earth  region  of  the  south,  in  order  to  connect  them  with  the  chief  cities 
°  the  north  and  the  export  ports.  At  that  time  there  were  only  663  miles 
railroads,  but  this  figure  went  up  over  tenfold  by  1871,  doubled  again 
y  1881  (with  14,000  miles),  reached  37,000  by  1901,  and  46,600  by  1915. 
kis  building  took  place  in  two  great  waves,  the  first  in  the  decade  1866- 
1^75  and  the  second  in  the  fifteen  years  1891-1905.  In  these  two  periods 
averages  of  over  1,400  miles  of  track  were  constructed  annually,  while 
111  the  inten'ening  fifteen  years,  from  1876  to  1890,  the  average  construc¬ 
tion  was  only  631  miles  per  j'ear.  The  decrease  in  this  middle  period  re¬ 
sulted  from  the  “great  depression”  in  western  Europe  in  1873-1893,  and 
culminated,  in  Russia,  in  the  terrible  famine  of  1891.  After  this  last  date, 
railroad  construction  was  pushed  vigorously  by  Count  Sergei  Witte,  who 
advanced  from  stationmaster  to  .Minister  of  Finance,  holding  the  latter 
post  from  1892  to  1903.  Flis  greatest  achievement  was  the  single-tracked 
rans-Siberian  line,  which  ran  6,365  miles  from  the  Polish  frontier  to 
ladivostok  and  was  built  in  the  fourteen  years  1891-1905.  This  line,  by 
permitting  Russia  to  increase  her  political  pressure  in  the  Far  East,  brought 
ritain  into  an  alliance  with  Japan  (1902)  and  broueht  Russia  into  war 
Japan  (1904-1905). 

r  he  railroads  had  a  most  profound  effect  on  Russia  from  every  point 
°  '’lew,  binding  one-sixth  of  the  earth’s  surface  into  a  single  political  unit 
''I'd  transforming  that  country’s  economic,  political,  and  social  life.  New 
®teas,  chiefly  in  the  steppes,  which  had  previously  been  too  far  from 
markets  to  be  used  for  any  purpose  but  pastoral  activities,  were  brought 
Under  cultivation  (chiefly  for  grains  and  cotton),  thus  competing  with 
®  Central  black-soil  area.  The  drain  of  wealth  from  the  peasants  to  the 
i^ban  and  export  markets  was  increased,  especially  in  the  period  before 
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1890.  This  process  was  assisted  by  the  advent  of  a  money  economy  to 
those  rural  areas  which  had  previously  been  closer  to  a  self-sufficient  or 
a  barter  basis.  This  increased  agricultural  specialization  and  weakened 
handicraft  activities.  The  collection  of  rural  products,  which  had  pre¬ 
viously  been  in  the  hands  of  a  few  large  commercial  operators  who 
worked  slowly  on  a  long-term  basis,  largely  through  Russia’s  more  than 
si.v  thousand  annual  fairs,  were,  after  1870,  thanks  to  the  railroad  re¬ 
placed  by  a  horde  of  sTiiall.  quick-turnover  middlemen  who  swarmed 
like  ants  through  the  countryside,  offering  the  contents  of  their  small 
pouches  of  money  for  grain,  hemp,  hides,  fats,  bristles,  and  feathers.  This 
drain  of  goods  from  the  rural  areas  was  encouraged  by  the  government 
through  quotas  and  restrictions,  price  differentials  and  different  railroad 
rates  and  taxes  for  the  same  commodities  with  different  destinations.  As 
a  result,  Russian  sugar  sold  in  London  for  about  40  percent  of  its  price  in 
Russia  itself.  Russia,  with  a  domestic  consumption  of  10.5  pounds  of  sugar 
per  capita  compared  to  England's  92  pounds  per  capita,  nevertheless  ex¬ 
ported  in  1900  a  quarter  of  its  total  production  of  1,802  million  pounds. 
In  the  same  year  Russia  exported  almost  12  million  pounds  of  cotton 
goods  (chiefls'  to  Persia  and  China),  althought  domestic  consumption 
of  cotton  in  Russia  was  only  5.^  pounds  per  capita  compared  to  F.ng- 
land's  39  pounds.  In  petroleum  products,  where  Russia  had  48  percent  of 
the  total  world  production  in  i9o<j,  about  13.3  percent  was  exported, 
although  Russian  consumption  was  only  12  pounds  per  capita  each  t'ear 
compared  to  Germany’s  42  pounds.  In  one  of  these  products,  kerosene 
(where  Russia  had  the  strongest  potential  domestic  demand),  almost 
60  percent  tif  the  domestic  production  was  exported.  The  full  extent  of 
this  drain  of  w  ealth  from  the  rural  areas  can  be  judged  from  the  export 
figures  in  general.  In  1891-1895  rural  products  formed  75  percent  (and 
cereals  40  percent)  of  the  total  value  of  all  Russian  expfirts.  .Moreover,  it 
was  the  better  grains  which  were  exported,  a  quarter  of  the  wheat  crop 
compared  to  one-fifteenth  of  the  rve  crop  in  1900.  That  there  w  as  a 
certain  improvement  in  this  respect,  as  time  pas.scd.  can  be  seen  from  the 
fact  that  the  portion  of  the  wheat  crop  exported  fell  from  half  in  the 
i88o’s  to  one-si.xth  in  1912-1913. 

This  policy  of  .siphoning  wealth  into  the  export  market  gave  Russia  a 
fatorablc  balance  of  trade  ( that  is,  e.xcess  of  exports  over  imports)  for  the 
whole  period  after  1875,  providing  gold  and  foreign  exchange  which 
allowed  the  country  to  build  up  its  gold  reserve  and  to  provide  capital  for 
its  industrial  development.  In  addition,  billions  of  rubles  were  obtained 
by  sales  of  bonds  of  the  Rii.s.sian  government,  largeU’  in  France  a.s  part 
of  the  French  effort  to  build  up  the  Triple  Entente.  The  State  Hank, 
w  hich  had  increased  its  gold  reserve  from  475  million  to  1,095  million 
rubles  in  the  period  1890-1897,  was  made  a  bank  of  issue  in  1897  and  was 
required  by  law  to  redeem  its  notes  in  tjold,  thus  placing  Russia  on  the 
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international  gold  standard.  The  number  of  corporations  in  Russia  in¬ 
creased  from  504  with  912  million  rubles  capital  (of  which  215  million 
'Tas  foreign)  in  1889  to  i,i8i  corporations  with  1,737  million  rubles 
capital  (of  which  over  800  million  was  foreign)  in  1899.  The  proportion 
of  industrial  concerns  among  these  corporations  steadily  increased,  being 
58  percent  of  the  new  capital  flotations  in  1874-1881  as  compared  to 
only  II  percent  in  1861-1873. 

Much  of  the  impetus  to  industrial  advance  came  from  the  railroads, 
since  these,  in  the  last  decade  of  the  nineteenth  century,  were  by  far 
me  chief  purchasers  of  ferrous  metals,  coal,  and  petroleum  products.  As 
a  result,  there  was  a  spectacular  outburst  of  economic  productivity  in 
*■  IS  decade,  followed  by  a  decade  of  lo\\’er  prosperity  after  1900.  The 
production  of  pig  iron  in  the  period  1860-1870  ranged  about  350  thou¬ 
sand  tons  a  year,  rose  to  997  thousand  tons  in  1890,  to  almost  1.6  million 
^ons  in  1895,  and  reached  a  peak  of  3.3  million  tons  in  1900.  During  this 
period,  iron  production  shifted  from  the  charcoal  foundries  of  the 
rals  to  the  modern  coke  furnaces  of  the  Ukraine,  the  percentages  of 
'^le  total  Russian  production  being  67  percent  from  the  Urals  to  6  per¬ 
cent  from  the  south  in  1870  and  20  percent  from  the  Urals  with  67 
percent  from  the  south  in  1913.  The  production  figure  for  1900  was  not 
exceeded  during  the  next  decade,  but  rose  after  1909  to  reach  4.6  million 
ons  m  1913.  This  compared  with  14.4  million  tons  in  Germany,  31.5 
mi  ion  in  the  United  States,  or  almost  9  million  in  the  United  Kingdom. 

oal  production  presents  a  somewhat  similar  picture,  except  that  its 
growth  continued  through  the  decade  1900-1910.  Production  rose  from 
75^0  thousand  tons  in  1870  to  over  3.6  million  tons  in  1880  and  reached 
7  million  in  1890  and  almost  17.5  million  in  1900.  From  this 
ton'^'^’  production,  unlike  pig  iron,  continued  upw'ard  to  26.2  million 
^  in  1908  and  to  36  million  in  1913.  This  last  figure  compares  to 
ernianys  production  of  190  million  tons,  American  production  of 
sam  British  production  of  287  million  tons  in  that 

of  th  “  geographic  shift 

the  n  production,  one-third  of  the  Russian  coal  coming  from 

area  • while  more  than  two-thirds  came  from  that 
m  1900  and  70  percent  in  1913. 

cent  3  somewhat  similar  geographic  shift  in  the 

ever^  Production,  Baku  having  better  than  90  percent  of  the  total  in 
a  steL^'^^A  <^rozny  fields  and 

in  1  ^  decline  in  Baku’s  output  reduced  the  latter’s  percentage  to  85 

^^^^rise  of  this  decline  in  Baku’s  output, 
thatv"  petroleum,  which  soared  until  1901,  declined  after 

iSSo^^r’  35.000  tons  in  1870,  rose  to  600,000  tons  in 

and  r  to  4.8  million  tons  in  1890,  to  11.3  million  in  1900, 

cached  its  peak  of  over  12  million  tons  in  the  following  year.  For 
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the  next  twelve  years  output  hovered  somewhat  below  8.4  million  tons. 

Because  the  industrialization  of  Russia  came  so  late,  it  was  (except 
in  textiles)  on  a  large-scale  basis  from  the  beginning  and  was  organized 
on  a  basis  of  financial  capitalism  after  1870  and  of  monopoly  capitalism 
after  1901.  Although  factories  employing  over  500  workers  amounted 
to  only  5  percent  of  all  factories  in  the  1890’s,  4  percent  in  190^  and  5 
percent  in  1910,  these  factories  generally  employed  over  half  of  all 
factory  workers.  This  was  a  far  higher  percentage  than  in  (iermatn-  or 
the  United  States,  and  made  it  easier  for  labor  agitators  to  oii:anize  the 
workers  in  these  Russian  factories.  Moreover,  although  Russia  as  a 
whole  x\  as  not  highly  industrialized  and  output  per  worker  or  per  unit 
for  Russia  as  a  whole  w^as  low’  (because  of  the  continued  existence  of 
older  forms  of  production),  the  new  Russian  factories  w  ere  built  with 
the  most  advanced  technological  equipment,  sometimes  to  a  degree 
which  the  untrained  labor  supply  could  not  utilize.  In  19 1:  the  output  of 
pig  iron  per  furnace  in  the  Ukraine  was  higher  than  in  western  Europe 
by  a  large  margin,  although  smaller  than  in  the  United  States  by  an 
equally  large  margin.  Although  the  quantity  of  mechanical  power 
available  on  a  per  capita  basis  for  the  average  Russian  was  low’  in  1908 
compared  to  western  Europe  or  America  (being  onl\’  1.6  horsepower 
per  100  persons  in  Russia  compared  to  25  in  the  United  States,  :4  i'l 
England,  and  13  in  Germany  ),  the  horsepower  per  industrial  worker 
was  higher  in  Russia  than  in  any  other  continental  country  (being  9- 
horsepower  per  100  workers  in  Russia  compared  to  85  in  France,  73 
Gerntany,  153  in  England,  and  282  in  the  United  States).  .Ml  this  made 
the  Russian  economy  an  economy  of  contradictions.  'Ehough  the  range 
of  technical  methods  was  very  wide,  advanced  techni(|ues  were  lacking 
completeh’  in  some  fields,  and  even  whole  fields  of  necessar\’  industrial 
acti\'ities  (such  as  machine  tools  or  automobiles)  were  lacking. 
economy  was  poorly  integrated,  was  extremely  dependent  on  foreign 
trade  (both  for  markets  and  for  essential  products),  and  was  very 
dependent  on  government  assistance,  especially  on  government  spend¬ 
ing. 

While  the  great  mass  of  the  Russian  people  continued,  as  late  as  191  + 
to  live  much  as  they  had  lived  for  generations,  a  small  number  lived  m 
a  new,  and  very  insecure,  world  of  industrialism,  where  they  w’cre  at 
the  mercy  of  foreign  or  governmental  forces  over  which  they  had  little 
c<jntrul.  The  managers  of  this  new  world  sought  to  improve  their  posi¬ 
tions,  not  by  any  effort  to  create  a  mass  market  in  the  otlier,  mote 
primitive,  Russian  ecoiujinic  world  b\'  improved  methods  of  distribu¬ 
tion,  b\’  reduction  of  prices,  or  bv  rising  standards  of  li\  ing,  but  rather 
sought  to  increase  their  own  profit  margins  on  a  narrow  market  by 
ruthless  reduction  of  costs,  especially  wages,  and  bv  monopolistic  com¬ 
binations  to  raise  prices.  These  effons  led  to  labor  agitation  on  one 
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hand  and  to  monopolistic  capitalism  on  the  other.  Economic  progress,  cx- 
^ept  m  some  lines,  was  slo\\'ed  up  for  these  reasons  during  the  whole 
ecade  1900-1909.  Only  in  1909,  when  a  largelv  monopolistic  structure 
of  industry  had  been  created,  \\  as  the  increase  in  output  of  goods  re¬ 
amed  and  the  struggle  with  labor  somewhat  abated.  The  earliest 
ussian  cartels  were  formed  with  the  encouragement  of  the  Russian 
government  and  in  those  activities  w'here  foreign  interests  w^ere  most 
prevalent.  In  1887  a  sugar  cartel  was  formed  in  order  to  permit  foreign 
umping  of  this  commodity.  A  similar  agency  w  as  set  up  for  kerosene 
•0  1892,  but  the  great  period  of  formation  of  such  organizations  (usually 
>0  the  form  of  joint-selling  agencies)  began  after  the  crisis  of  1901.  In 
'90Z  a  cartel  created  by  a  dozen  iron  and  steel  firms  handled  almost 
f  ree-fourths  of  all  Russian  sales  of  these  products.  It  was  controlled  by 
our  foreign  banking  groups.  A  similar  cartel,  ruled  from  Berlin,  took 
pver  the  sales  of  almost  all  Russian  production  of  iron  pipe.  Si.x  Ukraine 
iron-ore  firms  in  1908  set  up  a  cartel  controlling  80  percent  of  Russia’s 
lire  production.  In  1907  a  cartel  was  created  to  control  about  three- 
quarters  of  Russia’s  agricultural  implements.  Others  handled  97  percent 
u  railway  cars,  94  percent  of  locomotives,  and  94  percent  of  copper 
j*  cs.  Eighteen  Donetz  coal  firms  in  1906  set  up  a  cartel  which  sold 
•^i^e-quarters  of  the  coal  output  of  that  area. 

he  creation  of  monopoly  w^as  aided  by  a  change  in  tariff  policy, 
trade,  which  had  been  established  in  the  tariff  of  1857,  was  cur- 
•h  ed  in  187^  and  abandoned  in  1891.  The  protective  tariff  of  this  latter 
>car  resulted  in  a  severe  tariff  war  with  Germany  as  the  Germans  sought 
0  delude  Russian  agricultural  products  in  retaliation  for  the  Russian 
i^if  on  manufactured  goods.  This  ‘Svar”  was  settled  in  1894  by  a 
nes  of  compromises,  but  the  reopening  of  the  German  market  to 
^  Sian  grain  led  to  political  agitation  for  protection  on  the  part  of 
uriuan  landlords.  They  were  successful,  as  we  shall  see,  in  1900  as  a 
^  t  of  a  deal  with  the  German  industrialists  to  support  Tirpitz's 
building  program. 

^  u  the  eve  of  the  First  \\'orld  \A'ar,  the  Russian  economy  w  as  in 
affa^^^  state  of  health.  As  we  have  said,  it  w  as  a  patchw  ork 

much  lacking  in  integration,  very  dependent  on  foreign 
government  support,  racked  bv  labor  disturbances,  and,  what  was 
fiian  threatening,  by  labor  disturbances  based  on  political  rather 

lofi'  t;conomic  motives,  and  shot  through  w  ith  all  kinds  of  tcchno- 

nic  '"^‘t^tnesscs  and  discords.  As  an  example  of  the  last,  we  might 

'on  the  fact  that  over  half  of  Russia’s  pig  iron  was  made  with 
res  ’9tJ0  and  some  of  Russia’s  most  promising  natural 

nio  "'ere  left  unused  as  a  result  of  the  restrictive  outlook  of 

,  ^capitalists.  The  failure  to  de\elop  a  domestic  market  left 
^  0  distribution  fantasticalK'  high  and  left  the  Russian  per  capita 


GKOV  ANO  HOPE 


9b'  rRA( 

consumption  of  almost  all  important  commodities  fantastically  low. 
Morco\-er,  to  make  matters  worse,  Russia  as  a  consequence  of  these 
things  was  losing  ground  in  the  race  of  production  with  h'rance,  Cier- 
man\',  and  the  United  States. 

These  economic  dcwclopmcnts  had  profouitd  political  clTccts  under 
the  weak-willed  Czar  Nicholas  II  (1894-1917).  For  about  a  decade 
Nicholas  tried  to  combine  ruthless  ci\il  repression,  economic  advance, 
and  an  imperialist  foreign  poliev  in  the  Balkans  and  the  Far  Fast, 
with  pious  worldwide  publicitv  for  peace  and  universal  disarmament, 
domestic  distractions  like  anti-Semitic  massacres  (pogroms),  forget)  ter¬ 
roristic  documents,  and  faked  terroristic  attempts  on  the  lit'cs  of  high 
officiaks,  including  himself.  This  unlikely  melange  collap.sed  completely 
in  1905-1908.  When  Count  Witte  attempted  to  begin  some  kind  of 
constitutional  development  bv  getting  in  touch  with  tlic  functioning 
units  of  local  go\'ernnicnr  (the  zcinstvos.  which  had  been  cffectiN'c  in 
the  famine  of  1891),  he  was  ousted  from  his  position  bv  an  intrigue  led 
bv  the  murderous  .Minister  of  Interior  \'\acheslav  Plehve  (u/iO- 
ci\  il  head  of  the  Orthodo.v  Church,  Konstantin  PobedonostscA-  {18:7- 
1907)  persecuted  all  dissenting  religions,  while  allowing  the  Orthoilo.s: 
Church  to  become  enveloped  in  ignorance  and  corruption.  .Most  Roman 
Catholic  monasteries  in  Poland  were  confiscated,  while  priests  of  that 
religion  were  forbidden  to  leave  their  villages.  In  Finland  con.struction 
of  Lutheran  churches  was  forbidden,  and  schools  of  this  religion  were 
taken  over  by  the  Aloscow  go\erninent.  The  Jews  were  persecuted,  re¬ 
stricted  to  certain  provinces  (the  Pale),  e.vcluded  from  most  economic 
rx-tivides,  subjected  to  heavy  ta.xcs  (even  on  their  religious  activities), 
and  allowed  to  form  rinJy  ten  percent  of  the  pupils  in  schools  (even  in 
villages  which  were  almost  completely  Jewish  and  where  the  schools 
were  supported  entirely  by  Jewish  ta.ves).  Hundreds  of  Jews  were  mas¬ 
sacred  and  thousands  of  their  buildings  wrecked  in  svstcmatic  three-day 
pogroms  tolerated  and  sometimes  encouraged  bv  the  police,  .Marriages 
(and  children)  of  Roman  Catholic  Uniates  were  made  illegitimate.  The 
■Moslems  in  Asia  and  elsewhere  w'erc  also  persecuted. 

Evert'  effort  was  made  to  Ru.ssifv  non-Russian  national  group.s,  e.s- 
pecially  on  the  western  frontiers.  The  [■'inns,  Baltic  Germans,  and  Poles 
were  not  allowed  to  use  their  own  languages  in  public  life,  and  had  to 
use  Ru.ssian  even  in  private  schools  and  even  on  the  primary  level.  .\d- 
ministrative  autonomy  in  these  areas,  even  that  solcinnlv  promised  to 
Finland  long  before,  was  destroved,  and  they  were  dominated  ;)\'  Rus¬ 
sian  police,  Russian  education,  and  the  Russian  .Armv.  'Fhe  peoples  of 
these  areas  were  subjected  to  military  conscription  more  rigorously 
than  the  Rus.sians  themselve.s,  and  were  Russified  while  in  the  ranks. 

Against  the  Russians  themselves,  unbelievable  e.vtremes  of  espionage, 
counterespionage,  censorship,  provocation,  imprisonment  without  trial, 
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outright  brutality  were  employed.  The  revolutionaries  responded 
"ith  similar  measures  crowned  by  assassination.  No  one  could  trust 
anyone  else,  because  revolutionaries  were  in  the  police,  and  members 
of  the  police  were  in  the  highest  ranks  of  the  revolutionaries.  Georgi 
Gapon,  a  priest  secretly  in  the  pay  of  the  government,  was  encouraged 
fo  form  labor  unions  and  lead  workers’  agitations  in  order  to  increase 
the  employers’  dependence  on  the  autocracy,  but  when,  in  1905,  Gapon 
'ed  a  mass  march  of  workers  to  the  Winter  Palace  to  present  a  petition 
to  the  czar,  they  were  attacked  b\'  the  troops  and  hundreds  were  shot. 
Gapon  was  murdered  the  following  year  by  the  revolutionaries  as  a 
traitor.  In  order  to  discredit  the  revolutionaries,  the  central  Police  De¬ 
partment  in  St.  Petersburg  “printed  at  the  government  e.vpense  violent  ap¬ 
peals  to  riot”  which  were  circulated  all  over  the  country  by  an 


organization  of  reactionaries.  In  one  year  (1906)  the  government  e.viled 
3SiOoo  persons  without  trial  and  e.vecuted  over  600  persons  under  a 
new  decree  which  fi.\ed  the  death  penalty  for  ordinary  crimes  like 
robbery  or  insults  to  officials.  In  the  three  years  1906-1908,  5,140  offi¬ 
cials  Were  killed  or  wounded,  and  2,328  arrested  persons  u-ere  e.vecuted. 
to  1909  it  was  revealed  that  a  police  agent,  Azeff,  had  been  a  member 
of  the  Central  Committee  of  the  Socialist  Revolutionaries  for  years  and 
had  participated  in  plots  to  murder  high  officials,  including  Piehve  and 
ote  Grand  Duke  Sergius,  without  warning  these.  The  former  chief  of 
police  who  revealed  this  fact  was  sent  to  prison  for  doing  so. 

Under  conditions  such  as  these  no  sensible  government  was  possible, 
3od  all  appeals  for  moderation  were  crushed  between  the  e.\tremists 
rom  botli  sides.  The  defeats  of  Russian  forces  in  the  war  with  Japan  in 
’904-1905  brought  events  to  a  head.  All  dissatisfied  groups  began  to 
’’g’tate,  culminating  in  a  successful  general  strike  in  October  1905.  The 
^otperor  began  to  offer  political  reforms,  although  what  was  e.vtended 
one  day  was  frequently  taken  back  shortly  after.  A  consultative  assembly, 
*■  0  Duma,  was  established,  elected  on  a  broad  suffrage  but  by  very  com- 
P  ’cated  procedures  designed  to  reduce  the  democratic  element.  In  the 
and^  agrarian  atrocities,  endless  strikes,  and  mutinies  in  both  the  army 
(.M  '  censorship  was  temporarily  lifted,  and  the  first  Duma  met 

‘  ‘’y  1906).  It  had  a  number  of  able  men  and  was  dominated  by  two 
astily  organized  political  parties,  the  Cadets  (somew  hat  left  of  Center) 
the  Octobri.sts  (somewhat  right  of  Center).  Plans  for  wholesale  re- 
otm  Were  in  the  wind,  and,  when  the  czar’s  chief  minister  rejected  such 
P  ’"is,  he  was  overwlielminglv  censured  by  the  Duma.  After  weeks  of  agi- 
'"'1  the  czar  tried  to  form  an  Octobrist  ministry,  but  this  group  refused 
g'lvern  without  Cadet  cooperation,  and  the  larter  refused  to  join  a 
itioii  government.  The  cz.ar  named  Petr  StoK'pin  chief  minister,  dis- 
^  '’’t  the  first  Duma,  and  called  for  election  of  a  new  one.  Stolvpin  was 
^'^'Tre  man,  willing  to  move  slowly  in  the  direction  of  economic  and 
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political  reform  but  determined  to  crush  w  ithout  mercy  anv  suspicion  of 
violence  or  illegal  actions.  The  full  power  of  the  government  w’as  used  to 
get  a  second  Duma  more  to  its  taste,  outlawing  most  of  the  Cadets,  prc\  i- 
ously  the  largest  party,  and  preventing  certain  classes  and  groups  from 
campaigning  or  voting.  The  result  was  a  new  Duma  of  much  less  ahilitv, 
much  less  discipline,  and  with  manv  unknown  faces.  The  Cadets  were 
reduced  from  150  to  123,  the  Octobrists  from  about  42  to  32,  while 
there  were  46  e.xtrcme  Right,  54  .Mar.xist  Social  Democrats,  35  Social 
Revolutionaries,  at  least  100  assorted  Laborites,  and  scattered  others. 
This  group  devoted  much  of  its  time  to  debating  whether  terrorist 
violence  should  be  condemned.  A\’hen  Stolvpin  demanded  that  the 
Social  Democrats  (.Marxists)  should  be  kicked  out,  the  Duma  referred 
the  matter  to  a  committee;  the  assembly  was  immediately  dissolved,  and 
new  elections  w'ere  fixed  for  a  third  Duma  (June,  1908).  Under  power¬ 
ful  government  intimidation,  which  included  sending  31  Social  Demo¬ 
crats  to  Siberia,  the  third  Duma  was  elected.  It  was  mostly  an  upper- 
class  and  upper-middle-class  body,  with  the  largest  groups  being  1 34  Oc¬ 
tobrists  and  54  Cadets.  This  body  was  sufficiently  docile  to  remain  for 
five  years  (1907-1912).  During  this  period  both  the  Duma  and  the 
government  followed  a  poliev  of  drift,  except  for  Stolvpin.  Until  1910 
this  energetic  administrator  continued  his  efforts  to  comliine  oppression 
and  reform,  especially  agrarian  reform.  Rural  credit  banks  were  es¬ 
tablished;  various  measures  w'ere  taken  to  place  larger  amounts  of  land 
in  the  hands  of  peasants;  restrictions  on  the  migration  of  peasants,  es¬ 
pecially  to  Siberia,  were  removed;  participation  in  local  government 
w'as  opened  to  lower  social  classes  previously  excluded;  education,  es¬ 
pecially  technical  education,  w'as  made  more  acce.ssible;  and  certain 
provisions  for  social  insurance  were  enacted  into  law'.  After  the  Bosnian 
crisis  of  1908  (to  be  discussed  later),  foreign  affairs  became  increasingly 
absorbing,  and  by  1910  Stolvpin  had  lost  his  enthusiasm  for  reform,  re¬ 
placing  it  by  senseless  efforts  at  Russification  of  the  numerous  minority 
groups.  He  was  assassinated  in  the  presence  of  the  czar  in  1911. 

The  fourth  Duma  (1912-1916)  was  similar  to  the  third,  elected  by 
complicated  procedures  and  on  a  restricted  suffrage.  The  policy  of 
drift  continued,  and  was  more  obvious  since  no  energetic  figure  like 
Stolvpin  was  to  be  found.  On  the  contrary,  the  autocracy  sank  deeper 
into  a  morass  of  superstition  and  corruption.  The  influence  of  the 
czarina  became  more  pervasive,  and  through  her  was  extended  the  power 
of  a  number  of  religious  m\stics  and  charlatans,  especially  Rasputin. 
The  imperial  couple  had  ardentlv  desired  a  son  from  their  marriage  in 
1894.  After  the  births  of  four  daughters,  their  wash  was  fulfilled  in  1904. 
Unfortunately,  the  new  czarevich,  Alexis,  had  inherited  from  his  mother 
an  incurable  disease,  hemophilia.  Since  his  blood  would  not  clot,  the 
slightest  cut  endangered  his  life.  This  weakness  merely  exaggerated  the 
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czarina  s  fanatical  devotion  to  iicr  son  and  her  determination  to  see  him 
n  itli  tlie  powers  of  tliat  office  undiminisiied  hv  anv  con- 
I  or  parliamentary  innovations.  After  1907  she  fell  tinder  the 
;  wanderer,  Ra.sputin,  a  man  whose  personal  habits 
aid  filthv  hut  who  had  the  power, 
1  fell  com- 
npletely 


;  both  \ 


l^cconie  c 
stitutio 

■'ifluence  of  a  : 

^'id  appear 

■''he  helieved,  to  stop  the  czarevich's  blcedinsj. 

P  ctely  under  Rasputin’s  control  and,  since  the  czar 
binder  her  control,  Rasputin  became  the  ruler  of  Russia,  intermittentlv 
•'t  fiist,  but  then  completely.  This  situation  lasted  until  he  was  murdered 
•n  December  1916.  Rasputin  used  his  power  to  satisfy  his  personal  vices, 
•^0  accumulate  wealth  1)\'  corruption,  and  to  interfere  in  ever\’  branch 
0  the  government,  always  in  a  destructive  and  unprogressivc  sense.  As 
'  ir  Bernard  Pares  put  it,  speaking  of  the  czarina,  “Her  letters  to  Nicholas 
‘  by  clay  contain  the  instructions  which  Rasputin  gave  on  every 
<-etail  of  administration  of  the  Empire— the  Church,  the  .Ministers,  fi¬ 
nance,  railways,  food  supply,  appointments,  military  operations,  and 
a  love  all  the  Duma,  and  a  simple  comparison  of  the  dates  with  the 
ents  which  followed  shows  that  in  almost  c\'er\'  case  they  were  carried 
In  all  her  recommendations  for  ministerial  posts,  most  of  which  are 
'  aopted,  one  of  the  primary  considerations  is  always  the  attitude  of 
t  le  given  candidate  to  Rasputin.” 

As  the  autocracy  became  increasingly  corrupt  and  irresponsible  in 
^is  Way,  the  slow  growth  toward  a  constitutional  s\'stem  which  might 
^ave  developed  from  the  zxmstvo  .system  of  local  government  and 
Me  able  membership  of  the  first  Duma  was  destroyed.  The  resumption 
^  economic  e.xpansion  after  1909  could  not  counterbalance  the  per- 
'I'cioiis  influence  of  the  political  paral)’sis.  This  situation  was  made  even 
'nore  hopeless  by  the  grow'ing  importance  of  foreign  affairs  after  1908 
and  the  failure  of  intellectual  life  to  grow  in  anv  constructive  fashion. 

first  of  these  complications  will  be  discussed  later;  the  second  de- 
serves  a  few  words  here. 

The  general  trend  of  intellectual  development  in  Russia  in  the  years 
efore  191^  could  hardiv  be  regarded  as  hopeful.  To  be  sure,  there 
^le  considerable  advances  in  some  fields  such  as  litcraev,  natural  sci- 
^■^ce,  mathematics,  and  economic  thought,  but  these  contributed  little  to 
growth  of  moderation  or  to  Russia’s  greatest  intellectual  need,  a  more 
^■^Tgrated  outlook  on  life.  The  influence  of  the  old  Orthodox  religious 
J^titude  continued  even  in  those  who  most  emphatically  rejected  it. 

e  basic  attitude  of  the  M’estern  tradition  had  grown  toward  diversity 
j*''  toleration,  based  on  the  belief  that  everv  aspect  of  life  and  of 
trian  experience  and  every  individual  has  some  place  in  the  complex 
structure  of  reality  if  that  place  can  only  be  found  and  that,  accordingly, 
l^tiity  of  the  w  hole  of  life  can  be  reached  by  w’ay  of  diversity  rather  than 
V  any  compulsory  uniformity.  This  idea  was  entirely  foreign  to  the 
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Russian  mind.  Anv  Russian  thinker,  and  hordes  of  other  Russians  with 
no  capacity  for  thought,  were  driven  by  an  insatiable  thirst  to  find  the 
“key”  to  iife  and  to  truth.  Once  this  “key”  has  been  found,  all  other 
aspects  of  human  experience  must  be  rejected  as  evil,  and  all  men  must 
be  compelled  to  accept  that  key  as  the  whole  of  life  in  a  dreadful  unity 
of  uniformity.  To  make  matters  worse,  many  Russian  thinkers  souglic 
to  analyze  the  complexities  of  human  experience  by  polarizing  these 
into  antitheses  of  mutually  exclusive  dualisms:  Westerners  versus  Slavo¬ 
philes,  individualism  versus  community,  freedom  versus  fate,  revolu- 
tionar\'  versus  reactionary,  nature  v^ersus  conventions,  autocracy  versus 
anarchy,  and  such.  There  was  no  logical  correlation  between  these,  so 
that  individual  thinkers  frequently  embraced  either  side  of  any  antitlie- 
sis,  forming  an  incredible  mixture  of  emotionally  held  faiths.  More¬ 
over,  individual  thinkers  frequently  shifted  from  one  side  to  anotlier,  or 
even  oscillated  back  and  forth  between  the  extremes  of  these  dualisms. 
In  the  most  typical  Russian  minds  both  extremes  were  held  simultane¬ 
ously,  regardless  of  logical  compatibilitx',  in  some  kind  of  higher  mystic 
unity  beyond  rational  analysis.  Thus,  Russian  thought  provides  us  witli 
striking  examples  of  God-intoxicated  atheists,  revolutionary  reactionaries, 
violent  nonresisters,  belligerent  pacifists,  compulsory  liberators,  and  in¬ 
dividualistic  totalitarians. 

The  basic  characteristic  of  Ru.ssian  thought  is  its  extremism.  This  took 
two  forms:  (i)  any  portion  of  human  experience  to  wliich  allegiance 
was  given  became  the  whole  truth,  demanding  total  allegiance,  all  else 
being  evil  deception;  and  (2)  every  living  person  was  expected  to 
accept  this  same  portion  or  be  damned  as  a  minion  of  antichrist.  Those 
who  embraced  the  state  were  e.xpected  to  embrace  it  as  an  autocracy 
in  which  the  individual  had  no  rights,  else  their  allegiance  was  not  pure; 
those  who  denied  the  state  were  expected  to  reject  it  utterly  by  adopt¬ 
ing  anarchism.  Those  who  became  materialists  had  to  become  complete 
nihilists  without  place  for  any  convention,  ceremony,  or  sentiment. 
Those  who  questioned  some  minor  aspect  of  the  religious  system  were 
expected  to  become  militant  atheists,  and  if  they  did  not  take  this  step 
themselves,  were  driven  to  it  by  the  clergy.  Those  who  were  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  spiritual  or  said  they  wxre  spiritual  wxre  forgiven  every 
kind  of  corruption  and  lechert'  (like  Rasputin)  because  such  material 
aspects  were  irrelevant.  Those  who  sympathized  with  the  oppre.ssed 
were  expected  to  bury  themselves  in  the  masses,  living  like  them,  eating 
like  them,  dressing  like  them,  and  renouncing  all  culture  and  thouglit 
(if  the)'  believed  the  masses  lacked  these  things). 

The  extremism  of  Russian  thinkers  can  be  seen  in  their  attitudes  to¬ 
ward  such  basic  aspects  of  human  experience  as  propert\’,  reason,  the 
■State,  art,  sex,  or  power.  Always  there  w’as  a  fanatical  tendency  to 
eliminate  as  sinful  and  evil  anything  except  the  one  aspect  wliich  the 
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thinker  considered  ro  he  the  kev  to  rlic  cosmos.  Alexei  Khomx’akov 
(1804-1860),  a  Siavophilc,  wanted  to  reject  reason  completely,  regarding 
It  as  “the  mortal  sin  of  the  West,”  wliilc  Fedor  Dostoevski  (i8:i-i8!5i) 
't  ent  so  far  in  tliis  direction  that  he  \s  ished  to  destroy  all  logic  and  all 
■inthnictic,  seeking,  lie  said,  “to  free  luimanits'  from  the  t\  rann\'  of  two 
plus  two  equals  four.”  .Many  Russian  thinkers,  long  before  the  Soviets, 
tegarded  all  propert\-  as  sinful.  Others  felt  the  same  wan'  about  sex. 
heo  ]  olstoi,  the  great  novelist  and  essayist  (18:8-1910),  considered  all 
property  and  all  sex  to  be  evil.  Western  thought,  which  has  usually  tried 
fu  hnd  a  place  in  the  cosmos  for  everything  and  has  felt  that  anything 
>s  acceptiblc  in  its  proper  place,  recoils  from  such  fanaticism.  The  West, 
(ur  example,  has  rarely  felt  it  necessary  to  justifx'  the  existence  of  art, 
luit  many  thinkers  in  Rus.sia  (like  Plato  long  ago)  have  rejected  all  art 
'"'s  evil.  Folstoi,  among  others,  had  moments  (as  in  the  essay  What  Is 
of  i8yy  or  On  Shahaspcarc  and  the  Drama  of  1903)  when  he  de- 
uounced  mo.st  art  and  literature,  including  his  own  noyels,  as  vain,  ir¬ 
relevant,  and  Satanic.  Similarly  the  West,  while  it  has  sometimes  looked 


ask-. 


felt  th; 


ance  at  sex  and  more  frequently  has  overemphasized  it,  has  generally 


of 


ide; 


had  a  proper  ftinction  in  its  proper  place.  In  Russia,  how- 
■  many  thinkers,  including  once  again  Tolstoi  {I'hc  Kreutzer  Sonata 
^89),  have  insksted  that  sex  was  evil  in  all  places  and  under  all 
uircuinstances,  and  most  .sinful  in  marriage.  The  di.sruptivc  effects  of  such 
upon  social  or  famih'  life  can  be  seen  in  the  later  years  of  Tol- 
■'foi  s  personal  life,  culminating  in  his  la.st  final  hatred  of  his  long-suffer- 
■ug  wife  whom  he  came  to  regard  as  the  instrument  of  his  fall  from 
glace.  Rut  while  Tolstoi  praised  marriage  without  sex,  other  Russians, 
'\ith  even  greater  vehemence,  praised  sex  without  marriage,  regarding 
Us  social  institution  as  an  unnecessary  impediment  in  the  path  of  pure 
Human  impulse. 

lu  some  ways  we  find  in  Tolstoi  the  culmination  of  Russian  thought, 
u  rejected  all  power,  all  violence,  most  art,  all  sex,  all  public  authoritx’, 
jud  all  property  as  e\ik  To  him  the  key  of  the  universe  w'as  to  be 
ud^  m  Christ’s  injunction,  “Resist  not  evil.”  .All  other  aspects  of 
irists  teachings  except  those  which  flow'  directh'  from  this  were  rc- 
Roted,  including  an\’  belief  in  Chrkst's  divinity  or  in  a  personal  God. 

loin  this  injunction  flowed  Folstoi's  ideas  of  nonviolence  and  nonre- 
I’lstaucc  and  Ins  faith  that  only  in  this  way  could  man’s  capacity  for  a  ■ 
jPuitual  love  so  powerful  that  it  could  solve  all  social  problems  be 
This  idea  of  'Folstoi,  although  based  on  Christ's  injunction,  is 
I'O  much  a  reflection  of  Christianitx’  as  it  is  of  the  basic  Russian 
imption  that  any  phx.sical  defeat  must  represent  a  spiritual  victory, 
that  the  latter  could  be  achieved  onl\'  through  the  former, 
uii  a  point  of  viev\'  could  be  held  onl\'  b\'  persons  to  whom  all 
uperity  or  happiness  is  not  only  irrelevant  but  sinful.  And  this  point 
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of  view  could  be  held  with  such  fanaticism  only  by  persons  to  whom 
life,  family,  or  any  objective  gain  is  worthless.  This  is  a  dominant  idea 
in  all  the  Russian  Intelligentsia,  an  idea  going  back  through  Plato  to 
ancient  Asia:  All  objective  reality  is  of  no  importance  except  as  symbols 
for  some  subjective  truth.  This  was,  of  course,  the  point  of  view  of  the 
Neoplatonic  thinkers  of  the  early  Christian  period.  It  was  generally 
the  point  of  view  of  the  early  Christian  heretics  and  of  those  Western 
heretics  like  the  Cathari  (Albigenses)  who  were  derived  from  this  East¬ 
ern  philosophic  position.  In  modern  Russian  thought  it  is  well  repre¬ 
sented  by  Dostoevski,  who  while  chronologically  earlier  than  Tolstoi 
is  spiritually  later.  To  Dostoevski  everv  object  and  every  act  is  merely 
a  symbol  for  some  elusive  spiritual  truth.  From  this  point  of  view  comes 
an  outlook  which  makes  his  characters  almost  incomprehensible  to  the 
average  person  in  the  Western  tradition:  if  such  a  character  obtains  a 
fortune,  he  cries,  “I  am  ruined!”  If  he  is  acquitted  on  a  murder  charge, 
or  seems  likely  to  be,  he  exclaims,  “I  am  condemned,”  and  seeks  to 
incriminate  himself  in  order  to  ensure  the  punishment  which  is  so 
necessary  for  his  own  spiritual  self-acquittal.  If  he  deliberately  misses 
his  opponent  in  a  duel,  he  has  a  guilty  conscience,  and  says,  “I  should 
not  have  injured  him  thus;  I  should  have  killed  him!”  In  each  case  the 
speaker  cares  nothing  about  property,  punishment,  or  life.  He  cares 
only  about  spiritual  values:  asceticism,  guilt,  remorse,  injury  to  one’s  self- 
respect.  In  the  same  wav,  the  earlv  religious  thinkers,  both  Christian  and 
non-Christian,  regarded  all  objects  as  sx'mbols  for  spiritual  values,  all 
temporal  success  as  an  inhibition  on  spiritual  life,  and  felt  that  wealth 
could  be  obtained  only  bv  getting  rid  of  property,  life  could  be 
found  only  by  dying  (a  direct  quotation  from  Plato),  eternity  could 
be  found  only  if  time  ended,  and  the  soul  could  be  freed  only  if  the 
body  were  enslaved.  Thus,  as  late  as  1910  when  Tolstoi  died,  Russia 
remained  true  to  its  Greek-Byzantine  intellectual  tradition. 

We  have  noted  that  Dostoevski,  who  lived  slightly  before  Tolstoi, 
nevertheless  had  ideas  which  were  chronologically  in  advance  of  Tol¬ 
stoi’s  ideas.  In  fact,  in  many  ways,  Dostoevski  was  a  precursor  of  the 
Bolsheviks.  Concentrating  his  attention  on  poverty,  crime,  and  human 
misery,  always  seeking  the  real  meaning  behind  every  overt  act  or  word, 
he  eventually  reached  a  position  where  the  distinction  between  appear¬ 
ance  and  significance  became  so  wide  that  these  two  were  in  contradic¬ 
tion  with  each  other.  This  contradiction  was  really  the  struggle  between 
God  and  the  Devil  in  the  soul  of  man.  Since  this  struggle  is  without 
end,  there  is  no  solution  to  men’s  problems  except  to  face  suffering 
resolutely.  Such  suffering  purges  men  of  all  artificiality  and  joins  them 
together  in  one  mass.  In  this  mass  the  Russian  people,  because  of  their 
greater  suffering  and  their  greater  spirituality,  are  the  hope  of  the 
world  and  must  save  the  world  from  the  materialism,  violence,  and 
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selfishness  of  ■\^'cstc^n  civilization.  The  Russian  people,  on  the  other 
3nd,  filled  with  self-sacrifice,  and  with  no  allegiance  to  luxur)'  or  ma¬ 
terial  gain^  and  purified  by  suffering  which  makes  them  the  brothers 
^  all  other  suffering  people,  will  save  the  world  by  taking  up  the 
^vord  of  righteousness  against  tlie  forces  of  e\'il  stemming  from 
‘utope.  Constantinople  will  be  seized,  all  the  Slavs  will  be  liberated, 
and  Europe  and  the  world  will  be  forced  into  freedom  b\"  conquest, 
^0  that  Moscow'  many  become  the  Third  Rome.  Before  Russia  is  fit  to 
^ave  the  world  in  this  w'ay,  however,  the  Russian  intellectuals  must 
tnerge  themselves  in  the  great  mass  of  the  suffering  Russian  people,  and 
e  Russian  people  must  adopt  Europe’s  science  and  technology  un- 
contaniinated  by  any  European  ideology.  The  blood  spilled  in  this 
c  ort  to  e.xtend  Slay  brotherhood  to  the  whole  world  by  force  w  ill  aid 
for  suffering  shared  will  make  men  one. 
fhis  mystical  Slay  imperialism  with  its  apocalyptical  overtones  was 
y  no  means  uniquely  Dostoevski’s.  It  was  held  in  a  t'ague  and  implicit 
lashion  by  many  Russian  thinkers,  and  had  a  wide  appeal  to  the  un- 
nnking  masses.  It  was  implied  in  much  of  the  propaganda  of  Pan- 
g'vism,  and  became  semiofficial  with  the  growth  of  this  propaganda 
“  1908.  It  was  widespread  among  the  Orthodo.x  clergy,  who  empha- 

“''^cd  the  reign  of  righteousness  which  would  follow'  the  millennialist 
^'stablishment  of  Moscow  as  the  “Third  Rome.”  It  was  e.vplicitly  stated 
3  l^ook,  Ri/ss/ij  mid  Europe,  published  in  1869  by  Nicholas  Danilevsky 
w822-i88j).  Such  ideas,  as  we  shall  see,  did  not  die  out  with  the 
passing  of  the  Romanov  autocracy  in  1917,  but  became  even  more 
nential,  merging  with  the  Leninist  revision  of  Mar.xism  to  provide 
ideology  of  Soviet  Russia  after  1917. 
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1^'  the  first  half  of  the  twentieth  century  the  power  structure  of  the 
■world  M'as  entirely  transformed.  In  1900,  European  civilization, 
led  by  Britain  and  followed  by  other  states  at  varying  distances, 
''''as  still  spreading  outward,  disrupting  the  cultures  of  other  societies 
tenable  to  resist  and  frequently  without  any  desire  to  resist.  The  Euro¬ 
pean  structure  which  pushed  outward  formed  a  hierarchy  of  power, 
"'ealth,  and  prestige  with  Britain  at  the  top,  followed  by  a  secondary 
rank  of  other  Great  Powers,  by  a  tertiary  rank  of  the  wealthy  secondary 
owers  (like  Belgium,  the  Netherlands,  and  Sv'eden),  and  by  a  qua¬ 
ternary  rank  of  the  lesser  or  decadent  Powers  (like  Portugal  or  Spain, 
ose  world  positions  w'ere  sustained  bv  British  power). 

.  the  turn  of  the  nventieth  century  the  first  cracklings  of  impend- 
'fg  disaster  were  emitted  from  this  power  structure  but  were  gen- 
®  .V  Ignored;  in  1896  the  Italians  were  massacred  by  the  Ethiopians  at 
"  owa;  in  1899-1902  the  whole  might  of  Britain  y^as  held  in  check  by 
^  small  Boer  republics  in  the  South  African  War;  and  in  1904-1905  Rus- 
"'as  defeated  by  a  resurgent  Japan.  These  omens  w-ere  generally  not 
don  European  civilization  continued  on  its  course  to  Armaged- 
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the'  '  half  of  the  twentieth  century,  the  power  structure  of 

W  presented  a  quite  different  picture.  In  this  new'  situation  the 

the"^  °  '^O’^sisted  of  three  great  zones;  ( i )  Orthodox  civilization  under 
ooviet  Empire,  occupying  the  heartland  of  Eurasia;  (2)  surrounding 
Ch*'  ^  dying  and  shattered  cultures:  Islamic,  Hindu,  .Malayan, 

Indonesian,  and  others;  and  (3)  outside  this  fringe, 
1^^  chiefly  responsible  for  shattering  its  cultures.  Western  Civilization. 

Western  Civilization  had  been  profoundly  modified.  In 
fhe°A*^  consisted  of  a  core  area  in  Europe  with  peripheral  areas  in 
^  ^  nicricas,  Australia,  New'  Zealand,  and  the  fringes  of  Africa.  By 
fr/°  ^'^^^^ern  Civilization  had  its  center  of  pow’er  in  America,  the 
,^”gcs  in  Africa  were  being  lost,  and  Europe  had  been  so  reduced 
niak  "'calth,  and  in  prestige  that  it  seemed  to  many  that  it  must 

3  choice  bctw'een  becoming  a  satellite  in  an  American-dominated 
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Western  Civilization  or  joining  with  the  buffer  fringe  to  try  to  create 
a  Third  Force  able  to  hold  a  balance  of  power  between  America  and 
the  Soviet  bloc.  This  impression  was  mistaken,  and  by  the  late  1950’s 
Europe  was  in  a  position,  once  again,  to  play  an  independent  role  in 
world  affairs. 

In  previous  chapters  we  have  exaiiiined  the  background  of  Western 
Civilization  and  of  the  Russian  Empire  to  the  second  decade  of  the 
twentieth  century.  In  the  present  chapter  we  shall  examine  the  situation 
in  the  buffer  fringe  until  about  the  end  of  that  same  decade.  At  the 
beginning  of  the  twentieth  century  the  areas  which  were  to  become 
the  buffer  fringe  consisted  of  (i)  the  Near  East  dominated  by  the 
Ottoman  Empire,  (2)  the  .Middle  East  dominated  by  the  British  Em¬ 
pire  in  India,  and  (3)  the  Far  East,  consisting  of  two  old  civilizations, 
China  and  Japan.  On  the  outskirts  of  these  were  the  lesser  colonial  areas 
of  Africa,  Malaysia,  and  Indonesia.  At  this  point  we  shall  consider  the 
three  major  areas  of  the  buffer  fringe  with  a  brief  glance  at  Africa. 


The  Near  East  to  1914 


For  the  space  of  over  a  century,  from  shortly  after  the  end  of  the 
Napoleonic  Wars  in  1815  until  1922,  the  relationships  of  the  Great 
Powers  were  exacerbated  by  what  was  known  as  the  “Near  East  Ques¬ 
tion.’’  This  problem,  which  arose  from  the  growing  weakness  of  the 
Ottoman  Empire,  was  concerned  with  the  question  of  what  would 
become  of  the  lands  and  peoples  left  without  government  by  the 
retreat  of  Turkish  power.  The  problem  was  made  more  complex  by 
the  fact  that  Turkish  power  did  not  withdraw  but  rather  decayed 
right  were  it  was,  so  that  in  many  areas  it  continued  to  exist  in  law’ 
when  it  had  already  cea.sed  to  function  in  fact  because  of  the  weakness 
and  corruption  of  the  sultan’s  government.  The  Turks  themselves  sought 
to  maintain  their  position,  not  by  remedying  their  weakness  and  cor¬ 
ruption  by  reform,  but  by  playing  off  one  European  state  against  an¬ 
other  and  by  using  cruel  and  arbitrary  actions  against  any  of  their  subject 
peoples  who  dared  to  become  restive  under  their  rule. 

The  Ottoman  Empire  reached  its  peak  in  the  period  1526-1533  with 
the  conquest  of  Hungary  and  the  first  siege  of  Vienna.  A  second  siege, 
also  unsuccessful,  came  in  1683.  From  this  point  Turkish  power  de¬ 
clined  and  Turkish  sovereignty  withdrew,  but  unfortunately  the  decline 
was  much  more  rapid  than  the  withdrawal,  with  the  result  that  subject 
peoples  were  encouraged  to  revolt  and  foreign  Powers  were  encouraged 
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lo  intervene  because  of  the  weakness  of  Turkish  power  in  areas  which 
''ere  still  noniinalh’  under  the  sultan’s  sovereignty. 

At  its  height  the  Ottoman  Empire  was  larger  than  any  contemporary 
-uropean  state  in  both  area  and  population.  South  of  the  .Mediterranean 
It  stretched  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean  in  .Morocco  to  the  Persian  Gulf; 
north  of  the  .Mediterranean  it  stretched  from  the  Adriatic  Sea  to  the 
^iispian  Sea,  including  the  Balkans  as  far  north  as  Poland  and  the  whole 
I'nrthern  shore  of  the  Black  Sea.  This  vast  empire  was  di\idcd  into 
t'venty-onc  governments  and  subdivided  into  seventy  vilayets,  each 
under  a  pasha.  The  whole  structure  was  held  together  as  a  tribute- 
gathering  military  system  by  the  fact  that  the  rulers  in  all  parts  were 
Muslims.  The  supreme  ruler  in  Constantinople  was  not  onl\’  sultan  (and 
'Us  head  of  the  empire)  but  was  also  caliph  (and  thus  defender  of  the 
u„lim  creed).  In  most  of  the  empire  the  mass  of  the  people  \\  ere  Mus- 
*nis  like  their  rulers,  but  in  much  of  the  empire  the  masses  of  the 
Peoples  were  non-Muslims,  being  Roman  Christians,  Orthodox  Christians, 
or  other  creeds. 

inguistic  variations  were  even  more  notable  than  religious  distinc- 
ns.  Only  the  peoples  of  Anatolia  generally  spoke  Turkish,  while 
^^orth  Africa  and  the  Near  East  spoke  various  Semitic  and 
^^ainitic  dialects  of  which  the  most  prevalent  was  Arabic.  From  Svria 
J  ^  Ca.spian  Sea  across  the  base  of  Anatolia  were  several  languages,  of 
chief  w  ere  Kurdish  and  Armenian.  The  shores  of  the  Aegean 
ern'  western,  were  generallv  Greek-speaking.  The  north- 

M  shore  was  a  confused  mixture  of  Turkish,  Greek,  and  Bulgarian 
F  <'King  peoples.  The  eastern  shore  of  the  Adriatic  was  Greek-speaking 
4nth  parallel,  then  Albanian  for  almost  three  degrees  of  lati- 
'  '"urging  graduallv'  into  various  South  Slav  languages  like  Croat, 
O'ene,  and  (in  the  interior)  Serb.  The  Dalmatian  shore  and  Istria  had 
Italian  speakers.  On  the  Black  Sea  shore  Thrace  itself  was  a 
Ua  Turkish,  Greek,  and  Bulgar  from  the  Bosporus  to  the  42nd 

"as*  "Terc  there  was  a  solid  mass  of  Bulgarians.  The  central  Balkans 
Alb  area,  especially  in  .Macedonia  where  Turkish,  Greek, 

SD  Serb,  and  Bulgar  met  and  mingled.  North  of  the  Bulgarian- 

'Ve*  generally  separated  from  them  by  the  Danube, 

sen^*  North  of  the  Croatians  and  Serbs,  and  generally 

dist^^*^^^  them  by  the  Drava  River,  were  the  Hungarians.  Thie 

cq  "'I'cre  the  Hungarians  and  Romanians  met,  Transvlvania,  was 
fgllo  "'ifh  great  blocs  of  one  language  being  separated  from  their 
pre^"^^  blocs  of  the  other,  the  confusion  being  compounded  bv  the 
Th  considerable  numbers  of  Germans  and  G\  psies. 

C'om  r  and  linguistic  divisions  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  were 

tbg  ft  ^y  geographic,  social,  and  cultural  divisions,  especially  in 

kans.  This  last-named  area  provided  such  contrasts  as  the  rela- 
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lively  advanced  commercial  and  mercantile  activities  of  the  Greeks; 
primitive  pastoral  groups  like  Albanian  goatherders;  subsistence  farmers 
scratching  a  living  from  small  plots  of  Macedonia’s  rocky  soils;  peasant- 
size  farms  on  the  better  soils  of  Serbia  and  Romania;  great  rich  landed 
estates  producing  for  a  commercial  market  and  worked  by  serf  labor 
in  Hungary'  and  Romania.  Such  diversity  made  any  hopes  of  political 
unity  by  consent  or  by  federation  almost  impossible  in  the  Balkans. 
Indeed,  it  was  almost  impossible  to  draw  any  political  lines  which  would 
coincide  with  geographic  and  linguistic  or  religious  lines,  because  lin¬ 
guistic  and  religious  distinctions  frequently  indicated  class  distinctions. 
Thus  the  upper  and  lower  classes  or  the  commercial  and  the  agricultural 
groups  even  in  the  same  district  often  had  different  languages  or  differ¬ 
ent  religions.  Such  a  pattern  of  diversity  could  be  held  together  most 
easily  by  a  simple  display  of  military  force.  This  was  what  the  Turks 
provided.  Militarism  and  fiscalism  were  the  two  keynotes  of  Turkish 
rule,  and  were  quite  sufficient  to  hold  the  empire  together  as  long  as 
both  remained  effective  and  the  empire  was  free  from  outside  interfer¬ 
ence.  But  in  the  course  of  the  eighteenth  century  Turkish  administra¬ 
tion  became  ineffective  and  outside  interference  became  important. 

The  sultan,  who  was  a  completely  absolute  ruler,  became  very  quickly 
a  completely  arbitrary  ruler.  This  characteristic  e.xtended  to  all  his  ac¬ 
tivities.  He  filled  his  harem  with  any  women  who  pleased  his  fancVi 
without  any  formal  ceremony.  Such  numerous  and  temporary  liaisons 
produced  numerous  children,  of  whom  many  were  neglected  or  even 
forgotten.  Accordingly,  the  succession  to  the  throne  never  became  es¬ 
tablished  and  was  never  based  on  primogeniture.  As  a  consequence,  the 
sultan  came  to  fear  murder  from  almost  any  direction.  To  avoid  this,  he 
tended  to  surround  himself  with  persons  who  could  have  no  possible 
chance  of  succeeding  him:  women,  children,  Negroes,  eunuchs,  and 
Christians.  All  the  sultans  from  1451  onward  were  born  of  slave 
mothers  and  only  one  sultan  after  this  date  even  bothered  to  contract  a 
formal  marriage.  Such  a  way  of  life  isolated  the  sultan  from  his  sub¬ 
jects  completely. 

This  isolation  applied  to  the  process  of  government  as  w’ell  as  to  the 
ruler’s  personal  life.  Most  of  the  sultans  paid  little  heed  to  government, 
leaving  this  to  their  grand  viziers  and  the  local  pashas.  The  former  had 
no  tenure,  being  appointed  or  removed  in  accordance  with  the  whims 
of  harem  intrigue.  The  pashas  tended  to  become  increasingly  inde¬ 
pendent,  since  they  collected  local  ta.xes  and  raised  local  military  forces. 
The  fact  that  the  sultan  was  also  caliph  (and  thus  religious  successor 
to  Muhammad),  and  the  religious  belief  that  the  government  was  under 
divine  guidance  and  should  be  obeyed,  however  unjust  and  tyrannical, 
made  all  religious  thinking  on  political  or  social  questions  take  the  form 
of  justification  of  the  status  quo,  and  made  any  kind  of  reform  almost 
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inipossible.  Reform  could  come  only  from  the  Sultan,  but  his  ignorance 
isolation  from  society  made  reform  unlikel)'.  In  consequence  the 
whole  system  became  increasingly  weak  and  corrupt.  The  administra¬ 
tion  was  chaotic,  inefficient,  and  arbitrary.  Almost  nothing  could  be 
done  without  gifts  and  bribes  to  officials,  and  it  was  not  ah\  a)"s  possible 
^0  know  what  official  or  series  of  officials  were  the  correct  ones  to 

reward. 

The  chaos  and  weakness  which  wc  have  described  were  in  full  blos¬ 
som  by  the  seventeenth  century,  and  grew  n^orse  during  the  next  two 
undred  years.  As  early  as  1699  the  sultan  lost  Hungary,  Transylvania, 
'-roatia,  and  Slavonia  to  the  Habsburgs,  parts  of  the  w^estern  Balkans 
to  Venice,  and  districts  in  the  north  to  Poland.  In  the  course  of  the 
Eighteenth  centurv,  Russia  acquired  areas  north  of  the  Black  Sea, 
notably  the  Crimea. 

During  the  nineteenth  century,  the  Near  East  question  became  increas¬ 
ingly  acute.  Russia  emerged  from  the  Napoleonic  Wars  as  a  Great  Power, 

E  to  increase  its  pressure  on  Turkey.  This  pressure  resulted  from 
ncc  motivations.  Russian  imperialism  sought  to  win  an  outlet  to  open 
"'aters  in  the  south  by  dominating  the  Black  Sea  and  by  wdnning  access 
lo  the  Aegean  through  the  acquisition  of  the  Straits  and  Constantinople. 

niEr  this  effort  was  supplemented  by  economic  and  diplomatic  pressure 
nn  Persia  in  order  to  reach  the  Persian  Gulf.  At  the  same  time,  Russia 
regarded  itself  as  the  protector  of  the  Orthodox  Christians  in  the  Otto¬ 
man  Empire,  and  as  early  as  1774  had  obtained  the  sultan’s  consent  to  this 
protective  role.  .Moreover,  as  the  most  powerful  Slav  state,  Russia  had 
nibitions  to  be  regarded  as  the  protector  of  the  Slavs  in  the  sultan’s 
domains. 

These  Russian  ambitions  could  never  have  been  tlwvarted  by  the 
n  ran  alone,  but  he  did  not  need  to  stand  alone.  He  generally  found 
support  from  Britain  and  increasingly  from  France.  Britain  was  ob- 
^Essed  with  the  need  to  defend  India,  which  was  a  manpower  pool  and 
ihtary  staging  area  vital  to  the  defense  of  the  whole  empire.  From 
40  to  1907,  it  faced  the  nightmare  possibility  that  Russia  might  at- 
mpt  to  cross  Afghanistan  to  northwest  India,  or  cross  Persia  to  the 
Ersian  Gulf,  or  penetrate  through  the  Dardanelles  and  tlie  Aegean 
the  British  “lifeline  to  India’’  by  way  of  the  Mediterranean.  The 
of  the  Suez  Canal  in  1869  increased  the  importance  of  this 
'  Editerranean  route  to  the  east  in  British  eyes.  It  was  protected  by 
J^itish  forces  in  Gibraltar,  Malta  (acquired  1800),  Cyprus  (1878),  and 
^^Sypt  (1882).  In  general,  in  spite  of  English  humanitarian  sympathy 
or  the  peoples  subject  to  the  tyranny  of  the  Turk,  and  in  spite  of 
ogland’s  regard  for  the  merits  of  good  government,  British  imperial 
"  'Ey  considered  that  its  interests  would  be  safer  with  a  weak,  if  cor- 
'^Pb  Turkey  in  the  Near  East  than  they  would  be  with  any  Great 
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Power  in  that  area  or  with  the  area  broken  up  into  small  independent 
states  which  might  fall  under  the  influence  of  the  Clreat  Powers. 

The  French  concern  with  the  Near  East  was  parallel  to,  hut  weaker 
than,  that  of  Britain.  They  had  cultural  and  trade  relations  with  the 
Levant  going  hack,  in  some  cases,  to  the  Crusades.  In  addition  the 
French  had  ancient  claims,  revived  in  1854,  to  be  considered  the  pro¬ 
tectors  of  Roman  Catholics  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  and  of  the  “holy 
places’’  in  Jerusalem. 

Three  other  influences  which  became  increasingly  strong  in  the  Near 
East  were  the  growth  of  nationalism  and  the  growing  interests  of 
Austria  (after  1866)  and  of  Germany  (after  1889).  The  first  stirrings  of 
Balkan  nationalism  can  he  seen  in  the  revolt  of  the  Serbs  in  1804-1812- 
By  seizing  Bessarabia  from  Turkey  in  1812,  Russia  won  the  right  for 
local  self-government  for  the  Serbs.  Unfortunately,  these  latter  began 
almost:  immediately  to  fight  one  another,  the  chief  split  being  between 
a  Russophile  group  led  by  .Milan  Obrenovich  and  a  Serb  nationalist 
group  led  by  George  Petrovic  (better  known  as  Karageorge).  The 
Serb  state,  formally  established  in  18^0,  was  bounded  by  the  rivers 
Dvina,  .Save,  Danube,  and  Timok.  A\'ith  local  autonomy  under  Turkish 
suzerainty,  it  continued  to  pay  tribute  to  the  sultan  and  to  support 
garrisons  of  Turkish  troops.  The  vicious  feud  between  Obrenovich  and 
Karageorgevic  continued  after  Serbia  obtained  complete  independence 
in  1S78.  The  Obrenovich  dynasty  ruled  in  1817-1842  and  1858-1903, 
while  the  Karageorgevic  group  ruled  in  1842-1858  and  1903-1945- 
The  intrigues  of  these  two  against  each  other  broadened  into  a  con¬ 
stitutional  conflict  in  which  the  Obrenovich  group  supported  the  some¬ 
what  less  liberal  constitution  of  1869,  while  the  Karageorgevic  group 
supported  the  somewhat  more  liberal  constitution  of  1889.  The  former 
constitution  was  in  effect  in  1869-1889  and  again  in  1894-1903,  while 
the  latter  was  in  effect  in  1889-1894  and  again  in  1903-1921.  In  order  to 
win  popular  support  by  an  appeal  to  nationalist  sentiments,  both  groups 
plotted  against  Turkey  and  later  against  xAustria-Hungary. 

A  second  example  of  Balkan  nationalism  appeared  in  the  Greek  strug¬ 
gle  for  independence  from  the  sultan  (1821-1830).  After  Greeks  and 
Muslims  had  massacred  each  other  by  the  thousands,  Greek  independ¬ 
ence  w-as  established  with  a  constitutional  monarchy  under  the  guar¬ 
antee  of  the  three  Great  Powers.  A  Bavarian  prince  was  placed  on  the 
throne  and  began  to  establish  a  centralized,  bureaucratic,  constitutional 
state  which  was  quite  unsuited  for  a  country  with  such  unconstitutional 
traditions,  poor  transportation  and  communications,  a  low  level 
literacy,  and  a  high  level  of  partisan  localism.  After  thirty  turbulent 
years  (1832-1862),  Otto  of  Bavaria  w'as  deposed  and  replaced  by  s 
Danish  prince  and  a  completely  democratic  unicameral  government 
which  functioned  only  slightly  better.  The  Danish  dynasty  continues  to 
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although  supplanted  by  a  republic  in  1924-1935  and  by  military 
dictatorships  on  sundry  occasions,  notably  that  of  Joannes  Metaxas 
(•936-1941). 

The  first  beginnings  of  Balkan  nationalism  must  not  be  overemphasized. 
While  the  inhabitants  of  the  area  have  always  been  unfriendly  to  out¬ 
siders  and  resentful  of  burdensome  governments,  these  sentiments  deserve 
to  be  regarded  as  provincialism  or  localism  rather  than  nationalism.  Such 
^clings  are  prevalent  among  all  primitive  peoples  and  must  not  be  re¬ 
garded  as  nationalism  unless  they  are  so  wide  as  to  embrace  loyalty  to 
J  peoples  of  the  same  language  and  culture  and  are  organized  in  such 
ashion  that  this  loyalty  is  directed  toward  the  state  as  the  core  of  nation- 
‘  strivings.  Understood  in  this  wav,  nationalism  became  a  very  potent 
••ctor  in  the  disruption  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  only  after  1878. 

Closely  related  to  the  beginnings  of  Balkan  nationalism  were  the  be¬ 
ginnings  of  Pan-Slavism  and  the  various  “pan-movements”  in  reaction  to 
*s,  such  as  Pan-Islamism.  These  rose  to  a  significant  level  only  at  the 
''^ty  end  of  the  nineteenth  century.  Simply  defined,  Pan-Slavism  was  a 
Movement  for  cultural  unity,  and,  perhaps  in  the  long  run,  political 
••nity  among  the  Slavs.  In  practice  it  came  to  mean  the  right  of  Russia 
assume  the  role  of  protector  of  the  Slav  peoples  outside  Russia  itself, 
times  it  was  difficult  for  some  peoples,  especially  Russia’s  enemies,  to 
'  toguish  between  Pan-Slavism  and  Russian  imperialism.  Equally  simply 
•ted,  Pan-lslamism  was  a  movement  for  unity  or  at  least  cooperation 
^•Bong  all  tlie  Muslim  peoples  in  order  to  resist  the  encroachments  of  the 
fopean  Powers  on  Aluslim  territories.  In  concrete  terms  it  sought  to 
UW  the  caliph  a  religious  leadership,  and  perhaps  in  time  a  political 
^  ership  such  as  he  had  really  never  previously  possessed.  Both  of  these 
P^n-movements  are  of  no  importance  until  the  end  of  the  nineteenth 
century,  while  Balkan  nationalism  was  only  slightly  earlier  than  they  in  its 
•^•se  to  importance. 

hese  Balkan  nationalists  had  romantic  dreams  about  uniting  peoples 
°  •^he  same  language,  and  generally  looked  back,  with  a  distorted  his- 
ical  perspective,  to  some  period  when  their  co-linguists  had  played  a 
to  important  political  role.  The  Greeks  dreamed  of  a  revived  Byzantine 
••to  or  even  of  a  Periclean  Athenian  Empire.  The  Serbs  dreamed  of  the 
of^h°^  Stephen  Dushan,  while  the  Bulgars  went  further  back  to  the  days 
^^the  Bulgarian  Empire  of  Symeon  in  the  early  tenth  century.  However, 
must  remember  that  even  as  late  as  the  beginning  of  the  twentieth 
Balk^^^  such  dreams  were  found  only  among  the  educated  minority  of 


peoples.  In  the  nineteenth  century,  agitation  in  the  Balkans  was 
more  likely  to  be  caused  by  Turkish  misgovernment  than  by  any 
mgs  of  national  feeling.  Moreover,  when  national  feeling  did  appear 
as  just  as  likely  to  appear  as  a  feeling  of  animosity  against  neighbors 
^  'vere  different,  rather  than  a  feeling  of  units'  with  peoples  u  ho  were 
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the  same  in  culture  and  religion.  And  at  all  times  localism  and  class  an¬ 
tagonisms  (especially  rural  hostility  against  urban  groups)  remained  at  a 
high  level. 

Russia  made  war  on  Turkey  five  times  in  the  nineteenth  century.  On 
the  last  two  occasions  the  Great  Powers  intervened  to  prevent  Russia 
from  imposing  its  wall  on  the  sultan.  The  first  intervention  led  to  the 
Crimean  War  (1854-1856)  and  the  Congress  of  Paris  (1856),  w'hile  the 
second  intervention,  at  the  Congress  of  Berlin  in  1878,  rewrote  a  peace 
treaty  which  the  czar  had  just  imposed  on  the  sultan  (Treaty  of  San 
Stefano,  1877). 

In  1853  the  czar,  as  protector  of  the  Orthodox  Christians  of  the  Otto¬ 
man  Empire,  occupied  the  principalities  of  .Moldavia  and  Wallachia 
north  of  the  Danube  and  east  of  the  Carpathians.  Under  British  pressure 
the  sultan  declared  war  on  Russia,  and  was  supported  by  Britain,  France, 
and  Sardinia  in  the  ensuing  “Crimean  War.”  Under  threat  of  joining  the 
anti-Russian  forces,  Austria  forced  the  czar  to  evacuate  the  princip.ilities, 
and  occupied  them  herself,  thus  e.xposing  an  Austro-Russian  rivalry  in  the 
Balkans  which  continued  for  two  generations  and  ultimately  precipitated 
the  VN'orld  War  of  1914-1918. 

The  Congress  of  Paris  of  1856  sought  to  remove  all  possibility  of  any 
future  Russian  intervention  in  Turkish  affairs.  The  integrity  of  Turkey 
was  guaranteed,  Russia  gave  up  its  claim  as  protector  of  the  sultan’s 
Christian  subjects,  the  Black  Sea  w^as  “neutralized”  by  proliibiting  all 
naval  vessels  and  naval  arsenals  on  its  waters  and  shores,  an  International 
Commission  was  set  up  to  assure  free  navigation  of  the  Danube,  and  io 
1862,  after  several  years  of  indecision,  the  two  principalities  of  iMoldavia 
and  Wallachia,  along  with  Bessarabia,  were  allowed  to  form  the  state  of 
Romania.  The  new  state  remained  technically  under  Turkish  suzerainty 
until  1878.  It  was  the  most  progressive  of  the  successor  states  of  the  Otto¬ 
man  Empire,  wfith  advanced  educational  and  judicial  systems  based  on 
those  of  Napoleonic  France,  and  a  thoroughgoing  agrarian  reform.  This 
last,  which  was  executed  in  two  stages  (1863-1866  and  1918-1921)1 
divided  up  the  great  estates  of  the  Church  and  the  nobility,  and  wiped 
away  all  vestiges  of  manorial  dues  or  serfdom.  Under  a  liberal,  but  not 
democratic,  constitution,  a  German  prince,  Charles  of  Plohenzollern- 
Sigmaringen  (1866-1914),  established  a  new  dynasty  which  was  ended 
only  in  1948.  During  this  whole  period  the  cultural  and  educational 
systems  of  the  country  continued  to  be  orientated  tow'ard  France  in  sharp 
contrast  to  the  inclinations  of  the  ruling  dynasty,  which  had  GermaO 
sympathies.  The  Romanian  possession  of  Bessarabia  and  their  general 
pride  in  their  Latin  heritage,  as  reflected  in  the  name  of  the  country, 
up  a  barrier  to  good  relations  with  Russia,  although  the  majority 
Romanians  w  ere  members  of  the  Orthodox  Church. 

The  political  and  military  weakness  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  in  the  fa^c 
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of  Russian  pressure  and  Balkan  nationalisms  made  it  obvious  that  it  must 
westernize  and  it  must  reform,  if  it  was  going  to  survive.  Broad  verbal 
promises  in  this  direction  were  made  by  the  sultan  in  the  period  1839- 
and  there  were  even  certain  efforts  to  execute  these  promises.  The 
army  was  reorganized  on  a  European  basis  with  the  assistance  of  Prussia, 
^ocal  government  was  reorganized  and  centralized,  and  the  fiscal  sys- 
tem  greatly  improved,  chiefly  by  curtailing  the  use  of  tax  farmers;  gov¬ 
ernment  officials  were  sliifted  from  a  fee-paid  basis  to  a  salaried  basis; 
*'he  slave  market  was  abolished,  although  this  meant  a  large  reduction  in 
ne  sultan’s  income;  the  religious  monopoly  in  education  was  curtailed 
^nd  a  considerable  impetus  given  to  secular  technical  education.  Finally, 
m  1856,  in  an  edict  forced  on  the  sultan  by  the  Great  Powers,  an  effort 
Was  made  to  establish  a  secular  state  in  Turkey  by  abolishing  all  inequali- 
hes  based  on  creed  in  respect  to  personal  freedom,  law,  property,  taxation, 
and  eligibility  for  office  or  military  service. 

fn  practice,  none  of  these  paper  reforms  was  very  effective.  It  was  not 
possible  to  change  the  customs  of  the  Turkish  people  by  paper  enact- 
^wnts.  Indeed,  any  attempt  to  do  so  aroused  the  anger  of  many  Muslims 
the  point  wffiere  their  personal  conduct  toward  non-.Muslims  became 
Worse.  At  the  same  time,  these  promises  led  the  non-Muslims  to  expect 
otter  treatment,  so  that  relations  between  the  various  groups  were  ex¬ 
acerbated,  Even  if  the  sultan  had  had  every  intention  of  carrying  out  his 
stated  reforms,  he  would  have  had  extraordinary  difficulties  in  doing  so 
ocause  of  the  structure  of  Turkish  society  and  the  complete  lack  of 
h’ained  administrators  or  even  of  literate  people.  The  Turkish  state  was 
a  theocratic  state,  and  Turkish  society  was  a  patriarchal  or  even  a  tribal 
society.  Any  movement  toward  secularization  or  toward  social  equality 
Could  easily  result,  not  in  reform,  but  in  complete  destruction  of  the 
society  by  dissolving  the  religious  and  authoritarian  relationships  which 
cld  both  the  state  and  society  together.  But  the  movement  toward  re- 
Pytn  lacked  the  wholehearted  support  of  the  sultan;  it  aroused  the  oppo- 
^on  of  the  more  conservative,  and  in  some  ways  more  loyal,  groups  of 
uslinis;  it  aroused  the  opposition  of  many  liberal  Turks  because  it  was 
®nved  from  Western  pressure  on  Turkey;  it  aroused  opposition  from 
Christian  or  non-Turkish  groups  w'ho  feared  that  a  successful  re- 
°tni  might  weaken  their  chances  of  breaking  up  the  Ottoman  Empire 
Completely;  and  the  efforts  at  reform,  being  aimed  at  the  theocratic 
aracter  of  the  Turkish  state,  counteracted  the  sultan’s  efforts  to  make 
itnself  the  leader  of  Pan-Islamism  and  to  use  his  title  of  caliph  to  mobilize 
Oon-Ottoman  Muslims  in  India,  Russia,  and  the  East  to  support  him  in 
struggles  with  the  European  Great  Powers. 

the  other  hand,  it  was  equally  clear  that  Turkey  could  not  meet  any 


the 


'Pean  state  on  a  basis  of  military  equality  until  it  was  westernized. 


same  time,  the  cheap  machinery-made  industrial  products  of  the 
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Western  Powers  began  to  pour  into  Turkey  and  to  destroy  the  ability 
of  the  handicraft  artisans  of  Turkey  to  make  a  living.  This  could  not  be 
prevented  by  tariff  protection  because  the  sultan  was  bound  by  inter¬ 
national  agreements  to  keep  his  customs  duties  at  a  low  level.  At  the 
same  time,  the  appeal  of  Western  ways  of  life  began  to  be  felt  by  some 
of  the  sultan’s  subjects  who  knew  them.  These  began  to  agitate  for  in¬ 
dustrialism  or  for  railroad  construction,  for  wider  opportunities  in  edu¬ 
cation,  especially  technical  education,  for  reforms  in  the  Turkish  language, 
and  for  new,  less  formal,  kinds  of  Turkish  literature,  for  honest  and 
impersonal  methods  of  administration  in  justice  and  public  finance,  and 
for  all  those  things  which,  by  making  the  Western  Powers  strong,  made 
them  a  danger  to  Turkey. 

The  sultan  made  feeble  efforts  to  reform  in  the  period  1838-1875,  but 
by  the  latter  date  he  was  completely  disillusioned  with  these  efforts,  and 
shifted  over  to  a  policy  of  ruthless  censorship  and  repression;  this  repres¬ 
sion  led,  at  last,  to  the  so-called  “Young  Turk”  rebellion  of  1908. 

The  shift  from  feeble  reform  to  merciless  repression  coincided  with  a 
renewal  of  the  Russian  attacks  on  Turkey.  These  attacks  were  incited 


by  Turkish  butchery  of  Bulgarian  agitators  in  Macedonia  and  a  success¬ 
ful  Turkish  war  on  Serbia.  Appealing  to  the  doctrine  of  Pan-Slavism, 
Russia  came  to  the  rescue  of  the  Bulgars  and  Serbs,  and  quickly  defeated 
the  Turks,  forcing  them  to  accept  the  Treaty  of  San  Stefano  before  any 
of  the  Western  Powers  could  intervene  (1877).  Among  other  provisions, 
this  treaty  set  up  a  large  state  of  Bulgaria,  including  much  of  Macedonia' 
independent  of  Turkey  and  under  Russian  military  occupation. 

This  Treaty  of  San  Stefano,  especially  the  provision  for  a  large  Bul¬ 
garian  state,  which,  it  was  feared,  would  be  nothing  more  than  a  Russian 
tool,  was  completely  unacceptable  to  England  and  Austria.  Joining  with 
France,  Germany,  and  Italy,  they  forced  Russia  to  come  to  a  conference 
at  Berlin  where  the  treaty  was  completely  rewritten  (1878).  The  inde¬ 
pendence  of  Serbia,  .Montenegro,  and  Romania  was  accepted,  as  were  the 
Russian  acquisitions  of  Kars  and  Batum,  east  of  the  Black  Sea.  Romani^! 
had  to  give  Bessarabia  to  Russia,  but  received  Dobruja  from  the  sultan- 
Bulgaria  itself,  the  crucial  issue  of  the  conference,  was  divided  into  three 
parts:  (a)  the  strip  between  the  Danube  and  the  Balkan  mountains  was 


set  up  as  an  autonomous  and  tribute-paying  state  under  Turkish  suze¬ 
rainty;  (b)  the  portion  of  Bulgaria  south  of  the  mountains  was  restored 
to  the  sultan  as  the  province  of  Eastern  Rumelia  to  be  ruled  by  a  Christian 
governor  approved  by  the  Pow'ers;  and  (c)  .Macedonia,  still  farther  south, 
w'as  restored  to  Turkey  in  return  for  promises  of  administrative  reform*’ 
Austria  was  oiveii  tlie  right  to  occupy  Bosnia,  Herzegovina,  and  the 
Sanjak  of  Novi-Bazar  (a  strip  between  Serbia  and  Montenegro).  The 
English,  by  a  separate  agreement  with  Turkey,  received  the  island  0 
Cyprus  to  hold  as  long  as  Russia  held  Batum  and  Kars.  The  other  state* 
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received  nothing,  although  Greece  submitted  claims  to  Crete,  Thessaly, 
^P*rus,  and  Macedonia,  while  France  talked  about  her  interest  in  Tunis, 
3nd  Italy  made  no  secret  of  her  ambitions  in  Tripoli  and  Albania.  Only 
ermany  asked  for  nothing,  and  received  the  sultan's  thanks  and  friend- 
^  ip  for  its  moderation. 

The  Treaty  of  Berlin  of  1878  was  a  disaster  from  almost  every  point 
view  because  it  left  every  state,  e.xcept  Austria,  with  its  appetite 
^betted  and  its  hunger  unsatisfied.  The  Pan-Slavs,  the  Romanians,  the 
^  gars,  the  South  Slavs,  the  Greeks,  and  the  Turks  were  all  disgruntled 
"'irh  the  settlement.  The  agreement  turned  the  Balkans  into  an  open 
powder  keg  from  M’hich  the  spark  M  as  kept  away  only  uith  great  diffi- 
and  only  for  twenty  years.  It  also  opened  up  the  prospect  of  the 
qu‘dation  of  the  Turkish  possessions  in  North  Africa,  thus  inciting  a 
'■'valry  betw  een  the  Great  Powers  which  was  a  constant  danger  to  the 
Pvace  in  the  period  1878-1912.  The  Romanian  loss  of  Bessarabia,  the 
.  “’garian  loss  of  Eastern  Rumelia,  the  South  Slav  loss  of  its  hope  of  reach- 
’"g  the  Adriatic  or  even  of  reaching  Atontenegro  (because  of  the  Austrian 
t^vcupation  of  Bosnia  and  Novi-Bazar),  the  Greek  failure  to  get  Thessaly 
ft  Crete,  and  the  complete  discomfiture  of  the  Turks  created  an  atmos- 
P  tre  of  general  dissatisfaction.  In  the  midst  of  this,  the  promise  of  re- 
orms  to  Macedonia  without  any  provision  for  enforcing  this  promise 
a  ed  forth  hopes  and  agitations  which  could  neither  be  satisfied  nor 
quieted.  Even  Austria,  which,  on  the  face  of  it,  had  obtained  more  than 
^  could  really  liave  expected,  had  obtained  in  Bosnia  the  instrument 
'ch  -was  to  lead  eventually  to  the  total  destruction  of  the  Habsburg 
^Wpire.  This  acquisition  had  been  encouraged  by  Bismarck  as  a  method 
P  diverting  Austrian  ambitions  southward  to  the  Adriatic  and  out  of 
ermany.  But  bv  ninrino-  Austria,  in  this  wav.  in  rhp  nosition  of  beintr 


J'niany.  But  by  placing  Austria,  in  this  way,  in  the  position  of  being 
'e  chief  obstacle  in  the  path  of  the  South  Slav  dreams  of  unity,  Bis- 
j^srek  Was  also  creating  the  occasion  for  the  destruction  of  the  Holienzol- 
Empire.  It  is  clear  that  European  diplomatic  history  from  1878  to 
^919  is  little  more  than  a  commentary  on  the  mistakes  of  the  Congress  of 

To  Russia  the  events  of  1878  xvere  a  bitter  disappointment.  Even  the 
uia  1  Bulgarian  state  which  emerged  from  the  settlement  gave  them  little 
action.  With  a  constitution  dictated  by  Russia  and  under  a  prince, 
^^e.\ander  of  Battenberg,  who  xvas  a  nephew’  of  the  czar,  the  Bulgarians 
^otved  an  uncooperative  spirit  which  profoundly  distressed  the  Russians, 
a  result,  when  Eastern  Rumelia  revolted  in  1885  and  demanded  union 
Bulgaria,  the  change  w'as  opposed  by  Russia  and  encouraged  by 
j.  ^Tia.  Serbia,  in  its  bitterness,  went  to  war  with  Bulgaria  but  was  de- 
f^asc  forced  to  make  peace  by  Austria.  The  union  of  Bulgaria  and 

Rumelia  was  accepted,  on  face-saving  terms,  by  the  sultan.  Rus- 


The  union  of  Bulgaria  and 
terms,  by  the  sultan.  Rus- 


'ojections  were  kept  within  limits  by  the  power  of  Austria  and 
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England  but  were  strong  enough  to  force  the  abdication  of  Alexander 
of  Battenberg.  Prince  Ferdinand  of  Saxe-Coburg-Gotha  was  elected  to 
succeed  x\lexander,  but  was  unacceptable  to  Russia  and  was  recognized 
by  none  of  the  Powers  until  his  reconciliation  with  Russia  in  1896.  The 
state  was  generally  in  turmoil  during  this  period,  plots  and  assassinations 
steadily  following  one  another.  A  .Macedonian  revolutionary  organiza¬ 
tion  known  as  IMRO,  working  for  independence  for  their  area,  adopted 
an  increasingly  terrorist  policy,  killing  any  Bulgarian  or  Romanian  states¬ 
man  who  did  not  work  wholeheartedly  in  cooperation  with  their  efforts. 
Agitated  Bulgarians  formed  insurgent  bands  which  made  raids  into  Mace¬ 
donia,  and  insurrection  became  endemic  in  the  province,  bursting  out  in 
full  force  in  1902.  By  that  date  Serb  and  Greek  bands  had  joined  in  the 
confusion.  The  Powers  intervened  at  that  point  to  inaugurate  a  program 
of  reform  in  Macedonia  under  Austro-Russian  supervision. 

The  Congress  of  Berlin  began  the  liquidation  of  the  Turkish  position  in 
North  Africa.  France,  which  had  been  occupying  Algeria  since  1830, 
established  a  French  protectorate  over  Tunis  as  well  in  1881.  This  led  to 
the  British  occupation  of  Egypt  the  following  year.  Not  to  be  outdone, 
Italy  put  in  a  claim  for  Tripoli  but  could  get  no  more  than  an  e.xchange 
of  notes,  known  as  the  .Mediterranean  Agreement  of  1887,  by  which 
England,  Italy,  Austria,  Spain,  and  Germany  promised  to  maintain  the 
status  qtco  in  the  .Mediterranean,  the  Adriatic,  the  Aegean,  and  the  Black 
seas,  unless  all  parties  agreed  to  changes.  The  only  concrete  advantage  to 
Italy  in  this  was  a  British  promise  of  support  in  North  Africa  in  return 
for  Italian  support  of  the  British  position  in  Egypt.  This  provided  only 
tenuous  satisfaction  for  the  Italian  ambitions  in  Tripoli,  but  it  was  rein¬ 
forced  in  1900  by  a  French-Italian  agreement  by  which  Italy  gave  France 
a  free  hand  in  Morocco  in  return  for  a  free  hand  in  Tripoli. 

By  1900  an  entirely  new  factor  began  to  intrude  into  the  Eastern 
Question.  Under  Bismarck  (1862-1890)  Germany  had  avoided  all  non- 
European  adventures.  Under  'William  II  (1888-1918)  any  kind  of  ad¬ 
venture,  especially  a  remote  and  uncertain  one,  was  welcomed.  In  the 
earlier  period  Germany  had  concerned  itself  with  the  Near  East  Ques¬ 
tion  only  as  a  member  of  the  European  “concert  of  Pow'ers”  and  until  a 
few'  incidental  issues  such  as  the  use  of  German  officers  to  train  the 
Turkish  Army.  After  1889  the  situation  was  different.  Economicallv,  the 
Germans  began  to  invade  Anatolia  by  establishing  trading  agencies  and 
banking  facilities;  politically,  Germany  sought  to  strengthen  Turkey’* 
international  position  in  everv'  way.  This  effort  was  symbolized  by  the 
German  Kaiser’s  two  visits  to  the  sultan  in  1889  and  1898.  On  the  latter 
occasion  he  solemnly  promised  his  friendship  to  “the  Sultan  Abdul  Hamid 
and  the  three  hundred  million  .Muhammadans  who  revere  him  as  caliph- 
Most  important,  perhaps,  was  the  projected  “Berlin  to  Baghdad”  railway 
scheme  which  completed  its  main  trunk  line  from  the  Austro-Hungariao 
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border  to  Nusaybin  in  northern  Mesopotamia  by  September  1918.  This 
project  was  of  the  greatest  economic,  strategic,  and  political  importance 
oot  only  to  the  Ottoman  Empire  and  the  Near  East  but  to  the  whole  of 
urope.  Economically,  it  tapped  a  region  of  great  mineral  and  agricul- 
rural  resources,  including  the  world’s  greatest  petroleum  reserves.  Thes< 
''’ere  brought  into  contact  with  Constantinople  and,  beyond  that,  wit! 
central  and  northwestern  Europe.  Germany,  which  was  industrializec 
"Ce,  had  a  great,  unsatisfied  demand  for  food  and  raw  materials  and  j 
great  capacity  to  manufacture  industrial  products  which  could  be  ex¬ 
ported  to  pay  for  such  food  and  raw  materials.  Efforts  had  been  made  and 
continued  to  be  made  by  Germany  to  find  a  solution  to  this  problem 
y  opening  trade  relations  w'ith  South  America,  the  Far  East,  and  North 
oierica.  Banking  facilities  and  a  merchant  marine  were  being  established 
ro  encourage  such  trade  relations.  But  the  Germans,  with  their  strong 
strategic  sense,  knew  well  that  relations  with  the  areas  mentioned  were 
the  mercy  of  the  British  fleet,  w'hich  w'ould,  almost  unquestionably, 
control  the  seas  during  wartime.  The  Berlin-to-Baghdad  Railway  solved 
cse  crucial  problems.  It  put  the  German  metallurgical  industry  in 
•fetich  with  the  great  metal  resources  of  Anatolia;  it  put  the  German  tex- 
'  c  industry  in  touch  with  the  supplies  of  wool,  cotton,  and  hemp  of  the 
2  kans,  Anatolia,  and  Mesopotamia;  in  fact,  it  brouglit  to  almost  every 
ranch  of  German  industry  the  possibility  of  finding  a  solution  for  its 
critical  market  and  raw-material  problems.  Best  of  all,  these  connections, 
cing  almost  entirely  overland,  w'ould  be  within  reach  of  the  German 
^y  and  beyond  the  reach  of  the  British  Navy, 
cor  Turkey  itself  the  raiUvay  w^as  equally  significant.  Strategically  it 
l^ade  it  possible,  for  the  first  time,  for  Turkey  to  mobilize  her  full  power 
’n  the  Balkans,  the  Caucasus  area,  the  Persian  Gulf,  or  the  Levant.  It 
greatly  increased  the  economic  prosperity  of  the  whole  country;  it  could 
run  (as  it  w^as  after  1911)  on  Mesopotamian  petroleum;  it  provided 
Markets  and  thus  incentives  for  increased  production  of  agricultural  and 
'uineral  products;  it  greatly  reduced  political  discontent,  public  disorder, 
banditry  in  the  areas  through  w'hich  it  ran;  it  greatly  increased  the 
revenues  of  the  Ottoman  treasury  in  spite  of  the  government’s  engagement 
pay  subsidies  to  the  railroad  for  each  mile  of  track  built  and  for  a 
gu^anteed  income  per  mile  each  year. 

be  Great  Powers  showed  mild  approval  of  the  Baghdad  Railway  until 
‘  uut  Then,  for  more  than  ten  years,  Russia,  Britain,  and  France 
owed  violent  disapproval,  and  did  all  they  could  to  obstruct  the  project, 
by  disapproval  w'as  largely  removed  by  a  series  of  agreements 

•  ^  "’bicli  the  Ottoman  Empire  w'as  divided  into  exclusive  spheres  of 
ueiice.  During  the  period  of  disapproval  the  Great  Pow  ers  concerned 
od  such  a  barrage  of  propaganda  against  the  plan  that  it  is  necessary, 
'^oday,  to  warn  against  its  influence.  They  described  the  Baghdad 
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Rail\\'a\'  as  the  entering  wedge  of  German  imperialist  aggression  seeking 
to  weaken  and  destroy'  the  Ottoman  Empire  and  tlie  stakes  of  the  other 
Powers  in  the  area.  The  evidence  shows  quite  the  contrary.  Germany 
was  the  onlv  Great  Power  which  wanted  the  Ottoman  Empire  to  be 
strong  and  intact.  Britain  wanted  it  to  be  weak  and  intact.  P'rance  gen¬ 
erally  shared  the  British  point  of  vietv,  although  the  French,  tvith  a 
{500,000,000  investment  in  the  area,  wanted  Turkey  to  be  prosperous  as 
well.  Russia  wanted  it  to  be  weak  and  partitioned,  a  view  which  was 
shared  by  the  Italians  and,  to  some  extent,  by  the  Austrians. 

The  Germans  were  not  onlv  favorably  inclined  toward  Turkey';  their 
conduct  seems  to  hav'e  been  completely  fair  in  regard  to  the  administration 
of  the  Baghdad  Raihvay'  itself.  At  a  time  yvhen  American  and  other  rail- 
yvays  were  practicing  yvholesale  discrimination  betyy  een  customers  in 
regard  to  rates  and  freight  handling,  the  Germans  had  the  same  rates 
and  same  treatment  for  all,  including  Germans  and  non-Germans.  They 
yyorked  to  make  the  railroad  efficient  and  profitable,  althougli  their 
income  from  it  yvas  guaranteed  by  the  Turkish  government.  In  con¬ 
sequence  the  Turkish  payments  to  the  railroad  steadily  declined,  and  rite 
government  yvas  able  to  share  in  its  profits  to  the  e.\tent  of  almost  three 
million  francs  in  1914.  Moreover,  the  Germans  did  not  seek  to  monopo¬ 
lize  control  of  the  railroad,  offering  to  share  equally  yvith  France  and 
England  and  eventually  y\ith  other  Poyyers.  France  accepted  this  offer 
in  1899,  but  Britain  continued  to  refuse,  and  placed  every  obstacle  in  the 
path  of  the  project.  AV’hen  the  Ottoman  got'ernment  in  1911  sought  to 
raise  their  customs  duties  from  ii  to  14  percent  in  order  to  finance  the 
continued  construction  of  the  raihvay,  Britain  prevented  this.  In  order 
to  carry  on  the  project,  the  Germans  sold  their  railroad  interests  in  the 
Balkans  and  ga\'e  up  the  Ottoman  building  subsidy  of  $275,000  a  kilo¬ 
meter.  In  striking  contrast  to  this  attitude,  the  Russians  forced  the  Turks 
to  change  the  original  route  of  the  line  from  northern  Anatolia  to  south¬ 
ern  Anatolia  by  threatening  to  take  immediate  measures  to  collect  all  the 
arrears,  amounting  to  over  57  million  francs,  due  to  the  czar  from  Turkey 
under  the  Treaty  of  1878.  The  Russians  regarded  the  projected  railyva)' 
as  a  strategic  threat  to  their  Armenian  frontier.  Ultimately,  in  1900,  theV 
forced  the  sultan  to  promise  to  grant  no  concessions  to  build  railyvaVS 
in  northern  Anatolia  or  Armenia  e.xcept  yvith  Russian  approval.  The 
French  government,  in  spite  of  the  French  investments  in  Turkey  of 
2.5  billion  francs,  refused  to  alloyv  Baghdad  Railway  securities  to  be 
handled  on  the  Paris  Stock  E.xchange.  To  block  the  groyvth  of  German 
Catholic  missionary'  activities  in  the  Ottoman  Empire,  the  French  per' 
suaded  the  Pope  to  issue  an  encyclical  ordering  all  missionaries  in  that 
empire  to  communicate  yvith  the  Vatican  through  the  French  consul  teS' 
The  British  opposition  became  intense  only-  in  .Vpril,  1905.  Early  in  that 
month  Prime  .Minister  Arthur  Balfour  and  Foreign  Secretary  Lord  Lans- 
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‘^O'vne  made  an  agreement  for  joint  German,  French,  and  British  control 
of  the  railroad.  Within  three  weeks  this  agreement  was  repudiated  by  the 
gov'ernment  because  of  newspaper  protests  against  it,  although  it  would 
have  reduced  the  Turks  and  Germans  together  to  only  fourteen  out  of 
fhirty  votes  on  the  board  of  directors  of  the  railway.  ^V'hen  the  Turkish 
government  in  1910  tried  to  borrow  abroad  $30  million,  secured  by  the 
customs  receipts  of  the  country,  it  was  summarily  rebuffed  in  Paris  and 
London,  but  obtained  the  sum  without  hesitation  in  Berlin.  In  view  of 
these  facts,  the  growth  of  German  prestige  and  the  decline  in  favor  of 
the  W estern  Powers  at  the  sultan’s  court  is  not  surprising,  and  goes  far  to 
'"^■plain  the  Turkish  intervention  on  the  side  of  the  Central  Powers  in 
the  war  of  1914-1918. 

The  Baghdad  Railway  played  no  real  role  in  the  outbreak  of  the  war 
°f  1914  because  the  Germans  in  the  period  1910-1914  were  able  to 
reduce  the  Great  Powers’  objections  to  the  scheme.  This  was  done 
through  a  series  of  agreements  which  divided  Turkey  into  spheres  of 
oreign  influence.  In  November,  1910,  a  German-Russian  agreement 
^t  Potsdam  gave  Russia  a  free  hand  in  northern  Persia,  withdrew  all  Rus- 
*>'an  opposition  to  the  Baghdad  Railwaw  and  pledged  both  parties  to 
^ttpport  equal  trade  opportunities  for  all  (the  “open-door”  policy)  in 
cir  respective  areas  of  influence  in  the  Near  East.  The  French  were 
Steen  2,000  miles  of  railway  concessions  in  western  and  northern  Anatolia 
•tttd  in  Syria  in  1910-1912  and  signed  a  secret  agreement  with  the  Ger- 
taians  in  February  1914,  by  which  these  regions  were  recognized  as 
tench  “spheres  of  influence,”  while  the  route  of  the  Baghdad  Railway 
recognized  as  a  German  sphere  of  influence;  both  Pow  ers  promised 
Work  to  increase  the  Ottoman  tax  receipts;  the  French  withdrew'  their 
opposition  to  the  railway;  and  the  French  gave  the  Germans  the  70- 
lion-franc  investment  which  the  French  alreadt'  had  in  the  Baghdad 
3ilway  in  return  for  an  equal  amount  in  the  Turkish  bond  issue  of 
which  France  had  earlier  rebuffed,  plus  a  lucrative  discount  on 
^  new'  Ottoman  bond  i.ssue  of  1914.  The  British  drove  a  much  harder 
"’’■•gain  with  the  Germans.  By  an  agreement  of  June  1914,  Britain  with- 
■^ew  her  opposition  to  the  Baghdad  Railway,  allowed  Turkey  to  raise 
customs  from  1 1  percent  to  15  percent,  and  accepted  a  German  sphere 
•ntcrest  along  the  railway  route  in  return  for  promises  (i)  that  the 
^'  way  w'ould  not  be  extended  to  the  Persian  Gulf  but  would  stop  at 
^asra  on  the  Tigris  River,  (2)  that  British  capitalists  would  be  given 
'iionopoly  on  the  navigation  of  the  Euphrates  and  Tigris  rivers  and  cx- 
‘'^|sive  control  over  irrigation  projects  based  on  these  rivers,  ( 3 )  that  two 
'^■'tish  subjects  would  be  given  seats  on  the  board  of  directors  of  the 

gidad  Railway,  (4)  that  Britain  would  have  exclusive  control  ( . 
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^  commercial  activities  of  Kuwait,  the  onh'  good  port  on  the  upper 
Gulf;  (3)  that  a  monopoly  over  the  oil  resources  of  the  area  from 
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Mosul  to  Baghdad  would  be  given  to  a  new  corporation  in  which  British 
finances  would  have  a  half-interest,  Royal  Dutch  Shell  Company  a 
quarter-interest,  and  the  Germans  a  quarter-interest;  and  (6)  that  both 
Powers  would  support  the  “open-door”  policy  in  commercial  activities 
in  Asiatic  Turkey.  Unfonunately,  this  agreement,  as  well  as  the  earlier 
ones  with  other  Powers,  became  worthless  with  the  outbreak  of  the  First 
World  War  in  1914.  However,  it  is  still  important  to  recognize  that  the 
Entente  Powers  forced  upon  the  Germans  a  settlement  dividing  Turkey 
into  “spheres  of  interest”  in  place  of  the  projected  German  settlement 
based  on  international  cooperation  in  the  economic  reconstruction  of  the 
area. 

These  struggles  of  the  Great  Powers  for  profit  and  influence  in  the 
wreckage  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  could  not  fail  to  have  profound  ef¬ 
fects  in  Turkish  domestic  affairs.  Probably  the  great  mass  of  the  sultan’s 
subjects  were  still  untouched  by  these  events,  but  an  animated  minority 
w'as  deeply  stirred.  This  minorirs’  received  no  encouragement  from  the 
despotic  Abdul-Hamid  II,  sultan  from  1876  to  1909.  While  eager  for 
economic  improvements,  Abdul-Hamid  II  was  opposed  to  the  spread 
of  the  "Western  ideas  of  liberalism,  constitutionalism,  nationalism,  or  de¬ 
mocracy,  and  did  all  he  could  to  prevent  their  prop.agation  by  censorship! 
by  restrictions  on  foreign  travel  or  study  abroad  by  Turks,  and  by  a’’ 
elaborate  system  of  arbitrary  police  rule  and  governmental  espionage.  As 
a  result,  the  minority  of  liberal,  nationalistic,  or  progressive  Turks  had 
to  organize  abroad.  This  they  did  at  Geneva  in  1891  in  a  group  which 
is  generally  known  as  the  “Young  Turks.”  Their  chief  difficulty  was  to 
reconcile  the  animosities  which  e.visted  between  the  many  linguistic 
groups  among  the  sultan’s  subjects.  This  was  done  in  a  series  of  congresses 
held  in  Paris,  notably  in  1902  and  in  1907.  At  the  latter  meeting  were 
representatives  of  the  Turks,  Armenians,  Bulgars,  Jews,  Arabs,  and 
Albanians.  In  the  meantime,  this  secret  organization  had  penetrated  the 
sultan’s  army,  w'hich  was  seething  y'ith  discontent.  The  plotters  were 
so  successful  that  they  w'ere  able  to  revolt  in  July  1908,  and  force  the 
sultan  to  reestablish  the  Constitution  of  1876.  At  once  divisions  appeared 
among  the  rebel  leaders,  notably  between  those  who  wished  a  centralized 
state  and  those  who  accepted  the  subject  nationalities’  demands  for  de¬ 
centralization.  Moreover,  the  orthodo.v  Aluslims  formed  a  league  to  resist 
secularization,  and  the  army  soon  saw'  that  its  cliief  demands  for  better 
pay  and  improved  living  conditions  were  not  going  to  be  met.  Abdul- 
Hamid  took  advantage  of  these  divisions  to  organize  a  violent  counter¬ 
revolution  (April  1909).  It  was  crushed,  the  sultan  was  deposed,  and  the 
Young  Turks  began  to  impose  their  ideas  of  a  dictatorial  Turkish  national 
state  with  ruthless  severity.  A  wave  of  resistance  arose  from  the  non- 
Turkish  groups  and  the  orthodo.v  Muslims.  No  settlement  of  these  dis¬ 
putes  was  achieved  by  the  outbreak  of  the  World  War  in  1914.  Indeedi 
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We  shall  see  in  a  later  chapter,  the  Young  Turk  Revolution  of  1908 
precipitated  a  series  of  international  crises  of  which  the  outbreak  of 
'"'at  in  latest  and  most  disastrous. 


The  British  Imperial  Crisis: 
Africa,  Ireland,  and  India  to  1926 


INTRODUCTION 


he  old  statement  that  England  acquired  its  empire  in  a  fit  of  absent- 
ridedness  is  amusing  but  does  not  explain  very  much.  It  does,  hou'ever, 
|^°Wain  an  element  of  truth:  much  of  the  empire  'v:as  acquired  by  private 
•'■iduals  and  commercial  firms,  and  was  taken  over  by  the  British  gov- 
^ment  much  later.  The  motives  which  impelled  the  government  to 
ex  areas  which  its  citizens  had  been  exploiting  were  varied,  both 
’^'nie  and  in  place,  and  were  frequently  much  different  from  what  an 
°«sider  might  believe. 

ntain  acquired  the  world’s  greatest  empire  because  it  possessed  certain 
Vantages  wliich  other  countries  lacked.  We  mention  three  of  these 
Wantages:  (i)  that  it  was  an  island,  (2)  that  it  was  in  the  Atlantic,  and 
31  that  its  social  traditions  at  home  produced  the  will  and  the  talents 
°yniperial  acquisition. 

it  h*  island  off  the  coast  of  Europe,  Britain  had  security  as  long  as 
of  of  the  narrow  seas.  It  had  such  control  from  the  defeat 

On  •  Armada  in  1588  until  the  creation  of  new  w  eapons  based 

p  air  power  in  the  period  after  1935.  The  rise  of  the  German  Air 
^Wce  under  Hitler,  the  invention  of  the  long-range  rocket  projectiles 
'2  Weapon)  in  1 944,  and  the  development  of  the  atomic  and  hydrogen 
sive  '945~’955  destroyed  England’s  security  by  reducing  the  defen- 
in  ^  ^l^^wiveness  of  tlie  English  Channel.  But  in  the  period  1588-1942, 
ancT^*^*^  Britain  controlled  the  seas,  the  Channel  gave  England  security 
niade  its  international  position  entirely  different  from  that  of  any 
Po\ver.  Because  Britain  had  security,  it  had  freedom  of  action. 
^  .  ^‘^ans  it  had  a  choice  whether  to  intervene  or  to  stay  out  of  the 
in  'disputes  which  arose  on  the  Continent  of  Europe  or  elseu'here 
e  World.  Moreover,  if  it  intervened,  it  could  do  so  on  a  limited  com- 
to  ^^^*^victing  its  contribution  of  men,  energy,  money,  and  wealth 

ha  amount  it  wished.  If  such  a  limited  commitment  were  ex- 

'^^d  or  lost,  so  long  as  the  British  fleet  controlled  the  seas,  Britain  had 
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security,  and  thus  had  freedom  to  choose  if  it  would  break  off  its  inter- 
v'ention  or  increase  its  commitment.  Moreover,  England  could  make  even 
a  small  commitment  of  its  resources  of  decisive  importance  by  using  this 
commitment  in  support  of  the  second  strongest  Power  on  the  Continent 
against  the  strongest  Power,  thus  hampering  the  strongest  Power  and 
making  the  second  Power  temporarilv  the  strongest,  as  long  as  it  acted  in 
accord  with  Britain’s  wishes.  In  this  way,  by  following  balance-of-povver 
tactics,  Britain  vi  as  able  to  plav  a  decisiv'e  role  on  the  Continent,  keep  the 
Continent  divided  and  embroiled  in  its  own  disputes,  and  do  this  with  a 
limited  commitment  of  Britain’s  own  resources,  leaving  a  considerable 
surplus  of  energy,  manpower,  and  wealth  av-ailable  for  acquiring  an  em¬ 
pire  overseas.  In  addition,  Britain’s  unique  advantage  in  having  security 
through  a  limited  commitment  of  resources  by  control  of  the  sea  was  one 
of  the  contributing  factors  which  allowed  Britain  to  develop  its  unique 
social  structure,  its  parliamentary  system,  its  wide  range  of  civil  liberties, 
and  its  great  economic  advance. 

The  Powers  on  the  Continent  had  none  of  these  advantages.  Since 
each  could  be  invaded  by  its  neighbors  at  any  time,  each  had  security, 
and  thus  freedom  of  action,  only  on  rare  and  brief  occasions.  When  the 
security  of  a  continental  Power  was  threatened  bv  a  neighbor,  it  had  no 
freedom  of  action,  but  had  to  defend  itself  with  all  its  resources.  ClearlVt 
it  would  be  impossible  for  France  to  say  to  itself,  “We  shall  oppose 
German  hegemony  on  the  Continent  only  to  the  extent  of  50,000  men  or 
of  $10  million.”  Yet  as  late  as  1939,  Chamberlain  informed  France  that 
England’s  commitment  on  the  Continent  for  this  purpose  would  be  no 
more  than  two  divisions. 

Since  the  continental  Powers  had  neither  security  nor  freedom  of 
action,  their  position  on  the  Continent  always  was  paramount  over  their 
ambitions  for  world  empire,  and  these  latter  always  had  to  be  sacrificed 
for  the  sake  of  the  former  whenever  a  conflict  arose.  France  was  unable 
to  hold  on  to  its  possessions  in  India  or  in  North  America  in  the 
eighteenth  century  because  so  much  of  its  resources  had  to  be  used  to 
bolster  French  security  against  Prussia  or  Austria.  Napoleon  sold  Louisi¬ 
ana  to  the  United  States  in  1803  because  his  primary  concern  had  to  be  his 
position  on  the  Continent.  Bismarck  tried  to  discourage  Germany  from 
embarking  on  any  overseas  adventures  in  the  period  after  1871  because 
he  saw  that  Germanv'  must  be  a  continental  power  or  be  nothing.  Agaim 
France  in  1882  had  to  yield  Egv’-pt  to  Britain,  and  in  1898  had  to  yield  the 
Sudan  in  the  same  way,  because  it  saw  that  it  could  not  engage  in  anv' 
colonial  dispute  with  Britain  while  the  German  Army  stood  across  the 
Rhineland.  This  situation  was  so  clear  that  all  the  lesser  continental  Pov'" 
ers  with  oveiscas  colonial  possessions,  such  as  Portugal,  Belgium,  or  the 
Netherlands,  had  to  collaborate  with  Britain,  or,  at  the  very  least,  h® 
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carefully  neutral.  So  long  as  the  ocean  highway  from  these  countries  to 
their  overseas  empires  was  controlled  by  the  British  fleet,  they  could  not 
afford  to  embark  on  a  policy  hostile  to  Britain,  regardless  of  their  per¬ 
sonal  feelings  on  the  subject.  It  is  no  accident  that  Britain’s  most  constant 
'ntemational  backing  in  the  twm  centuries  following  the  Methuen  Treaty 
'703  came  from  Portugal  and  that  Britain  has  felt  free  to  nego- 
^ate  with  a  third  Power,  like  Germany,  regarding  the  disposition  of  the 
ortuguese  colonies,  as  she  did  in  1898  and  tried  to  do  in  1937-1939. 
Britain’s  position  on  the  Atlantic,  combined  with  her  nat  al  control  of 
oe  sea,  gave  her  a  great  advantage  when  the  new  lands  to  the  west 
cf  that  ocean  became  one  of  the  chief  sources  of  commercial  and  naval 
'health  in  the  period  after  1588.  Lumber,  tar,  and  ships  were  supplied  from 
c  American  colonies  to  Britain  in  the  period  before  the  advent  of  iron, 
^eam-driven  ships  (after  i860),  and  these  ships  helped  to  establish  Brit- 
s  mercantile  supremacy.  At  the  same  time,  Britain’s  insular  position  de¬ 
prived  her  monarchy  of  any  need  for  a  large  professional,  mercenary  army 
*uch  as  the  kings  on  the  Continent  used  as  the  chief  bulwark  of  royal  ab- 
oiutisin.  As  a  result,  the  kings  of  England  were  unable  to  prevent  the 
®nded  gentry  from  taking  over  the  control  of  the  government  in  the  pe- 
1642-1690,  and  the  kings  of  England  became  constitutional  mon- 
®rchs.  Britain’s  security  behind  her  navy  allowed  this  struggle  to  go  to  a 
scision  without  any  important  outside  interference,  and  permitted  a 
rivalry  betw^een  monarch  and  aristocracy  which  would  have  been  sui- 
'  _ori  the  insecure  grounds  of  continental  Europe. 

Britain’s  security  combined  with  the  political  triumph  of  the  landed 
"garchy  to  create  a  social  tradition  entirely  unlike  that  on  the  Con- 
'lent.  One  result  of  these  two  factors  was  that  England  did  not  obtain  a 
ureaucracy  such  as  appeared  on  the  Continent.  This  lack  of  a  separate 
reaucracy  loyal  to  the  monarch  can  be  seen  in  the  weakness  of  the 
professional  army  (already  mentioned)  and  also  in  the  lack  of  a  bureau- 
^^atic  judicial  system.  In  England,  the  gentry  and  the  younger  sons  of 
^  landed  oligarchy  studied  law  in  the  Inns  of  Court  and  obtained  a 
^  ‘og  for  tradition  and  the  sanctity  of  due  process  of  law  while  still 
jrriaining  a  part  of  the  landed  class.  In  fact  this  class  became  the  landed 
^  m  England  just  because  they  obtained  control  of  the  bar  and  the 
^och  and  were,  thus,  in  a  position  to  judge  all  disputes  about  real 
operty  in  their  own  favor.  Control  of  the  courts  and  of  the  Parliament 
e  It  possible  for  this  ruling  group  in  England  to  override  the  rights 


of  the 
fields 


peasants  in  land,  to  eject  them  from  the  land,  to  enclose  the  open 
Is  of  the  medieval  system,  to  deprive  the  cultivators  of  their  manorial 
^6  ts  and  thus  to  reduce  them  to  the  condition  of  landless  rural  laborers 
^  of  tenants.  This  advance  of  the  enclosure  movement  in  England  made 
P  ^ible  the  Agricultural  Revolution,  greatly  depopulated  the  rural  areas 
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of  England  (as  described  in  The  Deserted  Village  of  Oliver  Goldsmith), 
and  provided  a  surplus  population  for  the  cities,  the  mercantile  and  naval 
marine,  and  for  overseas  colonization. 

The  landed  oligarchy  which  arose  in  England  differed  from  the  landed 
aristocracy  of  continental  Europe  in  the  three  points  already  mentioned; 
(i)  it  got  control  of  the  government;  (2)  it  was  not  opposed  by  a  pro¬ 
fessional  army,  a  bureaucracy,  or  a  professional  judicial  system,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  it  took  over  the  control  of  these  adjuncts  of  government  it¬ 
self,  generally  serving  without  pay,  and  making  access  to  these  positions 
difficult  for  outsiders  by  making  such  access  expensive;  and  (3)  it  obtained 
complete  control  of  the  land  as  well  as  political,  religious,  and  social  con¬ 
trol  of  the  villages.  In  addition,  the  landed  oligarchy  of  England  was  dif¬ 
ferent  from  that  on  the  Continent  because  it  was  not  a  nobility.  This  lack 
was  reflected  in  three  important  factors.  On  the  Continent  a  noble  was 
e.xcluded  from  marrying  outside  his  class  or  from  engaging  in  commer¬ 
cial  enterprise;  moreover,  access  to  the  nobility  by  persons  of  nonnoble 
birth  was  very  difficult,  and  could  hardly  be  achieved  in  much  less 
than  three  generations.  In  England,  the  landed  oligarchy  could  engage 
in  any  kind  of  commerce  or  business  and  could  marry  anyone  without 
question  (provided  she  was  rich);  moreover,  while  access  to  the  gentry 
in  England  was  a  slow  process  which  might  require  generations  of  effort 
acquiring  landholdings  in  a  single  locality,  access  to  the  peerage  by  act  of 
the  government  took  only  a  moment,  and  could  be  achieved  on  the  basis 
of  either  wealth  or  service.  As  a  consequence  of  all  these  differences,  the 
landed  upper  class  in  England  was  open  to  the  influx  of  new  talent,  neV 
money,  and  new  blood,  while  the  continental  nobility  was  deprived  of 
these  valuable  acquisitions. 

While  the  landed  upper  class  of  England  was  unable  to  become  f 
nobility  (that  is,  a  caste  based  on  exalted  birth),  it  was  able  to  become  au 
aristocracy  (that  is,  an  upper  class  distinguished  by  traditions  and  be¬ 
havior).  The  chief  attributes  of  this  aristocratic  upper  class  in  England 
were  (i)  that  it  should  be  trained  in  an  e.xpensive,  exclusive,  masculine’ 
and  relatively  Spartan  educational  system  centering  about  the  great  boys 
schools  like  Eton,  Harrow,  or  \^'inchester;  (2)  that  it  should  imbibe  from 
this  educational  system  certain  distinctive  attitudes  of  leadership,  courage- 
sportsmanship,  team  play,  self-sacrifice,  disdain  for  physical  comforts,  and 
devotion  to  duty;  (3)  that  it  should  be  prepared  in  later  life  to  devote  a 
great  deal  of  time  and  energy  to  unpaid  tasks  of  public  significance,  a® 
justices  of  the  peace,  on  county-  councils,  in  the  county  militia,  or  in  other 
servnces.  Since  all  the  sons  of  the  upper  classes  received  the  same  training’ 
while  only  the  oldest,  by  primogeniture,  was  entitled  to  take  over  the 
income-yielding  property  of  the  family,  all  the  younger  sons  had  to  g*’ 
out  into  the  w’orld  to  seek  their  fortunes,  and,  as  likely  as  not,  would 
do  their  seeking  overseas.  At  the  same  time,  the  uneventful  life  of  the 
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Epical  English  village  or  countv,  completely  controlled  by  the  upper- 
c  ass  oligarchy,  made  it  necessary  for  the  more  ambitious  members  of  the 
ower  classes  to  seek  advancement  outside  the  countv  and  even  outside 
ogland.  From  these  two  sources  were  recruited  the  men  who  acquired 
^'tain’s  empire  and  the  men  who  colonized  it. 

The  English  have  not  always  been  unanimous  in  regarding  the  empire 
a  source  of  pride  and  benefit.  In  fact,  the  middle  generation  of  the 
•^neteenth  century  was  filled  with  persons,  such  as  Gladstone,  who  re¬ 
garded  the  empire  with  profound  suspicion.  They  felt  that  it  was  a 
source  of  great  expense;  they  were  convinced  that  it  involved  England  in 
remote  strategic  problems  which  could  easily  lead  to  wars  England  had 
^0  need  to  fight;  they  could  see  no  economic  advantage  in  having  an 
empire,  since  the  existence  of  free  trade  (which  this  generation  accepted) 
"'ould  allow  commerce  to  flow  no  matter  who  held  colonial  areas;  they 
'''ere  convinced  that  any  colonial  areas,  no  matter  at  what  cost  they 
^'ght  be  acquired,  would  eventuallv  separate  from  the  mother  country, 
''oluntarily  if  they  were  given  the  rights  of  Englishmen,  or  by  rebellion, 
the  American  colonies  had  done,  if  they  were  deprived  of  such  rights, 
general,  the  “Little  Englanders,”  as  they  were  called,  were  averse 
*^0  Colonial  expansion  on  the  grounds  of  cost. 

Although  upholders  of  the  “Little  England”  point  of  view,  men  like 
'Gladstone  or  Sir  William  Harcourt,  continued  in  political  prominence 
''('fil  1895,  rhis  point  of  view  was  in  steady  retreat  after  1870.  In  the 
dberal  Party  the  Little  Englanders  were  opposed  by  imperialists  like 
Lord  Rosebery  even  before  1895;  after  that  date,  a  younger  group  of 
^perialists,  like  Asquith,  Grey,  and  Haldane  took  over  the  party.  In  the 
conservative  Partv,  where  the  anti-imperialist  idea  had  never  been  strong, 
^•loderate  imperialists  like  Lord  Salisbury  were  followed  by  more  active 
Waperialists  like  Joseph  Chamberlain,  or  Lords  Curzon,  Selborne,  and 
lilner.  There  were  many  factors  which  led  to  the  groxvth  of  imperialism 
1870,  and  many  obvious  manifestations  of  that  growth.  The  Royal 
colonial  Institute  was  founded  in  1868  to  fight  the  “Little  England”  idea; 
Israeli  as  prime  minister  (1874-1880)  dramatized  the  profit  and  glamour 
empire  by  such  acts  as  the  purchase  of  control  of  the  Suez  Canal  and 
Py  granting  Queen  Victoria  the  title  of  Empress  of  India;  after  1870 
became  increasingly  evident  that,  hoxvever  expensive  colonies  might  be 
fo  a  government,  they  could  be  fantastically  profitable  to  individuals  and 
'Companies  supported  by  such  governments;  moreover,  with  the  spread 
democracy  and  the  growing  influence  of  the  press  and  the  expanding 
'"^ed  for  campaign  contributions,  individuals  who  made  fantastic  profits  in 
'"'erseas  adventures  could  obtain  favorable  support  from  their  govern- 
•^^nts  by  contributing  some  part  of  their  profits  to  politicians’  expenses; 
efforts  of  King  Leopold  II  of  Belgium,  using  Henry  Stanley,  to  obtain 
Congo  area  as  his  owm  preserve  in  1876-1880,  started  a  contagious 
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fever  of  colony-grabbing  in  Africa  which  lasted  for  more  than  thirty 
years;  the  discovery  of  diamonds  (in  1869)  and  of  gold  (in  1886)  in 
South  Africa,  especially  in  the  Boer  Transvaal  Republic,  intensified  this 
lever. 

The  new  imperialism  after  1870  was  quite  different  in  tone  from  that 
which  the  Little  Englanders  had  opposed  earlier.  The  chief  changes  were 
that  it  was  justified  on  grounds  of  moral  duty  and  of  social  reform  and 
not,  as  earlier,  on  grounds  of  missionary^  activity  and  material  advantage- 
The  man  most  responsible  for  this  change  was  John  Ruskin. 

Until  1870  there  was  no  professorship  of  fine  arts  at  Oxford,  but  in  that 
year,  thanks  to  the  Slade  bequest,  John  Ruskin  was  named  to  such  a 
chair.  He  hit  Oxford  like  an  earthquake,  not  so  much  because  he  talked 
about  fine  arts,  but  because  he  talked  also  about  the  empire  and  Eng¬ 
land’s  downtrodden  masses,  and  above  all  because  he  talked  about  all  three 
of  these  things  as  moral  issues.  Until  the  end  of  the  nineteenth  century 
the  poverty-stricken  masses  in  the  cities  of  England  lived  in  want,  ig¬ 
norance,  and  crime  very'  much  as  they'  have  been  described  by  Charles 
Dickens.  Ruskin  spoke  to  the  O.xford  undergraduates  as  members  of  the 
privileged,  ruling  class.  He  told  them  that  they  were  the  possessors  of  ^ 
magnificent  tradition  of  education,  beauty',  rule  of  law,  freedom,  decencyt 
and  self-discipline  but  that  this  tradition  could  not  be  saved,  and  did  not 
deserve  to  be  saved,  unless  it  could  be  extended  to  the  lower  classes  lO 


England  itself  and  to  the  non-English  masses  throughout  the  world.  0 
this  precious  tradition  w'ere  not  e.xtended  to  these  two  great  majorities,  the 
minority  of  upper-class  Englishmen  would  ultimately  be  submerged  by 
these  majorities  and  the  tradition  lost.  To  prevent  this,  the  tradition  must 
be  extended  to  the  masses  and  to  the  empire. 

Ruskin’s  message  had  a  sensational  impact.  His  inaugural  lecture 
copied  out  in  longhand  bv'  one  undergraduate,  Cecil  Rhodes,  who  kept 
it  with  him  for  thirty  vears.  Rhodes  (1853-1901)  feverishly  exploitet* 
the  diamond  and  goldfields  of  South  Africa,  rose  to  be  prime  minister  of 
the  Cape  Colony  (1890-1896),  contributed  money  to  political  partieS' 
controlled  parliamentary  seats  both  in  England  and  in  South  Africa,  arid 
sought  to  w'in  a  strip  of  British  territory  across  Africa  from  the  Cape 
Good  Hope  to  Egypt  and  to  join  these  two  extremes  together  with  ^ 
telegraph  line  and  ultimateK'  with  a  Cape-to-Cairo  Railway.  Rhode* 
inspired  devoted  support  for  his  goals  from  others  in  South  Africa  and  i'’ 
England.  With  financial  support  from  Lord  Rothschild  and  Alfred  Beit- 
he  was  able  to  monopolize  the  diamond  mines  of  South  Africa  as  De  Beef* 
Consolidated  Mines  and  to  build  up  a  great  gold  mining  enterprise  as  CoU' 
solidated  Gold  Fields.  In  the  middle  1890’s  Rhodes  had  a  personal 
come  of  at  least  a  million  pounds  sterling  a  year  (then  about  five  milli^'’ 
dollars)  xvhich  was  spent  so  freely  for  his  mysterious  purposes  that  he  vva* 
usually  overdrawn  on  his  account.  These  purposes  centered  on  his  desir® 
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*0  federate  the  English-speaking  peoples  and  to  bring  all  the  habitable 
portions  of  the  world  under  their  control.  For  this  purpose  Rhodes  left 
part  of  his  great  fortune  to  found  the  Rhodes  Scholarships  at  Oxford 
jn  order  to  spread  the  English  ruling  class  tradition  throughout  the 
^-oglish-speaking  world  as  Ruskin  had  wanted. 

Among  Ruskin’s  most  devoted  disciples  at  Oxford  were  a  group  of 
intimate  friends  including  Arnold  Toynbee,  Alfred  (later  Lord)  .Milner, 
Arthur  Glazebrook,  George  (later  Sir  George)  Parkin,  Philip  Lyttelton 
■*cil,  and  Henry  (later  Sir  Henry)  Birchenough.  These  were  so  moved 
Ruskin  that  they  devoted  the  rest  of  their  lives  to  carrying  out 
IS  ideas.  A  similar  group  of  Cambridge  men  including  Reginald  Baliol 
(Lord  Esher),  Sir  John  B.  Seeley,  Albert  (Lord)  Grey,  and  Ed- 
inund  Garrett  were  also  aroused  by  Ruskin’s  message  and  devoted  their 
ives  to  extension  of  the  British  Empire  and  uplift  of  England’s  urban 
passes  as  two  parts  of  one  project  which  they  called  “extension  of  the 
nglish-speaking  idea.”  They  were  remarkably  successful  in  these  aims 
®cause  England’s  most  sensational  journalist  William  T.  Stead  (1849- 
'9>z),  an  ardent  social  reformer  and  imperialist,  brought  them  into  asso¬ 
ciation  with  Rhodes.  This  association  was  formally  established  on  Feb- 
tuary  1891,  when  Rhodes  and  Stead  organized  a  secret  society  of  which 
nodes  had  been  dreaming  for  sixteen  years.  In  this  secret  society  Rhodes 
'''as  to  be  leader;  Stead,  Brett  (Lord  E^her),  and  .Milner  were  to  form  an 
executive  committee;  Arthur  (Lord)  Balfour,  (Sir)  Harry  Johnston,  Lord 
othschild,  Albert  (Lord)  Grey,  and  others  were  listed  as  potential 
jnembers  of  a  “Circle  of  Initiates”;  while  there  \V2S  to  be  an  outer  circle 
nown  as  the  “Association  of  Helpers”  (later  organized  by  .Milner  as  the 
ound  Table  organization).  Brett  was  invited  to  join  this  organization  the 
^ame  day  and  .Milner  a  couple  of  weeks  later,  on  his  return  from  Egypt. 

oth  accepted  with  enthusiasm.  Thus  the  central  part  of  the  secret  society 
''as  established  by  A'larch  1891.  It  continued  to  function  as  a  formal  group, 
mough  the  outer  circle  was,  apparently,  not  organized  until  1909-19 13. 
“"s  group  was  able  to  get  access  to  Rhodes’s  mone)^  after  his  death  in 
'902  and  also  to  the  funds  of  loyal  Rhodes  supporters  like  Alfred  Beit 
'®53--19o6)  and  Sir  Abe  Bailey  (1864-1940).  With  this  backing  they 
'^^ught  to  extend  and  execute  the  ideals  that  Rhodes  had  obtained  from 
'iskin  and  Stead.  Milner  was  the  chief  Rhodes  Trustee  and  Parkin  was 
Jganizing  Secretary  of  the  Rhodes  Trust  after  1902,  while  Gell  and 
g  ^''“enough,  as  well  as  others  with  similar  ideas,  became  officials  of  the 
•■'tish  South  Africa  Company.  They  were  joined  in  their  efforts  by  other 
"skinite  friends  of  Stead’s  like  Lord  Grey,  Lord  Rsher,  and  Flora 


Shaw 


(later  Lady  Lugard).  In  1890,  by  a  stratagem  too  elaborate  to 


^scribe  here,  Aliss  Shaw  became  Head  of  the  Colonial  Department  of 


Qazi 


Times  while  .still  remaining  on  the  payroll  of  Stead’s  Pall  Mall 
In  this  post  she  played  a  major  role  in  the  next  ten  years  in 
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carding  into  execution  the  imperial  schemes  of  Cecil  Rhodes,  to  whom 
Stead  had  introduced  her  in  1889. 

In  the  meantime,  in  1884,  acting  under  Ruskin’s  inspiration,  a  group 
which  included  Arnold  Toynbee,  Milner,  Cell,  Grey,  Seeley,  and  Michael 
Glazebrook  founded  the  first  “settlement  house,”  an  organization  by 
which  educated,  upper-class  people  could  live  in'  the  slums  in  order  to 
assist,  instruct,  and  guide  the  poor,  with  particular  emphasis  on  social 
welfare  and  adult  education.  The  new  enterprise,  set  up  in  East  London 
with  P.  L.  Cell  as  chairman,  was  named  Toynbee  Hall  after  Arnold 
Toynbee  who  died,  aged  31,  in  1883.  This  was  the  original  model  for  the 
thousands  of  settlement  houses,  such  as  Hull  House  in  Chicago,  now 
found  throughout  the  world,  and  was  one  of  the  seeds  from  which  the 
modern  movement  for  adult  education  and  university  extension  grew. 

As  governor-general  and  high  commissioner  of  South  Africa  in  the 
period  1897-1905,  Milner  recruited  a  group  of  young  men,  chiefly  from 
Oxford  and  from  Toynbee  Hall,  to  assist  him  in  organizing  his  adminis¬ 
tration.  Through  his  influence  these  men  were  able  to  win  influential  posts 
in  government  and  international  finance  and  became  the  dominant  influ¬ 
ence  in  British  imperial  and  foreign  affairs  up  to  1939.  Under  Milner  in 
South  Africa  they  were  known  as  Milner’s  Kindergarten  until  1910.  In 
1909-1913  they  organized  semisecret  groups,  known  as  Round  Table 
Groups,  in  the  chief  British  dependencies  and  the  United  States.  These 
still  function  in  eight  countries.  They  kept  in  touch  with  each  other  bV 
personal  correspondence  and  frequent  visits,  and  through  an  influential 
quarterly  magazine.  The  Round  Table,  founded  in  1910  and  largely  sup¬ 
ported  by  Sir  Abe  Bailey’s  money.  In  1919  they  founded  the  Royal  Insti¬ 
tute  of  International  Affairs  (Chatham  House)  for  which  the  chief  financial 
supporters  were  Sir  Abe  Bailey  and  the  Astor  family  (owners  of  Ths 
Times).  Similar  Institutes  of  International  Affairs  were  established  in  the 
chief  British  dominions  and  in  the  United  States  (where  it  is  known  as 
the  Council  on  Foreign  Relations)  in  the  period  1919-1927.  After  1925 
a  somewhat  similar  structure  of  organizations,  known  as  the  Institute  of 
Pacific  Relations,  was  set  up  in  twelve  countries  holding  territory  in  the 
Pacific  area,  the  units  in  each  British  dominion  existing  on  an  inter¬ 
locking  basis  with  the  Round  Table  Group  and  the  Royal  Institute  of 
International  Affairs  in  the  same  country.  In  Canada  the  nucleus  of  this 
group  consisted  of  Milner’s  undergraduate  friends  at  Oxford  (such  a* 
Arthur  Glazebrook  and  George  Parkin),  while  in  South  Africa  and  India 
the  nucleus  was  made  up  of  former  members  of  Milner’s  Kindergarten- 
These  included  (Sir)  Patrick  Duncan,  B.  K.  Long,  Richard  Feetham,  and 
(Sir)  Dougal  Malcolm  in  South  Africa  and  (Sir)  William  Aiarris,  Jam^^ 
(Lord)  Meston,  and  their  friend  .Malcolm  (Lord)  Hailey  in  India.  The 
groups  in  Australia  and  New  Zealand  had  been  recruited  by  Stead 
(through  his  magazine  The  Revieiv  of  Revieavs)  as  early  as  1890-1893;  h/ 
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Parkin,  at  Milner  instigation,  in  the  period  1889-1910,  and  by  Lionel 
urtis,  also  at  Milner’s  request,  in  1910-1919.  The  pow'er  and  influence 
°r  this  Rhodes-Milner  group  in  British  imperial  affairs  and  in  foreign 
policy  since  1889,  although  not  widely  recognized,  can  hardly  be  ex¬ 
aggerated.  We  might  mention  as  an  example  that  this  group  dominated 
l  imes  from  1890  to  1912  and  has  controlled  it  completely  since 
91a  (except  for  the  years  1919-1922).  Because  The  Times  has  been 
owned  by  the  Astor  family  since  1922,  this  Rhodes-.Milner  group  was 
^onietimes  spoken  of  as  the  “Cliveden  Set,”  named  after  the  Astor  country 
ouse  where  they  sometimes  assembled.  Numerous  other  papers  and 
journals  have  been  under  the  control  or  influence  of  this  group  since 
>889.  They  have  also  established  and  influenced  numerous  university  and 
oer  chairs  of  imperial  affairs  and  international  relations.  Some  of  these 
the  Beit  chairs  at  Oxford,  the  .Montague  Burton  chair  at  Oxford,  the 
nodes  chair  at  London,  the  Stevenson  chair  at  Chatham  House,  the  Wil- 
son  chair  at  Aberystwyth,  and  others,  as  well  as  such  important  sources 
influence  as  Rhodes  House  at  0.xford. 

rrom  1884  to  about  1915  the  members  of  this  group  worked  valiantly 
°  extend  the  British  Empire  and  to  organize  it  in  a  federal  system.  They 
’^^re  constantly  liarping  on  the  lessons  to  be  learned  from  the  failure  of 
e  American  Revolution  and  the  success  of  the  Canadian  federation  of 
°?>  and  hoped  to  federate  the  various  parts  of  the  empire  as  seemed 
‘^asible,  then  confederate  the  w'hole  of  it,  with  the  United  Kingdom, 
into  a  single  organization.  They  also  hoped  to  bring  the  United  States 
this  organization  to  whatever  degree  was  possible.  Stead  was  able 
°  get  Rhodes  to  accept,  in  principle,  a  solution  w'hich  might  have  made 
ashington  the  capital  of  the  whole  organization  or  allow  parts  of  the 
®^pire  to  become  states  of  the  American  Union.  The  varied  character  of 
^  British  imperial  possessions,  the  backwardness  of  many  of  the  native 
peoples  involved,  the  independence  of  many  of  the  white  colonists  over- 
and  the  growing  international  tension  which  culminated  in  the  First 
orld  M''^ar  made  it  impossible  to  carry  out  the  plan  for  Imperial  Fed- 
•^^ation,  although  the  five  colonies  in  Australia  were  joined  into  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Australia  in  1901  and  the  four  colonies  in  South  Africa 
^^0  joined  into  the  Union  of  South  Africa  in  1910. 
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B)israeli’s  purchase,  with  Rothschild  money,  of  176,602  shares  of  Suez 
®nal  stock  for  3,680,000  from  the  Khedive  of  Egypt  in  1875  was 
motivated  by  concern  for  the  British  communications  with  India,  just  as 
^  ®  British  acquisition  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  in  1814  had  resulted 
°ni  the  same  concern.  But  in  imperial  matters  one  step  leads  to  an- 
ner,  and  every  acquisition  obtained  to  protect  an  earlier  acquisition  re- 
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quires  a  new  advance  at  a  later  date  to  protect  it.  This  was  clearly  true  in 
Africa  where  such  motivations  gradually  extended  British  control  south¬ 
ward  from  Egypt  and  northward  from  the  Cape  until  these  were  joined 
in  central  Africa  wdth  the  conquest  of  German  Tanganyika  in  igi6. 

The  extravagances  of  the  Khedive  Ismail  (1863-1879),  which  had  com¬ 
pelled  the  sale  of  his  Suez  Canal  shares,  led  ultimately  to  the  creation  of 
an  Anglo-French  condominium  to  manage  the  Egyptian  foreign  debt 
and  to  the  deposition  of  the  khedive  by  his  suzerain,  the  Sultan  of 
Turkey.  The  condominium  led  to  disputes  and  finally  to  open  fighting 
between  Egyptian  nationalists  and  Anglo-French  forces.  When  the  French 
refused  to  join  the  British  in  a  joint  bombardment  of  Alexandria  in  i88z, 
the  condominium  was  broken,  and  Britain  reorganized  the  country  in 
such  a  fashion  that,  while  all  public  positions  were  held  by  Egyptians, 
a  British  army  was  in  occupation,  British  “advisers”  controlled  all  the 
chief  governmental  posts,  and  a  British  “resident,”  Sir  Evelyn  Baring 
(known  as  Lord  Cromer  after  1892),  controlled  all  finances  and  really 
ruled  the  country  until  1907. 

Inspired  by  fanatical  Muslim  religious  agitators  (dervishes),  the  Mahdi 
.Muhammad  Ahmed  led  a  Sudanese  revolt  against  Egyptian  control  in 
1883,  massacred  a  British  force  under  General  Charles  (“Chinese”)  Gor¬ 
don  at  Khartoum,  and  maintained  an  independent  Sudan  for  fifteen  years. 
In  1898  a  British  force  under  (Lord)  Kitchener,  seeking  to  protect  the 
Nile  water  supply  of  Egypt,  fought  its  way  southward  against  fanatical 
Sudanese  tribesmen  and  won  a  decisive  victory  at  Omdurman.  An  Anglo- 
Egyptian  convention  established  a  condominium  known  as  the  Anglo- 
Egyptian  Sudan  in  the  area  between  Egypt  and  the  Congo  River.  This 
area,  which  had  lived  in  disorder  for  centuries,  was  gradually  pacified, 
brought  under  the  rule  of  law,  irrigated  by  extensive  hydraulic  works,  and 
brought  under  cultivation,  producing,  chiefly,  long  staple  cotton. 


EAST  CENTRAL  AFRICA  TO  IpiO 

South  and  east  of  the  Sudan  the  struggle  for  a  British  Africa  was  largely 
in  the  hands  of  H.  H.  (Sir  Harry)  Johnston  (1858-1927)  and  Fred¬ 
erick  (later  Lord)  Lugard  (1858-1945).  These  two,  chiefly  using  private 
funds  but  frequently  holding  official  positions,  fought  all  over  tropical 
Africa,  ostensibly  seeking  to  pacify  it  and  to  wipe  out  the  Arab  slave 
trade,  but  always  possessing  a  burning  desire  to  extend  British  rule- 
F'requently,  these  ambitions  led  to  rivalries  with  supporters  of  French 
and  German  ambitions  in  the  same  regions.  In  1884  Johnston  obtained 
many  concessions  from  native  chiefs  in  the  Kenya  area,  turning  these 
over  to  the  British  East  Africa  Company  in  1887.  When  this  company 
went  bankrupt  in  1895,  most  of  its  rights  were  taken  over  by  the  British 
government.  In  the  meantime,  Johnston  had  moved  south,  into  a  chaos  of 
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slavers’  intrigues  and  native  unrest  in  Nyasaland  (1888).  Here  his 
exploits  were  largely  financed  by  Rhodes  (1889-1893)  in  order  to  pre- 
'’ent  the  Portuguese  Mozambique  Company  from  pushing  westward 
^xvard  the  Poauguese  West  African  colony  of  Angola  to  block  the 
'-ape-to-Cairo  route.  Lord  Salisbury  made  Nyasaland  a  British  Pro- 
’^ectorate  after  a  deal  with  Rhodes  in  which  the  South  African  promised 
eo  pay  £  10,000  a  year  toward  the  cost  of  the  new  territory.  About  the 
^ame  time  Rliodes  gave  the  Liberal  Party  a  substantial  financial  contribu- 
tion  in  return  for  a  promise  that  they  would  not  abandon  Egypt.  He 
ad  already  (1888)  given  £  10,000  to  the  Irish  Home  Rule  Party  on  con- 
*f'on  that  it  seek  Home  Rule  for  Ireland  while  keeping  Irish  members  in 
^  ^  British  Parliament  as  a  step  toward  Imperial  Federation. 

Rhodes’s  plans  received  a  terrible  blow  in  1890-1891  when  Lord 
alisbury  sought  to  end  the  African  disputes  with  Germany  and  Portugal 
y  delimiting  their  territorial  claims  in  South  and  East  Africa.  The 
ortuguese  agreement  of  1891  was  never  ratified,  but  the  Anglo-German 
agreement  of  1890  blocked  Rhodes’s  route  to  Egypt  by  extending  Ger¬ 
man  East  Africa  (Tanganyika)  west  to  the  Belgium  Congo.  By  the  same 
agreement  Germany  abandoned  Nyasaland,  Uganda,  and  Zanzibar  to 
ntain  in  return  for  the  island  of  Heligoland  in  the  Baltic  Sea  and  an 
®  vantageous  boundary  in  German  Southwest  Africa. 

As  soon  as  the  German  agreement  was  published,  Lugard  was  sent  by 
^  British  East  Africa  Company  to  overcome  the  resistance  of  native 
lefs  and  slavers  in  Uganda  ( i89cy-i894).  The  bankruptcy  of  this  com- 
in  1895  seemed  likely  to  lead  to  the  abandonment  of  Uganda  be- 
^ause  of  the  Little  Englander  sentiment  in  the  Liberal  Party  (which  was 
office  in  1892-1895).  Rhodes  offered  to  take  the  area  over  himself  and 
it  for  25,000  a  year,  but  was  refused.  As  a  result  of  complex  and 
*^cret  negotiations  in  which  Lord  Rosebery  was  the  chief  figure,  Britain 
l^^pt  Uganda,  Rhodes  was  made  a  privy  councilor,  Roseberv  replaced  his 
*'imer-in-lavv,  Lord  Rothschild,  in  Rhodes’s  secret  group  and  was  made 
Itustee  under  Rhodes’s  next  (and  last)  will.  Rosebery  tried  to  obtain 
route  for  Rhodes’s  railway  to  the  north  across  the  Belgian  Congo; 
osebery  was  informed  of  Rhodes’s  plans  to  finance  an  uprising  of  the 
nglish  within  the  Transvaal  (Boer)  Republic  and  to  send  Dr.  Jameson 
a  raid  into  that  country  “to  restore  order’’;  and,  finally,  Rhodes  found 
^  money  to  finance  Kitchener’s  railway  from  Egypt  to  Uganda,  using 
^South  African  gauge  and  engines  given  by  Rhodes. 

I  he  economic  strength  which  allowed  Rhodes  to  do  these  things  rested 
.  diamond  and  gold  mines,  the  latter  in  the  Transvaal,  and  thus  not 
ritish  territory.  North  of  Cape  Colony,  across  the  Orange  River,  was 
th  ^'cpublic,  the  Orange  Free  State.  Beyond  this,  and  separated  by 
^  Vaal  River,  was  another  Boer  republic,  the  Transvaal.  Beyond  this, 
the  Limpopo  River  and  continuing  northward  to  the  Zambezi 
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River,  was  the  savage  native  kingdom  of  the  Matabeles.  With  great  per¬ 
sonal  daring,  unscrupulous  opportunism,  and  extravagant  expenditure  of 
money,  Rhodes  obtained  an  opening  to  the  north,  passing  west  of  the 
Boer  republics,  by  getting  British  control  in  Griqualand  West  (i88o), 
Bechuanaland,  and  the  Bechuanaland  Protectorate  (1885).  In  1888  Rhodes 
obtained  a  vague  but  extensive  mining  concession  from  the  Matabeles’ 
chief,  Lobengula,  and  gave  it  to  the  British  South  Africa  Company  or¬ 
ganized  for  the  purpose  (1889).  Rhodes  obtained  a  charter  so  worded 
that  the  company  had  very  extensive  powers  in  an  area  without  any 
northern  limits  beyond  Bechuanaland  Protectorate.  Four  years  later  the 
Matabeles  were  attacked  and  destroyed  by  Dr.  Jameson,  and  their  lands 
taken  by  the  company.  The  company,  however,  was  not  a  commercial 
success,  and  paid  no  dividends  for  thirty-five  years  (1889-19:4)  and  only 
12.5  shillings  in  forty-six  years.  This  compares  with  793.5  percent  divi¬ 
dends  paid  by  Rhodes’s  Consolidated  Gold  Fields  in  the  five  years  1889- 
1894  and  the  125  percent  dividend  it  paid  in  1896.  Most  of  the  South  Af¬ 
rica  Company’s  money  was  used  on  public  improvements  like  roads  and 
schools,  and  no  rich  mines  were  found  in  its  territory  (known  as 
Rhodesia)  compared  to  those  farther  south  in  the  Transvaal. 

In  spite  of  the  terms  of  the  Rhodes  wills,  Rhodes  himself  was  not  a 
racist.  Nor  was  he  a  political  democrat.  He  worked  as  easily  and  as 
closely  with  Jews,  black  natives,  or  Boers  as  he  did  with  English.  But  he 
had  a  passionate  belief  in  the  value  of  a  liberal  education,  and  was  at¬ 
tached  to  a  restricted  suffrage  and  even  to  a  nonsecret  ballot.  In  South 
Africa  he  was  a  staunch  friend  of  the  Dutch  and  of  the  blacks,  found  his 
chief  political  support  among  the  Boers,  until  at  least  1895,  and  wanted 
restrictions  on  natives  put  on  an  educational  rather  than  on  a  color  basis- 
These  ideas  have  generally  been  held  by  his  group  since  and  have  played 
an  important  role  in  British  imperial  history.  His  greatest  w-eakness  rested 
on  the  fact  that  his  passionate  attachment  to  his  goals  made  him  overly 
tolerant  in  regard  to  methods.  He  did  not  hesitate  to  use  either  bribery 
or  force  to  attain  his  ends  if  he  judged  they  would  be  effective.  This 
weakness  led  to  his  greatest  errors,  the  Jameson  Raid  of  1895  and  the 
Boer  War  of  1899-1902,  errors  which  were  disastrous  for  the  future  of 
the  empire  he  loved. 


SOUTH  AFRICA,  1895-I933 

By  1895  the  Transvaal  Republic  presented  an  acute  problem.  All  politi' 
cal  control  was  in  the  hands  of  a  rural,  backward,  Bible-reading,  racist 
minority  of  Boers,  while  all  economic  wealth  was  in  the  hands  of  * 
violent,  aggressive  majority  of  foreigners  (Uitlanders),  most  of  whom 
lived  in  the  new  city  of  Johannesburg.  The  Uitlanders,  who  were  twice 
as  numerous  as  the  Boers  and  owned  two-thirds  of  the  land  and  nine' 
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’tenths  of  the  wealth  of  the  country,  were  prevented  from  participating  in 
political  life  or  from  becoming  citizens  (except  after  fourteen  years’ 
residence)  and  were  irritated  by  a  series  of  minor  pinpricks  and  extortions 
(such  as  tax  differentials,  a  dynamite  monopoly,  and  transportation  re¬ 
strictions)  and  by  rumors  that  the  Transvaal  president,  Paul  Kruger,  was 
intriguing  to  obtain  some  kind  of  German  intervention  and  protection.  At 
rus  point  in  1895,  Rhodes  made  his  plans  to  overthrow  Kruger’s  govem- 
nient  by  an  uprising  in  Johannesburg,  financed  bv  himself  and  Beit,  and 
ed  by  his  brother  Frank  Rliodes,  Abe  Bailey,  and  other  supporters, 
ollowed  by  an  invasion  of  the  Transt^aal  by  a  force  led  by  Jameson  from 
echuanaland  and  Rhodesia.  Flora  Shaw  used  The  Tmies  to  prepare 
public  opinion  in  England,  while  Albert  Grey  and  others  negotiated  with 
ulonial  Secretary  Joseph  Chamberlain  for  the  official  support  that  was 
utcessary.  Unfortunately,  when  the  revolt  fizzled  out  in  Johannesburg, 
Jameson  raided  anyway  in  an  effort  to  revive  it,  and  w'as  easily  captured 
y  the  Boers.  The  public  officials  involved  denounced  the  plot,  loudly 
proclaimed  their  surprise  at  the  event,  and  were  able  to  whitewash  most 
ut  the  participants  in  the  subsequent  parliamentary  inquiry.  A  telegram 
tom  the  German  Kaiser  to  President  Kruger  of  the  Transvaal,  con¬ 
gratulating  him  on  his  success  “in  preserving  the  independence  of  his 
Country  without  the  need  to  call  for  aid  from  his  friends,”  w'as  built  up 
y  The  T ivies  into  an  example  of  brazen  German  interference  in  British 
affairs,  and  almost  eclipsed  Jameson’s  aggression. 

Rhodes  was  stopped  only  temporarily,  but  he  had  lost  the  support  of 
many  of  the  Boers.  For  almost  two  years  he  and  his  friends  stayed  quiet, 
''’aiting  for  the  storm  to  blow  over.  Then  they  began  to  act  again.  Propa- 
ganda,  most  of  it  true,  about  the  plight  of  Uitlanders  in  the  Transvaal 
Republic  flooded  England  and  South  Africa  from  Flora  Shaw,  W.  T. 
fead,  Edmund  Garrett,  and  others;  Milner  \vas  made  high  commissioner 
South  Africa  (1897);  Brett  worked  his  way  into  the  confidence  of  the 
monarchy  to  become  its  chief  political  adviser  during  a  period  of  more 
man  twenty-five  years  (he  wrote  almost  daily  letters  of  advice  to  King 
Fdward  during  liis  reign,  1901-1910).  By  a  process  whose  details  are 
^dll  obscure,  a  brilliant,  young  graduate  of  Cambridge,  Jan  Smuts,  who 
ad  been  a  vigorous  supporter  of  Rhodes  and  acted  as  his  agent  in  Kim- 
ctley  as  late  as  1895  and  who  \vas  one  of  the  most  important  members 
cf  the  Rhodes-Milner  group  in  the  period  1908-1950,  w^ent  to  the  Trans- 
^’aal  and,  by  violent  anti-British  agitation,  became  state  secretary  of  that 
Country  (although  a  British  subject)  and  chief  political  adviser  to  Presi- 
cnt  Kruger;  Milner  made  provocative  troop  movements  on  the  Boer 
*^tontiers  in  spite  of  the  vigorous  protests  of  his  commanding  general  in 
^outh  Africa,  wdio  had  to  be  removed;  and,  finally,  w'ar  was  precipitated 
''  hen  Smuts  drew  up  an  ultimatum  insisting  that  the  British  troop  move¬ 
ments  cease  and  Mffien  this  was  rejected  by  Milner. 
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The  Boer  War  (1899-1902)  was  one  of  the  most  important  events  in 
British  imperial  history.  The  ability  of  40,000  Boer  farmers  to  hold  off 
ten  times  as  many  British  for  three  years,  inflicting  a  series  of  defeats  on 
them  over  that  period,  destroyed  faith  in  British  power.  Although  the 
Boer  republics  were  defeated  and  annexed  in  1902,  Britain’s  confidence 
was  so  shaken  that  it  made  a  treaty  with  Japan  in  the  same  year  providing 
that  if  either  signer  became  engaged  in  war  with  two  enemies  in  the 
Far  East  the  other  signer  would  come  to  the  rescue.  This  treaty,  which 
allowed  Japan  to  attack  Russia  in  1904,  lasted  for  twenty  years,  being 
extended  to  the  Middle  East  in  1912.  At  the  same  time  Gennany’s  obvious 
sympathy  with  the  Boers,  combined  with  the  German  naval  construction 
program  of  1900,  alienated  the  British  people  from  the  Germans  and 
contributed  greatly  toward  the  Anglo-French  entente  of  1904. 

Milner  took  over  the  two  defeated  Boer  republics  and  administered 
them  as  occupied  territory  until  1905,  using  a  civil  service  of  young  men 
recruited  for  the  purpose.  This  group,  known  as  “Milner’s  Kindergarten,” 
reorganized  the  government  and  administration  of  the  Transvaal  and 
Orange  River  Colony  and  plaved  a  major  role  in  South  African  life  gen¬ 
erally.  When  .Milner  left  public  life  in  1905  to  devote  himself  to  inter¬ 
national  finance  and  the  Rhodes  enterprises.  Lord  Selborne,  his  successor 
as  high  commissioner,  took  over  the  Kindergarten  and  continued  to  use 
it.  In  1906  a  new  Liberal  government  in  London  granted  self-government 
to  the  two  Boer  states.  The  Kindergarten  spent  the  next  four  years 
in  a  successful  effort  to  create  a  South  African  Federation.  The  task  was 
not  an  easy  one,  even  with  such  powerful  backing  as  Selborne,  Smuts 
(who  was  now  the  dominant  political  figure  in  the  Transvaal,  although 
Botha  held  the  position  of  prime  minister),  and  Jameson  (who  was  the 
prime  minister  of  the  Cape  Colony  in  1904-1908).  The  subject  was 
broached  through  a  prearranged  public  interchange  of  letters  between 
Jameson  and  Selborne.  Then  Selborne  published  a  memorandum,  written 
by  Philip  Kerr  (Lothian)  and  Lionel  Curtis,  calling  for  a  union  of  the 
four  colonies.  Kerr  founded  a  periodical  ( The  State,  financed  by  Sir  Ab® 
Bailey)  which  advocated  federation  in  every  issue;  Curtis  and  others 
scurried  about  organizing  “Closer  Union”  societies;  Robert  H.  (Lord) 
Brand  and  (Sir)  Patrick  Duncan  laid  the  groundwork  for  the  neW 
constitution.  At  the  Durban  constitutional  convention  (where  Duncan 
and  B.  K.  Long  were  legal  advisers)  the  Transvaal  delegation  w'as  con¬ 
trolled  by  Smuts  and  the  Kindergarten.  This  delegation,  which  was 
heavily  financed,  tightly  organized,  and  knew  exactly  what  it  wantedi 
dominated  the  convention,  wrote  the  constitution  for  the  Union  of  Soutl’ 
Africa,  and  succeeded  in  having  it  ratified  (1910).  Local  animosities  wet® 
compromised  in  a  series  of  ingenious  arrangements,  including  one  bV 
which  the  legislative,  e.xecutiv'e,  and  judicial  branches  of  the  new  govern¬ 
ment  were  placed  in  three  different  cities.  The  Rhodes-Milner  group 
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^^cognized  that  Boer  nationalism  and  color  intolerance  were  threats  to 
*■^6  future  stability  and  loyalty  of  South  Africa,  but  they  had  faith  in  the 
political  influence  of  Smuts  and  Botha,  of  Rhodes’s  allies,  and  of  the 
our  members  of  the  Kindergarten  who  stayed  in  South  Africa  to  hold 
off  these  problems  until  time  could  moderate  the  irreconcilable  Boers.  In 
they  were  mistaken,  because,  as  men  like  Jameson  (1917),  Botha 
1’9'9).  Duncan  (1943),  Long  (1943),  and  Smuts  (1950)  died  off,  they 
not  replaced  by  men  of  equal  loyalty  and  ability,  with  the  result  that 
Boer  extremists  under  D.  F.  Malan  came  to  power  in  1948. 

The  first  Cabinet  of  the  Union  of  South  Africa  was  formed  in  1910  by 
^  South  African  Party,  which  was  largely  Boer,  with  Louis  Botha  as 
prime  minister.  The  real  master  of  the  government  was  Smuts,  who  held 
ree  out  of  nine  portfolios,  all  important  ones,  and  completely  dominated 
otha.  Their  policv'  of  reconciliation  with  the  English  and  of  loyal  sup¬ 
port  for  the  British  connection  was  violently  opposed  by  the  Boer 
'  ationalists  within  the  party  led  by  J.  B.  M.  Hertzog.  Hertzog  was  eager 
get  independence  from  Britain  and  to  reserve  political  control  in  a 
outh  African  republic  to  Boers  only.  He  obtained  growing  support 
y  agitating  on  the  language  and  educational  issues,  insisting  that  all 
government  officials  must  speak  Afrikaans  and  that  it  be  a  compulsory 
f^uage  in  schools,  with  English  a  voluntary,  second  language. 

he  opposition  parry,  known  as  Unionist,  was  largely  English  and  was 
0  by  Jameson  supported  by  Duncan,  Richard  Feetham,  Hugh  Wynd- 
®’ri,  and  Long.  Financed  by  Milners  allies  and  the  Rhodes  Trust,  its 
ors  considered  that  their  chief  task  was  “to  support  the  prime  minister 
Against  the  extremists  of  his  own  party.”  Long,  as  the  best  speaker,  was 
ored  to  attack  Hertzog  constanth'.  \Vhen  Hertzog  struck  back  with 
0  violent  language  in  1912,  he  w’as  dropped  from  the  Cabinet  and  soon 
^^ceded  from  the  South  .African  Party,  joining  with  the  irreconcilable 
J|®r  republicans  like  Christiaan  De  ^^’et  to  form  the  Nationalist  Party. 
^  new  party  adopted  an  extremist  anti-English  and  anti-native  platform, 
Jameson’s  party,  under  his  successor.  Sir  Thomas  Smartt  fa  paid  agent 
of  organization),  had  dissident  elements  because  of  the  growth 

'White  labor  unions  which  insisted  on  anti-native  legislation.  By  1914 
,  f'^’rmed  a  separate  Labour  Party  under  F.  H.  P.  Creswell,  and  were 
sk’n  Smuts  a  law-  excluding  natives  from  most  semiskilled  or 

ed  work  or  any  high-paying  positions  (1911).  The  natives  were 
for  ^  to  work  for  w’ages,  however  low,  by  the  need  to  obtain  cash 
taxes  and  by  the  inadequacy  of  the  native  reserves  to  support  them 
^  their  own  agricultural  activities.  By  the  Land  Act  of  1913  about 
^  percent  of  the  land  area  was  reserved  for  future  land  purchases  by 
J'’es  and  the  other  93  percent  for  purchase  by  whites.  At  that  time  the 
population  exceeded  the  whites  by  at  least  fourfold, 
s  a  result  of  such  discriminations,  the  wages  of  natives  were  about  one- 
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tenth  those  of  whites.  This  discrepancy  in  remuneration  permitted  white 
workers  to  earn  salaries  comparable  to  those  earned  in  North  America, 
although  national  income  was  low'  and  productivity  per  capita  w^as  v'ery 
low  (about  $125  per  year). 

The  Botha-Smuts  government  of  1910-1924  did  little  to  cope  with  the 
almost  insoluble  problems  w'hich  faced  South  Africa.  As  it  became  weaker, 
and  the  Hertzog  Nationalists  grew  stronger,  it  had  to  rely  with  increasing 
frequency  on  the  support  of  the  Unionist  party.  In  1920  a  coalition  was 
formed,  and  three  members  of  the  Unionist  party,  including  Duncan, 
took  seats  in  Smuts’s  Cabinet.  In  the  next  election  in  1924  Cresswell’s 
Labourites  and  Hertzog’s  Nationalists  formed  an  agreement  which 
dropped  the  republican-imperial  issue  and  emphasized  the  importance  of 
economic  and  native  questions.  This  alliance  defeated  Smuts’s  party  and 
formed  a  Cabinet  w'hich  held  office  for  nine  years.  It  was  replaced 
in  March  1933  by  a  Smuts-Hertzog  coalition  formed  to  deal  with  the 
economic  crisis  arising  from  the  world  depression  of  1929-1935. 

The  defeat  of  the  Smuts  group  in  1924  resulted  from  four  factors,  be¬ 
sides  his  own  imperious  personality.  These  w-ere  (i)  his  violence  tow'ard 
labor  unions  and  strikers;  (2)  his  strong  support  for  the  imperial  connec¬ 
tion,  especially  during  the  war  of  1914-1918;  (3)  his  refusal  to  show"  any 
enthusiasm  for  an  anti-native  program,  and  (4)  the  economic  hardships 
of  the  postw"ar  depression  and  the  droughts  of  1919-1923.  A  miners 
strike  in  1913  w'as  follow'ed  by  a  general  strike  in  1914;  in  both.  Smuts 
used  martial  law  and  machine-gun  bullets  against  the  strikers  and  in  the 
latter  case  illegally  deported  nine  union  leaders  to  England.  This  prob¬ 
lem  had  hardly  subsided  before  the  government  entered  the  war  against 
Germany  and  actively  participated  in  the  conquest  of  German  Africa  as 
w'ell  as  in  the  fighting  in  France.  Opposition  from  Boer  extremists  to  this 
evidence  of  tiie  English  connection  w'as  so  v'iolent  that  it  resulted  in  opett 
revolt  against  the  government  and  mutiny  by  various  military  con¬ 
tingents  which  sought  to  join  the  small  German  forces  in  Southwest 
Africa.  The  rebels  wxre  crushed,  and  thousands  of  their  supporters  lost 
their  political  rights  foi;  ten  years. 

Botha  and,  even  more,  Smuts  played  major  roles  in  the  Imperial  Waf 
Cabinet  in  London  and  at  the  Peace  Conference  of  1919.  The  formet 
died  as  soon  as  he  returned  home,  leaving  Smuts,  as  prime  minister,  to 
face  the  acute  postw^ar  problems.  The  economic  collapse  of  1920-19^3 
was  especially  heavy  in  South  Africa  as  the  ostrich-feather  and  diamond 
markets  were  wiped  out,  the  gold  and  export  markets  were  badly 
Jured,  and  years  of  drought  w'ere  prevalent.  Efforts  to  reduce  costs 
in  the  mines  by  increased  use  of  native  labor  led  to  strikes  and  eventually 
to  a  revolution  on  the  Rand  (1922).  Over  zoo  rebels  w'ere  killed.  As  ^ 
result,  the  popularity  of  Smuts  in  his  own  country  reached  a  low  ebb 
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)Ust  at  the  time  when  he  was  being  praised  almost  daily  in  England  as 
one  of  the  world’s  greatest  men. 

These  political  shifts  in  South  Africa’s  domestic  affairs  did  little  to 
relieve  any  of  the  acute  economic  and  social  problems  which  faced  that 
country.  On  the  contrary  these  grew  worse  year  by  year.  In  1921  the 
^nion  had  only  1.5  million  whites,  4.7  million  natives,  545  thousand 
J^ulattoes  (“coloured”),  and  166  thousand  Indians.  By  1936  the  whites 
oad  increased  by  only  half  a  million,  while  the  number  of  natives  had 
gone  up  almost  two  million.  These  natives  lived  on  inadequate  and 
eroded  reserves  or  in  horrible  urban  slums,  and  were  drastically  re¬ 
stricted  in  movements,  residence,  or  economic  opportunities,  and  had 
^  oiost  no  political  or  even  civil  rights.  By  1950  most  of  the  native 
''’or leers  of  Johannesburg  lived  in  a  distant  suburb  where  90,000  Afri¬ 
cans  Were  crowded  onto  600  acres  of  shacks  with  no  sanitation,  w'ith 
3  most  no  running  water,  and  w'ith  such  inadequate  bus  service  that  they 
to  stand  in  line  for  hours  to  get  a  bus  into  the  city  to  work.  In  this 
'I'ay  the  natives  were  steadily  “detribalized,”  abandoning  allegiance  to 
“cir  own  customs  and  beliefs  (including  religion)  without  assuming  the 
^ustonis  or  beliefs  of  the  whites.  Indeed,  they  were  generally  excluded 
^orn  this  because  of  the  obstacles  placed  in  their  path  to  education  or 
property  ownership.  The  result  was  that  the  natives  were  steadily  ground 
ownward  to  the  point  where  they  were  denied  all  opportunity  except 
animal  survival  and  reproduction. 

Almost  half  of  the  whites  and  many  of  the  blacks  were  farmers,  but 
agricultural  practices  were  so  deplorable  that  water  shortages  and 
erosion  grew  with  frightening  rapidity,  and  rivers  which  had  flowed 
Readily  in  1880  largely  disappeared  by  1950.  As  lands  became  too  dry 
^0  farm,  they  were  turned  to  grazing,  especially  under  the  spur  of  high 
''ool  prices  during  the  two  great  wars,  but  the  soil  continued  to  drift 
®^ay  as  dust. 


because  of  low  standards  of  living  for  the  blacks,  there  was  little 
omestic  market  either  for  farm  products  or  for  industrial  goods.  As  a 
result,  most  products  of  both  black  and  white  labor  v'cre  exported,  the 
^^ceipts  being  used  to  pay  for  goods  which  were  locally  unavailable  or 
luxuries  for  whites.  But  most  of  the  export  trade  was  precarious. 
^  gold  mines  and  diamond  mines  had  to  dig  so  deeply  (below  7,000- 
levels)  that  costs  arose  sharply,  while  the  demand  for  both  prod- 
fluctuated  widely,  since  neither  was  a  necessity  of  life.  Nonethe- 
each  year  over  half  of  the  Union’s  annual  production  of  all  goods 
^  exported,  with  about  one-third  of  the  total  represented  by  gold, 
^he  basic  problem  was  lack  of  labor,  not  so  much  the  lack  of  hands 
the  low  level  of  productivity  of  those  hands.  This  in  turn  resulted 
^°m  lack  of  capitalization  and  from  the  color  bar  which  refused  to 
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allow  native  labor  to  become  skilled.  Moreover,  the  cheapness  of  un¬ 
skilled  labor,  especially  on  the  farms,  meant  that  most  work  was  left  to 
blacks,  and  many  whites  fell  into  lazy  habits.  Unskilled  whites,  un¬ 
willing  and  unable  to  compete  as  labor  w'ith  the  blacks,  became  indolent 
“poor  whites.”  Milner’s  Kindergarten  had,  at  the  end  of  the  Boer  VV'ar, 
the  sum  of  3  million  provided  by  the  peace  treaty  to  be  used  to  restore 
Boer  families  from  concentration  camps  to  their  farms.  They  were 
shocked  to  discover  that  one-tenth  of  tlie  Boers  were  “poor  whites,’ 
had  no  land  and  wanted  none.  The  Kindergarten  decided  that  this  sad 
condition  resulted  from  the  competition  of  cheap  black  labor,  a  con¬ 
clusion  which  was  incorporated  into  the  report  of  a  commission  estab¬ 
lished  by  Selborne  to  study  the  problem. 

This  famous  Report  of  the  Transvaal  Indigency  Conmiission,  pub¬ 
lished  in  1908,  was  written  bv  Philip  Kerr  (Lothian)  and  republislifd 
by  the  Union  government  twenty  years  later.  About  the  same  time,  the 
group  became  convinced  that  black  labor  not  only  demoralized  white 
labor  and  prevented  it  from  acquiring  the  ph\’sical  skills  necessary  fo’’ 
self-reliance  and  high  personal  morale  but  that  blacks  were  capable  nf 
learning  such  skills  as  well  as  whites  were.  As  Curtis  expressed  it  in  195^’ 
“I  came  to  see  how  the  colour  bar  reacted  on  M'hites  and  Blacks.  Ex¬ 
empt  from  drudgery  bv  custom  and  law,  W’hites  acquire  no  skill  n’ 
crafts,  because  the  school  of  skill  is  drudgery.  The  Blacks,  b\  doing 
drudger\%  acquire  skill.  All  skilled  work  in  mines  such  as  rock-drilling 
w^as  done  by  miners  imported  from  Cornwall  who  w'orked  subject  to 
the  colour  bar.  The  heavy  drills  w-ere  fi.xed  and  driven  under  their  di¬ 
rection  by  Natives.  These  Cornish  miners  earned  £  i  a  day,  the  Nati'  t^ 
about  25.  The  Cornish  miners  struck  for  higher  pay,  but  the  Blacks,  "  bo 
in  doing  the  drudgery  had  learned  how-  to  w'ork  the  drills,  kept  the  niintS 
running  at  a  lower  cost.” 

Accordingly-,  the  .Milner-Round  Table  group  worked  out  a  scheme  to 
resery-e  the  tropical  portions  of  Africa  north  of  the  Zambezi  River  for 
natives  under  such  attractive  conditions  that  the  blacks  south  of  tbn^ 
river  yvould  be  enticed  to  migrate  northyvard.  .As  Curtis  envisioned  this 
plan,  an  international  state  or  administrative  body  “y\'ould  take  over  tlr- 
British,  French,  Belgian,  and  Portuguese  dependencies  in  tropioi' 
Africa.  ...  Its  policy  would  be  to  found  north  of  the  Zambezi  a  Ncg''’ 
Dominion  in  yvhich  Blacks  could  oyvn  land,  enter  professions,  and  stao 
on  a  footing  of  equality  with  Whites.  The  inevitable  con.sequcno'^ 
yvould  be  that  Black  laborers  south  of  the  Zambezi  would  rapidly 
grate  from  Sf)uth  Africa  and  leay-e  South  African  W’hites  to  do  their  ov” 
drudgery  yvhich  yvould  be  the  salvation  of  the  W'hites.”  Although 
project  has  not  been  achieved,  it  provides  the  key  to  Britain’s  nan' 
and  central-African  policies  from  1917  onyvard.  For  e.xample,  in  i937 
1939  Britain  made  many-  vain  efforts  to  negotiate  a  settlement  of  Gff 
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niany  s  colonial  claims  under  which  Germany  would  renounce  forever 
*ts  claims  on  Tanganyika  and  be  allowed  to  participate  as  a  member  of 
‘'iternational  administration  of  all  tropical  Africa  (including  the 
elgian  Congo  and  Portuguese  Angola  as  well  as  British  and  French  ter- 
'■itorv)  as  a  single  unit  in  which  native  rights  would  be  paramount. 

Ihe  British  tradition  of  fair  conduct  toward  natives  and  nonwhites 
g^ctierally  was  found  most  frequently  among  tlie  best  educated  of  tiie 
-ngiish  upper  cla.ss  and  among  those  lower-cla.ss  groups,  such  as  mis¬ 
sionaries,  wliere  religious  influences  were  strongest.  This  tradition  was 
greatly  strengthened  bv  the  actions  of  the  Rliodcs- .Milner  group, 
^specially  after  1920.  Rhodes  aroused  con.siderable  ill-feeling  among 
^  whites  of  South  Africa  when  he  announced  that  his  program  in- 
uded  “equal  riglits  for  all  civilized  men  south  of  the  Zambezi,”  and 
^^nt  on  to  indicate  that  “civilized  men”  included  ambitious,  literate 


Net 


-groes.  When  .Milner  took  over  the  Boer  states  in  1901,  he  tried  to  fol¬ 


low  the 


same  polic\'.  The  peace  treaty  of  1902  promised  that  the  native 


^ranchise  would  not  be  forced  on  the  defeated  Boers,  but  .Milner  tried 
organize  the  governments  of  municipalities,  beginning  with  Johan- 
i^esburg,  so  that  natives  could  vote.  This  was  blocked  by  the  Kinder- 
S'lrtcn  (led  by  Curtis  who  was  in  charge  of  municipal  reorganization  in 
‘9oi-iyo(5^  because  they  considered  reconciliation  with  the  Boers  as  a 
r  iniinary  to  a  South  African  Union  to  be  more  urgent.  Similarly, 
iits  as  the  cliief  political  figure  in  South  Africa  after  1910  had  to 
P  down  native  rights  in  order  to  M’in  Boer  and  English  labor  support 
or  the  rest  of  his  program. 

Rbndes-.Milner  group,  however,  was  in  a  better  position  to  carry 
_  irs  plans  in  the  non-self-governing  portions  of  Africa  outside  the 
'on.  In  Soutli  .Africa  the  three  native  protectorates  of  Swaziland, 
''uanaland,  and  Basutoland  were  retained  by  the  imperial  authorities 
nf  where  native  rights  were  paramount  and  where  tribal  forms 
"ig  could  be  maintained  at  least  partially.  However,  certain  tribal 
hy  '^*'ose  wbich  required  a  youth  to  prove  his  manhood 

in  ?'^'^^'^Soing  inhuman  .suffering  or  engaging  in  warfare  or  cattle  steal- 
had  could  marry  or  become  a  full-fledged  member  of  the  tribe, 

h)  be  curtailed.  They  were  replaced  in  the  twentieth  century  by  the 
oin  of  taking  work  in  the  mines  of  South  Africa  as  contract  laborers 
3  period  of  years.  Such  labor  was  as  onerous  and  killing  as  tribal 
had  been  earlier  because  deaths  from  disease  and  accident  were 
obt  ■  I'ldergoing  this  test  for  about  five  years,  the  survdvors 

sufficient  siivings  to  allow'  them  to  return  to  their  tribes  and 
hii)  cattle  and  wives  to  support  them  as  full  members  of  the 

'^he  rest  of  their  days.  Unfortunately,  this  procedure  did  not 
(jj.  good  agricultural  practices  but  rather  in  overgrazing,  growing 
"Sht  and  erosion,  and  great  population  pressure  in  the  native  re- 
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senses.  It  also  left  the  mines  without  any  assured  labor  supply  so  that 
it  became  necessar}'  to  recruit  contract  labor  farther  and  farther  north. 
Efforts  by  the  E^nion  government  to  set  northern  limits  beyond  which 
labor  recruiting  was  forbidden  led  to  controversy  with  employers,  fre¬ 
quent  changes  in  regulations,  and  widespread  evasions.  As  a  conse¬ 
quence  of  an  agreement  made  by  Milner  with  Portuguese  authorities, 
about  a  quarter  of  the  natives  working  in  South  African  mines  came 
from  Portuguese  East  Africa  even  as  late  as  1936. 

MAKING  THE  CO.M  .M  ON  WEALTH,  I  9  I  O- I  9  2  6 

As  soon  as  South  Africa  was  united  in  1910,  the  Kindergarten  re¬ 
turned  to  London  to  try  to  federate  the  whole  empire  by  the  same 
methods.  They  were  in  a  hurry  to  achieve  this  before  the  war  with 
Germany  which  they  believed  to  be  approaching.  With  Abe  Bailey 
money  they  founded  The  Round  Table  under  Kerr’s  (Lothian’s)  editor¬ 
ship,  met  in  formal  conclaves  presided  over  by  Milner  to  decide  the 
fate  of  the  empire,  and  recruited  new  members  to  their  group,  chiefly 
from  New  College,  of  which  Milner  was  a  fellow.  The  new  recruits 
included  a  historian,  F.  S.  Oliver,  (Sir)  Alfred  Zimmern,  (Sir)  Reginald 
Coupland,  Lord  Lovat,  and  Waldorf  (Lord)  Astor.  Curtis  and  others 
were  sent  around  the  world  to  organize  Round  Table  groups  in  the 
chief  British  dependencies. 

For  several  years  (1910-1916)  the  Round  Table  groups  worked  des¬ 
perately  trying  to  find  an  acceptable  formula  for  federating  the  empire- 
Three  books  and  many  articles  emerged  from  these  discussions,  but 
gradually  it  became  clear  that  federation  was  not  acceptable  to  the 
English-speaking  dependencies.  Gradually,  it  was  decided  to  dissolve  all 
formal  bonds  between  these  dependencies,  except,  perhaps,  allegiance  to 
the  Crown,  and  depend  on  the  common  outlook  of  Englishmen  to  keep 
the  empire  together.  This  involved  changing  the  name  “British  Empire 
to  “Commonwealth  of  Nations,”  as  in  the  title  of  Curtis’s  book  of  19’^' 
giving  the  chief  dependencies,  including  India  and  Ireland,  their  com- 
plete  independence  (but  gradually  and  by  free  gift  rather  than  undot 
duress),  working  to  bring  the  L^nited  States  more  closely  into  this  samo 
orientation,  and  seeking  to  solidify  the  intangible  links  of  sentiment  bv 
propaganda  among  financial,  educational,  and  political  leaders  in  each 
count  rv. 

Efforts  to  bring  the  dependencies  into  a  closer  relationship  with  the 
mother  country  were  by  no  means  new  in  1910,  nor  were  they  sup' 
ported  only  by  the  Rhodes-Milner  group.  Nevertheless,  tlie  actions  <’ 
this  group  were  all-pervasive.  T!ie  poor  military  performance  of  British 
forces  during  the  Boer  War  led  to  the  creation  of  a  commission 
investigate  the  South  African  War,  with  Lord  Esher  (Brett)  as  chaU' 
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(1903).  Among  other  items,  this  commission  recommended  creation 
°  a  permanent  Committee  of  Imperial  Defence.  Esher  became  (unoffi- 
^*al)  chairman  of  this  committee,  holding  the  position  for  the  rest  of 
*s  life  (1905-1930).  He  was  able  to  establish  an  Imperial  General  Staff 
'907  and  to  get  a  complete  reorganization  of  the  military  forces  of 
evv  Zealand,  Australia,  and  South  Africa  so  that  they  could  be  incor¬ 
porated  into  the  imperial  forces  in  an  emergency  (1909-1912).  On  the 
'Committee  itself  he  created  an  able  secretariat  which  cooperated  loyally 
Rhodes-Milner  group  thereafter.  These  men  included  (Sir) 

‘  aurice  (later  Lord)  Hankey  and  (Sir)  Ernest  Swinton  (who  invented 
e  tank  in  1915).  When,  in  1916-1917,  Milner  and  Esher  persuaded  the 
abinet  to  create  a  secretariat  for  the  first  time,  the  task  was  largely 
^ven  to  this  secretariat  from  the  Committee  on  Imperial  Defence.  Thus 
ankey  was  secretary  to  the  committee  for  thirty  years  (1908-1938),  to 
for  twenty-two  years  (1916-1938),  clerk  to  the  Privy  Coun- 
*or  fifteen  years  (1923-1938),  secretar\"-general  of  the  five  imperial 
nrerences  held  between  1921  and  1937,  secretary  to  the  British  delega- 
^jon  to  almost  every  important  international  conference  held  between 
^Versailles  Conference  of  1919  and  the  Lausanne  Conference  of  1932, 
one  of  the  leading  advisers  to  the  Conservative  governments  after 

Until  1907  the  overseas  portions  of  the  Empire  (e.vcept  India)  com- 
'bunicated  with  the  imperial  government  through  the  secretary  of  state 
colonies.  To  supplement  this  relationship,  conferences  of  the  prime 
'Ministers  of  the  self-governing  colonies  were  held  in  London  to  discuss 
common  problems  in  1887,  1897,  1902,  1907,  1911,  1917,  and  1918.  In 
’907  it  Was  decided  to  hold  such  conferences  every  four  years,  to  call 
c  self-governing  colonies  “Dominions,”  and  to  by-pass  the  Colonial 
'■ccretary  by  establishing  a  new  Dominion  Department.  Ruskin’s  influ- 
^ce,  among  others,  could  be  seen  in  the  emphasis  of  the  Imperial 
onference  of  19  n  that  the  Empire  rested  on  a  triple  foundation  of 
U  of  law,  (2)  local  autonomy,  and  (3)  trusteeship  of  the  in- 
crests  and  fortunes  of  those  fellow  subjects  who  had  not  yet  attained 
®  -government. 

he  Conference  of  1915  could  not  be  held  because  of  the  war,  but 
soon  as  Milner  became  one  of  the  four  members  of  the  War  Cabinet 
'915  his  influence  began  to  be  felt  everywhere.  We  have  mentioned 
he  established  a  Cabinet  secretariat  in  1916-1917  consisting  of  two 
Foteges  of  Esher  (Hankey  and  Swinton)  and  two  of  his  own  (his 
^^I'etaries,  Leopold  Amery  and  W.  G.  A.  Ormsby-Gore,  later  Lord 
^  ^rech).  At  the  same  time  he  gave  the  Prime  Minister,  Lloyd  George, 
secretariat  from  the  Round  Table,  consisting  of  Kerr  (Lothian), 
j  ^?g  (Lord  Altrincham),  W.  G.  S.  Adams  (FeUow  of  All  Souls  Col- 
and  Astor.  He  created  an  Imperial  W^ar  Cabinet  by  adding 
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Dominion  Prime  Ministers  (particularly  Smuts)  to  the  United  Kingdom 
War  Cabinet.  He  also  called  the  Imperial  Conferences  of  1917  and  1918 
and  invited  the  dominions  to  establish  Resident  Ministers  in  London.  As 
the  war  drew  to  a  close  in  1918,  Milner  took  the  office  of  Colonial 
Secretary,  with  Amerv  as  his  assistant,  negotiated  an  agreement  provid¬ 
ing  independence  for  Egypt,  set  up  a  new  self-government  constitution 
in  Malta,  sent  Curtis  to  India  (where  he  drew  up  the  chief  provisions  of 
the  Government  of  India  Act  of  1919),  appointed  Curtis  to  tiie  post  of 
Adviser  on  Irish  Affairs  (where  he  played  an  important  role  in  granting 
dominion  status  to  southern  Ireland  in  1921),  gave  Canada  permission  to 
establish  separate  diplomatic  relations  with  the  United  States  (the  first 
minister  being  the  son-in-law  of  Milner’s  closest  collaborator  on  the 
Rhodes  Trust),  and  called  the  Imperial  Conference  of  1921. 

During  this  decade  1919-1929  the  Rhodes-Milner  group  gave  the  chief 
impetus  toward  transforming  the  British  Empire  into  the  Commonwealth 
of  Nations  and  launching  India  on  the  road  to  responsible  self-govern¬ 
ment.  The  creation  of  the  Round  Table  groups  by  Milner’s  Kinder¬ 
garten  in  1909-1913  opened  a  new  day  in  both  these  fields,  although  the 
whole  group  was  so  secretive  that,  even  today,  many  close  students  of 
the  subject  are  not  aware  of  its  significance.  These  men  had  formed 
their  intellectual  growth  at  O.xford  on  Pericle’s  funeral  oration  as  de¬ 
scribed  in  a  book  by  a  member  of  the  group,  (Sir)  Alfred  Zimmern's 
The  Greek  Connnontsealth  (1911),  on  Edmund  Burke’s  0«  ConcilintioV 
with  America,  on  Sir  j.  B.  Seeley’s  Growth  of  British  Policy,  on  A.  V- 
Dicey’s  The  Law  and  Custom  of  the  Constitution,  and  on  The 
Testament's  “Sermon  on  the  Mount.’’  The  last  was  especially  influential 
on  Lionel  Curtis.  He  had  a  fanatical  conviction  that  with  the  proper 
spirit  and  the  proper  organization  (local  self-government  and  federal¬ 
ism),  the  Kingdom  of  God  could  be  established  on  earth.  He  was  sure 
that  if  people  were  trusted  just  a  bit  beyond  what  they  deserve  they 
would  respond  by  proving  worthy  of  such  trust.  As  he  WTOtc  in  I 
Problem  of  a  Commonwealth  (1916),  “if  political  power  is  granted  to 
groups  before  they  are  fit  they  w  ill  tend  to  rise  to  the  need.”  This  was 
the  spirit  which  .Milner’s  group  tried  to  use  toward  the  Boers  in  1902' 
1910,  toward  India  in  1910-1947,  and,  unfortunately,  toward  Hitler  o' 
1933-1939.  This  point  of  view  was  reflected  in  Curtis’s  three  volumes  oo 
world  history,  published  as  Civitas  Dei  in  1938.  In  the  case  of  Hitler, 
least,  these  high  ideals  led  to  disaster-,  this  seems  also  to  be  the  ca.se  lO 
South  Africa;  whether  this  group  succeeded  in  transforming  the  British 
Empire  into  a  Commonwealth  of  Nations  or  merely  succeeded  in  de¬ 
stroying  the  British  Empire  is  not  yet  clear,  but  one  seems  as  likely  3* 
the  other. 

That  these  ideas  were  not  solely  those  of  Curtis  but  were  held  h,' 
the  group  as  a  whole  wfill  be  clear  to  all  w'ho  study  it.  When  Lot 
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Lothian  died  in  Washington  in  1940,  Curtis  published  a  volume  of  his 
speeches  and  included  the  obituary  which  Grigg  had  written  for  The 
^otind  Table.  Of  Lothian  this  said,  “He  held  that  men  should  strive  to 
Uud  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven  here  upon  this  earth,  and  that  the  leader¬ 
ship  in  that  task  must  fall  first  and  foremost  upon  the  English-speaking 
peoples.”  Other  attitudes  of  this  influential  group  can  be  gathered  from 
s^ie  quotations  from  four  books  published  by  Curtis  in  1916-1920: 
Hie  rule  of  law  as  contrasted  with  the  rule  of  an  individual  is  the 
istiiiguishing  mark  of  the  Commonwealth.  In  despotisms  government 
'^'^sts  on  the  authority  of  the  ruler  or  of  the  invisible  and  uncontrollable 


power  behind  him.  In  a  commonwealth  rulers  derive  their  authority 
^oni  the  law,  and  the  law  from  a  public  opinion  which  is  competent  to 
lange  it  .  .  .  The  idea  that  the  principle  of  the  Commonwealth  implies 
universal  suffrage  betrays  an  ignorance  of  its  real  nature.  That  principle 
simply  means  that  government  rests  on  the  duty  of  the  citizens  to  each 
Ouier,  and  is  to  be  vested  in  those  who  are  capable  of  setting  public 
interests  before  their  own.  .  .  .  The  task  of  preparing  for  freedom  the 
"liich  cannot  as  vet  govern  themselves  is  the  supreme  duty  of 
mose  who  can.  It  is  the  spiritual  end  for  which  the  Commonwealth 
^•'^ists,  and  material  order  is  nothing  e.xcept  as  a  means  to  it.  .  .  .  The 
j^^oplcs  of  India  and  EgypL  no  less  than  those  of  the  British  Isles  and 
ominions,  must  be  gradually  schooled  in  the  management  of  their 
national  affairs.  .  .  .  The  whole  effect  of  the  war  [of  1914-1918]  has 
^^n  to  bring  movements  long  gathering  to  a  sudden  head.  .  .  .  Com- 
Panionship  in  arms  has  fanned  .  .  .  long  smouldering  resentment  against 
presumption  that  Europeans  are  destined  to  dominate  the  rest  of 
^  World.  In  every  part  of  Asia  and  Africa  it  is  bursting  into  flames. 
•  Personally  I  regard  this  challenge  to  the  long  unquestioned  claim 
°  the  white  man  to  dominate  the  world  as  inevitable  and  wholesome, 
^'^pecially  to  ourselves.  .  .  .  The  world  is  in  the  throes  which  precede 
'Creation  or  death.  Our  whole  race  has  outgrown  the  merely  national 
and,  as  surely  as  day  follow's  night  or  night  the  dav,  will  pass 
cr  to  a  Commonwealth  of  Nations  or  else  to  an  empire  of  slaves. 
'JtJ  the  issue  of  these  agonies  rests  with  us.” 

this  spirit  the  Rhodes-Milncr  group  tried  to  draw'  plans  for  a  federa- 
'j  of  the  British  Empire  in  1909-1916.  Gradually  this  project  w'as 
P  aced  or  postponed  in  favor  of  the  commonw’ealth  project  of  free 
operation.  Milner  seems  to  have  accepted  the  lesser  aim  after  a  meet- 
^  S'  sponsored  by  the  Empire  Parliamentary  Association,  on  July  28, 
at  which  he  outlined  the  project  for  federation  witli  many  refer- 
l)e  writings  of  Curtis,  liut  found  that  not  one  Dominion  mem- 

his  would  accept  it.  .\t  tl\e  Imperial  Conference  of  1917,  under 

tio  "  ‘IS  resolved  that  “anv  readjustment  of  constitutional  rela- 

**  •  •  •  should  be  based  on  a  full  recognition  of  the  Dominions  as 
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autonomous  nations  of  an  Imperial  Commonwealth  and  of  India  as  an 
important  portion  of  the  same,  should  recognize  the  right  of  the  Domin¬ 
ions  and  India  to  an  adequate  voice  in  foreign  policy  and  in  foreign  re¬ 
lations,  and  should  provide  effective  arrangements  for  continuous 
consultation  in  all  important  matters  of  common  Imperial  concern.” 
Another  resolution  called  for  full  representation  for  India  in  future  Im¬ 
perial  Conferences.  This  Yas  done  in  1918.  At  this  second  wartime 
Imperial  Conference  it  was  resolved  that  Prime  Ministers  of  Dominions 
could  communicate  directly  with  the  Prime  Minister  of  the  United 
Kingdom  and  that  each  dominion  (and  India)  could  establish  Resident 
Ministers  in  London  who  would  have  seats  on  the  Imperial  War  Cabinet,- 
Milner  was  the  chief  motivating  force  in  these  developments.  He  hoped 
that  the  Imperial  War  Cabinet  would  continue  to  meet  annually  after 
the  war  but  this  did  not  occur. 

During  these  years  1917-1918,  a  declaration  was  drawn  up  establish¬ 
ing  complete  independence  for  the  dominions  except  for  allegiance  m 
the  crown.  This  was  not  issued  until  1926.  Instead,  on  July  9,  1919  Milner 
issued  an  official  statement  which  said,  “The  United  Kingdom  and  the 
Dominions  are  partner  nations;  not  yet  indeed  of  equal  power,  but  fot 
good  and  all  of  equal  status.  .  .  .  The  only  possibility  of  a  continuance 
of  the  British  Empire  is  on  a  basis  of  absolute  out-and-out  equal  partner¬ 
ship  between  the  United  Kingdom  and  the  Dominions.  I  say  that  with¬ 
out  any  kind  of  reservation  whatsoever.”  This  point  of  view  was  re¬ 
stated  in  the  so-called  Balfour  Declaration  of  1926  and  was  enacted  into 
law  as  the  Statute  of  Wesnninster  in  1931.  B.  K.  Long  of  the  South 
African  Round  Table  group  (who  was  Colonial  Editor  of  The 
in  1913-1921  and  Editor  of  Rhodes’s  paper.  The  Cape  Times,  in  South 
Africa  in  1922-1935)  tells  us  that  the  provisions  of  the  declaration  0 
1926  were  agreed  on  in  1917  during  the  Imperial  Conference  convoke 
by  Milner.  They  were  formulated  by  John  W.  Dafoe,  editor  of  th^ 
Winnipeg  Free  Press  for  43  years  and  the  most  influential  journalist 
in  Canada  for  much  of  that  period.  Dafoe  persuaded  the  Canadian 
Prime  .Minister,  Sir  Robert  Borden,  to  accept  his  ideas  and  then  brought 
in  Long  and  Dawson  (Editor  of  The  Times).  Dawson  negotiated  th^ 
agreement  with  .Milner,  Smuts,  and  others.  Although  Australia  au^ 
New  Zealand  were  far  from  satisfied,  the  influence  of  Canada  and 
South  Africa  carried  the  agreement.  Nine  years  later  it  was  issue 
under  Balfour’s  name  at  a  conference  convoked  by  Amery. 

EAST  AFRICA,  I  9  I O- I  9 3  I 

In  the  dependent  empire,  especially  in  tropical  Africa  north  of  ^h^, 
Zambezi  River,  the  Rhodes-.Milner  group  was  unable  to  achieve  most  u 
its  desires,  but  was  able  to  win  wide  publicity  for  them,  especially 
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Views  on  native  questions.  It  dominated  the  Colonial  Office  in  London, 
east  for  the  decade  1919-1929.  There  Milner  was  secretary  of  state 
’919-1921  and  Amerv  in  1924-1929,  while  the  post  of  parliamentary 
I  er-secrctary  was  held  by  three  members  of  the  group  for  most  of 
’e  decade.  Publicity  for  their  view’s  on  civilizing  the  natives  and 
feaining  them  for  eventual  self-government  received  W’ide  dissemination, 
I’ot  only  by  official  sources  but  also  by  the  academic,  scholarly,  and 
loutnalistic  organizations  they  dominated.  As  examples  of  this  we  might 
’’lention  the  writings  of  Coupland,  Hailey,  Curtis,  Grigg,  Amery,  and 
offiian,  all  Round  Tablets.  In  1958  Lord  Hailey  edited  a  gigantic  vol- 
’’me  of  1,837  pages  called  An  African  Survey.  This  w’ork  was  first  sug- 
psted  by  Smuts  at  Rhodes  House,  0.vford,  in  1929,  had  a  foreword  by 
offiian,  and  an  editorial  board  of  Lothian,  Hailey,  Coupland,  Curtis, 
”  others.  It  remains  the  greatest  single  book  on  modern  Africa.  These 
Pt^ople,  and  others,  through  The  Times,  The  Round  Table,  The  Ob¬ 
server,  Chatham  House,  and  other  conduits,  became  the  chief  source  of 
eas  on  colonial  problems  in  the  English-speaking  world.  Nevertheless, 
Were  unable  to  achieve  their  program, 
n  the  course  of  the  1920’s  the  Round  Table  program  for  East  Africa 
paralyzed  by  a  Rebate  on  the  prioriw  w'hich  should  be  given  to  the 
aspects  of  the  group’s  project  for  a  Negro  Dominion  north  of  the 
and  The  three  parts  w’ere  (i)  native  rights,  (2)  “Closer  Union,” 
^  (3)  international  trusteeship.  Generally,  the  group  gave  priority  to 
Union  (federation  of  Kenya  wnth  Uganda  and  Tanganyika),  but 
®  “tnbiguity  of  their  ideas  on  native  rights  made  it  possible  for  Dr. 
wpJi  jq  Oldham,  spokesman  for  the  organized  Nonconformist  mis- 
.  groups,  to  organize  a  successful  opposition  movement  to  federa- 
on  of  Easf  Africa.  In  this  effort  Oldham  found  a  pow'erful  ally  in 
Lugard,  and  considerable  support  from  other  informed  persons, 
’’ending  Margery  Perham. 

Of  ^f'und  Tablers,  w'ho  had  no  firsthand  knowledge  of  native  life 
of  tropical  Africa,  w’ere  devoted  supporters  of  the  English  w’ay 

hel  eould  see  no  greater  benefit  conferred  on  natives  than  to 

,  P  them  to  move  in  that  direction.  This,  how’ever,  w'ould  inevitably 
tribal  organization  of  life,  as  well  as  the  native  systems  of 
.  ^eitire,  which  were  generally  based  on  tribal  holding  of  land.  The 
tr  "'cre  eager  to  see  these  things  disappear,  since  they  gen- 

^  ‘  y  ^^■ishcd  to  bring  the  native  labor  force  and  African  lands  into  the 
^  ’’’lorcial  market.  Oldham  and  Lugard  opposed  this,  since  tliey  felt  it 
tr  l^r  w'hite  ow’nership  of  large  tracts  of  land  on  which  de- 

’’Ver  demoralized  natives  w’ould  subsist  as  w’age  slaves.  More- 

tiv  *  I-ugnrd,  economy  in  colonial  administration  required  that  na- 
governed  under  his  system  of  “indirect  rule”  through  tribal 
Closer  Union  became  a  controversial  target  in  this  dispute  be- 
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cause  it  involved  a  gradual  increase  in  local  self-government  which 
would  lead  to  a  greater  degree  of  white  settler  rule. 

The  opposition  to  Closer  Union  in  Eiast  Africa  was  successful  in  hold¬ 
ing  up  this  project  in  spite  of  the  Round  Table  domination  of  the 
Colonial  Office,  cluefly  because  of  Prime  Minister  Baldwin’s  refusal  to 
move  quickly’.  This  delayed  change  until  the  Labour  government  took 
over  in  1929;  in  this  the  pro-native,  nonconformist  (especially  Quaker) 
influence  was  stronger. 

The  trusteeship  issue  came  into  this  controversy  because  Britain  wa® 
bound,  as  a  mandate  Power,  to  maintain  native  rights  in  Tanganyika  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  .Mandates  Commission  of  the  League  of  Nations. 
This  placed  a  major  obstacle  in  the  path  of  Round  Table  efforts  to 
join  Tanganyika  with  Kenya  and  Uganda  into  a  Negro  Dominion 
which  w'ould  be  under  quite  a  different  kind  of  trusteeship  of  the  Aft*' 
can  colonial  Powers.  Father  south,  in  the  Rhodesias  and  Nyasaland,  the 
Round  Table  obsession  with  federation  did  not  meet  this  obstacle,  and 
that  area  was  eventually  federated,  over  native  protests,  in  1953,  but  this 
creation,  the  Central  African  Federation,  broke  up  again  in  19^4' 
Strangely  enough,  the  League  of  Nations  Mandate  System  which  be¬ 
came  such  an  obstacle  to  the  Round  Table  plans  was  largely  a  creation 
of  the  Round  Table  itself. 

The  Milner  Group  used  the  defeat  of  Germany  in  1918  as  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  impose  an  international  obligation  on  certain  Powers  to  treat 
the  natives  fairly  in  the  regions  taken  from  Germany.  This  opportunit)’ 
was  of  great  significance  because  just  at  that  time  the  earlier  impetus  in 
this  direction  arising  from  missionaries  was  beginning  to  sveaken  as  ^ 
consequence  of  the  general  weakening  of  religious  feeling  in  European 
culture. 

The  chief  problem  in  East  Africa  arose  from  the  position  of  the  whit® 
settlers  of  Kenya.  Although  this  colony^  rests  directly  on  the  equator- 
its  interior  highlands,  4,000  to  10,000  feet  up,  were  well  adapted  to 
white  settlement  and  to  European  agricultural  metliods.  The  situatio' 
was  dangerous  by  1920,  and  grew  steadily  worse  as  the  y'cars  passe  ■ 
until  by-  1950  Keny  a  had  the  most  critical  native  problem  in  Africa, 
differed  from  South  Africa  in  that  it  lacked  self-government,  rich  min®*’ 
or  a  divided  white  population,  but  it  had  many  common  problems^ 
such  as  overcrowded  native  reserves,  soil  erosion,  and  discontented  an 
detribalized  blacks  working  for  low  wages  on  lands  owned  by  whit®-'’' 
It  had  about  two  million  blacks  and  only  3,000  whites  in  1910.  Fort} 
years  later  it  had  about  4  million  blacks,  100,000  Indians,  24,000  .Arah^’ 
and  only  30,000  whites  (of  which  40  percent  w-ere  government  empln} 
ees).  Bur  what  the  whites  lacked  in  numbers  they  made  up  in  det®® 
mination.  The  healthful  highlands  were  reserved  for  white  ownership  ‘  ^ 
early  as  1908,  although  they  were  not  delimited  and  guaranteed  unt' 
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’939-  They  were  organized  as  very  large,  mostly  undeveloped,  farms 
which  there  were  onlv  2,000  covering  io,ooo  square  miles  in  1940. 
Many  of  these  fanns  were  of  more  than  30,000  acres  and  had  been  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  government,  either  by  purchase  or  on  very  long  (999- 
ycar)  leases  for  only  nominal  costs  (rents  about  tw'o  cents  per  year  per 
®cre).  The  native  reserves  amounted  to  about  50,000  square  miles  of  gen- 
erally  poorer  land,  or  five  times  as  much  land  for  the  blacks,  although  they 
at  least  150  times  as  many  people.  The  Indians,  chiefly  in  commerce 
crafts,  were  ,so  industrious  that  they  gradually  came  to  own  most 
of  the  commercial  areas  both  in  the  towns  and  in  the  native  reserves. 

The  two  great  subjects  of  controversy  in  Kenya  were  concernec 
with  the  supply  of  labor  and  the  problem  of  self-government,  although 
digitated  problems,  like  agricultural  technolog}%  sanitation,  and  edu¬ 
cation  were  of  vital  significance.  The  whites  tried  to  increase  the  pressure 
on  natives  to  v  ork  on  white  farms  rather  than  to  seek  to  make  a  living 
po  their  o\vn  lands  within  the  reserves,  by  forcing  them  to  pay  taxes 
jo  cash,  by  curtailing  the  size  or  quality  of  the  resettles,  by  restricting 
'Oiptovements  in  native  agricultural  techniques,  and  by  personal  and 
political  pressure  and  compulsion.  The  effort  to  use  political  compulsion 
reached  a  peak  in  1919  and  was  stopped  by  Milner,  although  his  group, 
*^e  Rhodes  in  South  Africa,  was  eager  to  make  natives  more  industri¬ 
ous  and  more  ambitious  bv  any  kinds  of  social,  educational,  or  economic 


pressures.  The  settlers  encouraged  natives  to  live  off  the  reserves  in 
''arious  M  ays:  for  example,  by  permitting  them  to  settle  as  squatters  on 
j^hite  estates  in  return  for  at  least  180  days  of  M'ork  a  year  at  the  usual 
ow  M'age  rates.  To  help  both  black  and  white  farmers,  not  only  in 
cnya  hut  throughout  the  world,  Milner  created,  as  a  research  organi- 
^arion,  an  Imperial  College  of  Tropical  Agriculture  at  Trinidad  in  1919. 
a  consequence  of  various  pressures  which  we  have  mentioned,  no- 
Iv  the  need  to  pay  taxes  M'hich  averaged,  perhaps,  one  month’s  M  ages 
‘year  and,  in  the  aggregate,  took  from  the  natives  a  larger  sum  than 
realized  from  the  sale  of  native  products,  the  percentage  of  adult 
’’^ales  Working  off  the  reservations  increased  from  about  35  percent  in 
'9a.5  to  over  80  percent  in  1940.  This  had  very  deleterious  effects  on  tribal 
family  life,  native  morality,  and  family  discipline,  although  it  seems 
u  have  had  beneficial  effects  on  native  health  and  general  education. 

real  crux  of  controversy  before  the  Mau  Mau  uprising  of  1948- 
955  Was  the  problem  of  self-government.  Pointing  to  South  Africa, 
^  Settlers  in  Kenya  demanded  .self-rule  which  M'ould  allow  them  to 
'^*'ce  restrictions  on  notiMlutcs.  A  local  colonial  government  Mas 
ganized  under  the  Colonial  Office  in  1906;  as  was  usual  in  such  cases 
^iv^^'^^'sted  of  an  appointive  governor  assisted  bv  an  appointed  Execu- 
as'*^  ^'^^icil  and  advi.sed  bv  a  Legislative  Council.  The  latter  had,  also 
'^sual,  a  majority  of  officials  and  a  minority  of  “unofficial”  outsiders. 
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Only  in  1922  did  the  unofficial  portion  become  elective,  and  only 
1949  did  it  become  a  majority  of  the  whole  body.  The  efforts  to  estab¬ 
lish  an  elective  element  in  the  Legislative  Council  in  1919-1923  resulted 
in  violent  controversy.  The  draft  drawn  by  the  council  itself  provided 
for  only  European  members  elected  by  a  European  electorate.  Milner 
added  two  Indian  members  elected  by  a  separate  Indian  electorate.  I'’ 
the  resulting  controversy  the  settlers  sought  to  obtain  their  original 
plan,  while  London  sought  a  single  electoral  roll  restricted  in  size  by 
educational  and  property  qualifications  but  without  mention  of  race. 
To  resist  this,  the  settlers  organized  a  Vigilance  Committee  and  planned 
to  seize  the  colony,  abduct  the  governor,  and  form  a  republic  federated 
in  some  way  with  South  Africa.  From  this  controversy  came  eventually 
a  compromise,  the  famous  Kenya  \V'hite  Paper  of  1923,  and  the  appoint' 
ment  of  Sir  Edward  Grigg  as  governor  for  the  period  of  1925-193'' 
The  compromise  gave  Kenya  a  Legislative  Council  containing  reprc' 
sentatives  of  the  imperial  government,  the  white  settlers,  the  Indians,  th^ 
Arabs,  and  a  white  missionary"  to  represent  the  blacks.  Except  for  tbc 
settlers  and  Indians,  most  of  these  were  nominated  rather  than  elected, 
but  by  1949,  as  the  membership  was  enlarged,  election  was  extended, 
and  only  the  official  and  Negro  members  (4  out  of  41)  were  nominated- 

The  Kenya  White  Paper  of  1923  arose  from  a  specific  problem  in  '' 
single  colony,  but  remained  the  fonnal  statement  of  imperial  policy 
tropical  Africa.  It  said;  “Primarily  Kenya  is  an  African  territory,  and 
His  Majesty’s  Government  think  it  necessary  definitely  to  record  their 
considered  opinion  that  the  interests  of  the  African  natives  must  be 
paramount,  and  that  if  and  when  those  interests  and  the  interests  n 
the  immigrant  races  should  conflict,  the  former  should  prevail.  .  .  •  1’’ 
the  administration  of  Kenya  His  .Majest\"’s  Government  regard  theiH' 
selves  as  exercising  a  trust  on  behalf  of  the  African  population,  and  the) 
are  unable  to  delegate  or  share  this  trust,  the  object  of  which  may 
defined  as  the  protection  and  advancement  of  the  native  races.” 

As  a  result  of  these  troubles  in  Kenya  and  the  continued  encroach' 
ment  of  white  settlers  on  native  reserves,  Amery  sent  one  of  the  mo®' 
important  members  of  Milner’s  group  to  the  colony  as  governor  an 
commander  in  chief.  This  was  Sir  Edward  Grigg  (Lord  Altrinclvan'b 
who  had  been  a  member  of  Milner’s  Kindergarten,  an  editor  of 
Round  Table  and  of  The  Thnes  (1903-1905,  1908-1913),  a  secretary 
Lloyd  George  and  to  the  Rhodes  Trustees  (1923-1925),  and  a  pr®  .  , 
writer  on  British  imperial,  colonial,  and  foreign  affairs.  In  Kenya  he  triC 
to  protect  native  reser\"es  while  still  forcing  natives  to  develop  habi'* 
of  industry  by  steady  work,  to  shift  white  attention  from  political  ^ 
technical  problems  such  as  agriculture,  and  to  work  toward  a 
dation  of  tropical  Africa  into  a  single  territorial  unit.  He  forced  thrown 
the  Colonial  Legislature  in  1930  the  Native  Land  Trust  Ordinaf'^ 
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"hich  guaranteed  native  reserves.  But  these  reserves  remained  inadequate 
and  Were  increasingly  damaged  by  bad  agricultural  practices.  Only  in 
*925  did  any  sustained  effort  to  improve  such  practices  by  natives 
About  the  same  time  efforts  were  made  to  extend  the  use  of 
courts,  native  advisory  councils,  and  to  train  natives  for  an  ad- 
l^wiistrative  service.  All  of  these  met  slow,  varied,  and  (on  tlie  whole) 
indifferent  success,  chiefly  because  of  natives’  reluctance  to  cooperate 
^nd  the  natives’  growing  suspicion  of  white  men’s  motives  even  when 
^se  whites  were  most  eager  to  help.  The  chief  cause  of  this  growing 
suspicion  (which  in  some  cases  reached  a  psychotic  level)  would  seem 
be  the  native’s  insatiable  hunger  for  religion  and  his  conviction  that 
^  'vhites  were  h\q)ocrites  who  taught  a  religion  that  they  did  not  obey, 
traitors  to  Christ’s  teachings,  and  were  using  these  to  control  the 
^^tives  and  to  betray  their  interests,  under  cover  of  religious  ideas 
'’bich  the  whites  themselves  did  not  observe  in  practice. 


iNDi.\  TO  1926 

the  decade  1910-1920,  the  two  greatest  problems  to  be  faced  in 
^tearing  a  Commonwealth  of  Nations  were  India  and  Ireland.  There 
be  no  doubt  that  India  provided  a  puzzle  infinitely  more  complex, 
Was  more  remote  and  less  clearly  envisioned,  than  Ireland.  When  the 
*tish  East  India  Company  became  the  dominant  power  in  India  about 
®  twiddle  of  the  eighteenth  century,  the  Mogul  Empire  w’as  in  the  last 
' .  of  disintegration.  Provincial  rulers  had  only  nominal  titles,  suffi- 
to  bring  them  immense  treasure  in  taxes  and  rents,  but  they  gen- 
J''  y  lacked  either  the  will  or  the  strength  to  maintain  order.  The  more 
porous  tried  to  expand  their  domains  at  the  expense  of  the  more 
.  oppressing  the  peace-loving  peasantry  in  the  process,  while  all 
S'  power  was  challenged  by  ro.iming  upstart  bands  and  plundering 
es.  Of  these  willful  tribes,  the  most  important  were  the  Marathas. 
^.^'stematiciilly  devastated  much  of  south-central  India  in  the  last 
.  of  the  eighteenth  century,  forcing  each  village  to  buy  temporary 
’iiunity  from  de.struction,  but  steadily  reducing  the  capacity  of  the 
untryside  to  meet  their  demands  because  of  the  trail  of  death  and 
^j.'*notnic  disorganization  the\'  left  in  their  wake.  By  1800  only  one-fifth 
^be  land  in  some  areas  was  cultivated, 
ffhough  the  East  India  Company  w'as  a  commercial  firm,  primarily 
in  profits,  and  thus  reluctant  to  assume  a  political  role  in  this 
countryside,  it  Iiad  to  intervene  again  and  again  to  restore 
replacing  one  nominal  ruler  by  another  and  even  taking  over  the 
^rnnient  of  those  areas  where  it  was  more  immediately  concerned, 
addition  the  cupidity  of  many  of  its  employees  led  them  to  interv^ene 
political  pouters  in  order  to  divert  to  their  own  pockets  some  of  the 
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fabulous  wealth  which  they  saw  flowing  by.  For  these  two  reasons  the 
areas  under  company  rule,  although  not  contiguous,  expanded  steadily 
until  by  1858  they  covered  three-fifths  of  the  countr)'.  Outside  the 
British  areas  were  over  five  hundred  princely  domains,  some  no  larger 
than  a  single  village  but  others  as  extensive  as  some  states  of  Europe' 
At  this  point,  in  1857-1858,  a  sudden,  violent  insurrection  of  native 
forces,  known  as  the  Great  Mutiny,  resulted  in  the  end  of  the  Mogul 
Empire  and  of  the  East  India  Company,  the  British  government  taking 
over  their  political  activities.  From  this  flowed  a  number  of  important 
consequences.  Annexation  of  native  principalities  ceased,  leaving 
outside  British  India,  but  under  British  protection  and  subject  to  BritisI' 
interv'ention  to  ensure  good  government;  within  British  India  itself' 
good  government  became  increasingly  dominant  and  commercial  profit 
decreasingly  so  for  the  whole  period  1858-1947;  British  political  ptu®' 
tige  rose  to  new  heights  from  1858  to  1890  and  then  began  to  dwindle- 
falling  precipitously  in  1919-1922. 

The  task  of  good  government  in  India  was  not  an  easy  one.  In  this 
great  subcontinent  with  a  population  amounting  to  almost  one-fifth  of 
the  human  race  were  to  be  found  an  almost  unbelievable  diversity  of 
cultures,  religions,  languages,  and  attitudes.  Even  in  1950  modern  loco¬ 
motives  linked  together  great  cities  with  advanced  industrial  production 
by  passing  through  jungles  inhabited  by  tigers,  elephants,  and  primitive 
pagan  tribes.  The  population,  which  increased  from  284  million  in  190' 
to  389  million  in  1941  and  reached  530  million  in  1961,  spoke  more  tha'’ 
a  dozen  major  languages  divided  into  hundreds  of  dialects,  and  wet^ 
members  of  dozens  of  antithetical  religious  beliefs.  There  were,  in  194'’ 
255  million  Hindus,  92  million  .Muslims,  6.3  million  Christians,  5.7  million 
Sikhs,  1.5  million  Jains,  and  almost  26  million  pagan  animists  of  various 
kinds.  In  addition,  the  Hindus  and  even  some  of  the  non-Hindus  wctt 
divided  into  four  major  hereditary  castes  subdivided  into  thousands  01 
subcastes,  plus  a  lowest  group  of  outcastes  (“untouchables”),  amount¬ 
ing  to  at  least  30  million  persons  in  1900  and  twice  this  number  in  195°' 
These  thousands  of  groups  were  endogamous,  practiced  hereditary 
economic  activities,  frequently  had  distinctive  marks  or  garb,  and 
usually  forbidden  to  marry,  eat  or  drink  with,  or  even  to  associate  with’ 
persons  of  different  caste.  Untouchables  were  generally  forbidden  to 
come  in  contact,  even  indirectly,  with  members  of  other  groups  an‘ 
were,  accordingly,  forbidden  to  enter  many  tentples  or  public  buil^f' 
ings,  to  draw  water  from  the  public  wells,  even  to  allow  their  shadovvs 
to  fall  on  any  person  of  a  different  group,  and  were  subject  to  othot 
restrictions,  all  designed  to  avoid  a  personal  pollution  which  could 
removed  only  by  religious  rituals  of  varying  degrees  of  elaborateness- 
Most  subcastes  were  occupational  groups  covering  all  kinds  of  activitu^s, 
so  that  there  were  hereditary  groups  of  carrion  collectors,  thieves,  higi'" 
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robbers,  or  murderers  (thugs),  as  well  as  farmers,  fishermen,  store- 
^^pers,  drug  mixers,  or  copper  smelters.  For  most  peoples  of  India, 
^•iste  w'as  the  most  important  fact  of  life,  submerging  their  individuality 
into  a  group  from  which  they  could  never  escape,  and  regulating  all 
activities  from  birth  to  death.  As  a  result,  India,  even  as  late  as 
'900,  was  a  society  in  ^vhich  status  w'as  dominant,  each  individual  hav- 
a  place  in  a  group  which,  in  turn,  had  a  place  in  society.  This 
P  known  to  all  and  accepted  by  all,  operated  by  established  pro- 
'^^durcs  in  its  relationships  with  other  groups  so  that  there  was  in  spite 
diversity,  a  minimum  of  intergroup  friction  and  a  certain  peaceful 
°*etance  so  long  as  intergroup  etiquette  was  known  and  accepted. 

The  diversity  of  social  groups  and  beliefs  was  naturally  reflected  in 
extraordinarily  wide  range  of  social  behavior  from  the  most  de¬ 
graded  and  bestial  activities  based  on  crude  superstitions  to  even  more 
astounding  levels  of  exalted  spiritual  self-sacrifice  and  cooperation.  Al- 
ougii  the  British  refrained  from  interfering  with  religious  practices, 
the  course  of  the  nineteenth  century  they  abolished  or  greatly 
^ced  the  practice  of  thuggism  (in  which  a  secret  caste  strangled 
strangers  in  honor  of  the  goddess  Kali),  suttee  (in  which  the  widow  of 
eceased  Hindu  was  e.xpected  to  destroy  herself  on  his  funeral  pvre), 
anticide,  temple  prostitution,  and  child  marriages.  At  the  other  ex- 
*^teme,  most  Hindus  abstained  from  all  violence;  many  had  such  a 
tespect  for  life  that  they  would  eat  no  meat,  not  even  eggs,  while  a  few 
t-'arried  this  belief  so  far  that  they  would  not  molest  a  cobra  about  to 
^Wke,  a  mosquito  about  to  sting,  or  even  walk  about  at  night,  le.ss  they 
knowingly  step  on  an  ant  or  w'orm.  Hindus,  who  considered  cows  so 
^^cted  that  the  w'orse  crime  w'ould  be  to  cause  the  death  of  one  (even 
y  accident),  who  allowed  millions  of  these  beasts  to  have  free  run  of 
6  country  to  the  great  detriment  of  cleanliness  or  standards  of  living, 
0  Would  not  w'ear  shoes  of  leather,  and  would  rather  die  than  taste 
ate  pork  and  associated  daily  with  Muslims  who  ate  beef  but  con- 
^fed  pigs  to  be  polluting.  In  general,  most  Indians  lived  in  abject 
1  '[erty  and  want;  only  about  one  in  a  hundred  could  read  in  1858, 
’“e  considerably  less  could  understand  the  English  language.  The 
'^'erwhelming  majority  at  that  time  w'ere  peasants,  pressed  down  by 
*’nerous  taxes  and  rents,  isolated  in  small  villages  unconnected  by  roads, 
at  irregular  intervals  by  famine  or  disease, 
fitish  rule  in  the  period  1858-1947  tied  India  together  b\-  railroads, 
\y  telegraph  lines.  It  brought  the  country  into  contact  with  the 

world,  and  especially  with  world  markets,  bv  establishing  a 
otm  system  of  money,  steamboat  connections  with  Europe  by  the 
Canal,  cable  connections  throughout  the  world,  and  the  use  of 
g  “fish  as  the  language  of  government  and  administration.  Best  of  all, 
'"'tain  established  the  rule  of  law,  equality  before  the  law,  and  a  tradition 
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of  judicial  fairness  to  replace  the  older  practice  of  inequality  and  arbitrary 
violence.  A  certain  degree  of  efficiency,  and  a  certain  ambitious,  if  dis¬ 
contented,  energy  directed  toward  change  replaced  the  older  abject 
resignation  to  inevitable  fate. 

The  modern  postal,  telegraphic,  and  railroad  systems  all  began  in  1854- 
The  first  grew  to  such  dimensions  that  by  the  outbreak  of  war  in  1939 
it  handled  over  a  billion  pieces  of  mail  and  forty  million  rupees  in  money 
orders  each  y^ear.  The  railroad  grew  from  200  miles  in  1855  to  9,000  in 
i88o,  to  25,000  in  1901,  and  to  43,000  in  1939.  This,  the  third  largest 
railroad  system  in  the  world,  carried  doo  million  passengers  and  90  mil¬ 
lion  tons  of  freight  a  year.  About  the  same  time,  the  dirt  tracks  of  1858 
had  been  partly  replaced  by  over  300,000  miles  of  highways,  of  which 
only  about  a  quarter  could  be  rated  as  first  class.  From  1925  onward,  these 
highways  were  used  increasingly-  by^  passenger  buses,  crowded  and 
ramshackle  in  many’  cases,  but  steadily  breaking  down  the  isolation  of  the 
villages. 

Improved  communications  and  public  order  served  to  merge  the  iso¬ 
lated  village  markets,  smoothing  out  the  earlier  alternations  of  scarcity 
and  glut  with  their  accompanying  phenomena  of  waste  and  of  starvation 
in  the  midst  of  plenty.  All  this  led  to  a  great  extension  of  cultivation  into 
more  remote  areas  and  the  growing  of  a  greater  v-ariety  of  crops.  Sparsely 
settled  areas  of  forests  and  hills,  especially  in  Assam  and  the  Northwest 
Provinces,  were  occupied,  without  the  devastation  of  deforestation  (as  in 
China  or  in  non-Indian  Nepal)  because  of  a  highly  developed  forestry 
conservation  servdce.  .Migration,  permanent  and  seasonal,  became  rcgukf 
features  of  Indian  life,  the  earnings  of  the  migrants  being  sent  back  W 
their  families  in  the  villages  they  had  left.  A  magnificent  sy^stem  of  canals, 
chiefly  for  irrigation,  was  constructed,  populating  desolate  wa.stes,  espc' 
dally  in  the  northwestern  parts  of  the  country,  and  encouraging  whok 
tribes  which  had  previously’  been  pastoral  freebooters  to  settle  down 
cultivators.  By  1939  almost  60  million  acres  of  land  were  irrigated.  F^t 
this  and  other  reasons,  the  sown  area  of  India  increased  from  195 
228  million  acres  in  about  forty  years  (1900-1939).  Increases  in  ynelds 
were  much  less  satisfactory  because  of  reluctance  to  change,  lack  01 
knowledge  or  capital,  and  organizational  problems. 

The  tax  on  land  traditionally  had  been  the  major  part  of  public  reve¬ 
nue  in  India,  and  remained  near  50  percent  as  late  as  1900.  Under  the 
.Moguls  these  land  revenues  had  been  collected  by  tax  farmers.  In  man'' 
areas,  notably’’  Bengal,  the  British  tended  to  regard  these  land  revenues  ^ 
rents  rather  than  taxes,  and  thus  regarded  the  revenue  collectors  as  the 
owners  of  the  land.  Once  this  was  established,  the.se  new  landlords  use 
their  powers  to  raise  rents,  to  evict  cultivators  who  had  been  on  the 
same  land  for  y  ears  or  even  generations,  and  to  create  an  unstable  run' 
proletariat  of  tenants  and  laborers  unable  or  unwilling  to  improve  their 
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’’methods.  Numerous  legislative  enactments  sought,  without  great  success, 
fo  improve  these  conditions.  Such  efforts  w-ere  counterbalanced  by  the 
of  population,  the  great  rise  in  the  value  of  land,  the  inability 
°  industry  or  commerce  to  drain  surplus  population  from  the  land  as 
3st  as  it  increased,  the  tendency  of  the  government  to  favor  industry  or 
commerce  over  agriculture  by  tariffs,  taxation,  and  public  expenditures, 

,  ®  growing  frequency  of  famines  (from  droughts),  of  malaria  (from 
‘•■ngation  projects),  and  of  plague  (from  trade  with  the  Far  East)  which 
l^iped  out  in  one  year  gains  made  in  several  years,  the  growing  burden 
11  peasant  debt  at  onerous  terms  and  at  high  interest  rates,  and  the  grow- 
j^g  inability  to  supplement  incomes  from  cultivation  by  incomes  from 
ousehold  crafts  because  of  the  growing  competition  from  cheap  indus- 
goods.  Although  slavery  was  abolished  in  1843,  many  of  the  poor 
)''cre  reduced  to  peonage  by  contracting  debts  at  unfair  terms  and  bind- 
''^g  themselves  and  their  heirs  to  wmrk  for  their  creditors  until  the  debt 
paid.  Such  a  debt  could  never  be  paid,  in  many  cases,  because  the 
t^te  at  which  it  was  reduced  was  left  to  the  creditor  and  could  rarely 
c  questioned  by  the  illiterate  debtor. 

^11  of  these  misfortunes  culminated  in  the  period  1895-1901.  There 
been  a  long  period  of  declining  prices  in  1873-1896,  which  increased 
^  burden  on  debtors  and  stagnated  economic  activities.  In  1897  the 
^onsoon  rains  failed,  wdth  a  loss  of  18  million  tons  of  food  crops  and 
oue  million  lives  from  famine.  This  disaster  was  repeated  in  1899-1900. 
onic  plague  was  introduced  to  Bombay  from  China  in  1895  and  killed 
tsvo  million  persons  in  the  next  six  years, 
tom  this  low  point  in  1901,  economic  conditions  improved  fairly 
^dily^  except  for  a  brief  period  in  1919-1922  and  the  long  burden  of  the 
depression  in  1929-1934.  The  rise  in  prices  in  1900-1914  benefited 
more  than  others,  as  the  prices  of  her  exports  rose  more  rapidly, 
e  War  of  1914-1918  gave  India  a  great  economic  opportunity,  espe- 
J.  increasing  the  demand  for  her  textiles.  Tariffs  w^ere  raised 
uijy  after  1916,  providing  protection  for  industry,  especially  in  metals, 
tiles,  cement,  and  paper.  The  customs  became  the  largest  single  source 
tevenue,  alleviating  to  some  extent  the  pressure  of  taxation  on  cul- 
f  However,  the  agrarian  problem  remained  acute,  for  most  of  the 
(.[^^°^  bsted  above  remained  in  force.  In  1931  it  was  estimated  that,  in 
liv'  Provinces,  30  percent  of  the  cultivators  could  not  make  a 

their  holdings  even  in  good  years,  while  52  percent  could 
^  a  living  in  good  years  but  not  in  bad  ones, 
fin  great  economic  advance  in  mining,  industry,  commerce,  and 

period  after  1900.  Coal  output  w'ent  up  from  6  to  21  mil- 
W  1900-1924,  and  petroleum  output  (chiefly  from  Burma) 

"idn  37  *94  niillion  gallons.  Production  in  the  protected 

^^les  also  improved  in  the  same  period  until,  by  1932,  India  could 
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produce  three-quarters  of  her  cotton  cloth,  three-quarters  of  her  steel, 
and  most  of  her  cement,  matches,  and  sugar.  In  one  product,  jute,  India 
became  the  chief  source  for  the  world’s  supply,  and  this  became  the 
leading  e.xport  after  1925. 

A  notable  feature  of  the  growth  of  manufacturing  in  India  after  1900 
lies  in  the  fact  that  Hindu  capital  largely  replaced  British  capital,  chiefly 
for  political  reasons.  In  spite  of  India’s  poverty,  there  was  a  considerable 
volume  of  saving,  arising  chiefly  from  the  inequitable  distribution  of 
income  to  the  landlord  class  and  to  the  moneylenders  (if  these  two  groups 
can  be  separated  in  this  way).  Naturally,  these  groups  preferred  to  invest 
their  incomes  back  in  the  activities  whence  they  had  been  derived,  but, 
after  1919,  nationalist  agitation  and  especially  Gandhi’s  influence  inclined 
many  Hindus  to  make  contributions  to  their  country’s  strength  by  i*^' 
vesting  in  industry. 

The  growth  of  industry  should  not  be  exaggerated,  and  its  influences 
were  considerably  less  than  one  might  believe  at  first  glance.  There  was 
little  growth  of  an  urban  proletariat  or  of  a  permanent  class  of  factory’ 
workers,  although  this  did  exist.  Increases  in  output  came  largely  frou’ 
power  production  rather  than  from  increases  in  the  labor  force.  This 
labor  force  continued  to  be  rural  in  its  psychological  and  social  orienta¬ 
tion,  being  generally  temporary  migrants  from  the  villages,  living  undei' 
urban  industrial  conditions  only  for  a  few  years,  with  every  intention  of 
returning  to  the  village  e^'entually,  and  generally  sending  savings  back  to 
their  families  and  visiting  them  for  weeks  or  even  months  each  ye^*^ 
(generally  at  the  harv-est  season).  This  class  of  industrial  laborers  did  not 
adopt  either  an  urban  or  a  proletarian  point  of  view,  were  almost  wholly 
illiterate,  formed  labor  organizations  only  reluctantly  (because  of  re¬ 
fusal  to  pay  dues),  and  rarely  acquired  industrial  skills.  After  1915 
unions  did  appear,  but  membership  remained  small,  and  they  were  or¬ 
ganized  and  controlled  by  nonlaboring  persons,  frequently  middle-clflss 
intellectuals.  Moreover,  industry  remained  a  widely  scattered  activity 
found  in  a  few  cities  but  absent  from  the  rest.  Although  India  had  35 
cities  of  over  100,000  population  in  1921,  most  of  these  remained  coni' 
mercial  and  administrative  centers  and  not  manufacturing  centers.  Th^t 
the  chief  emphasis  remained  on  rural  activities  can  be  seen  from  the  fa^^^ 
that  these  35  centers  of  population  had  a  total  of  8.2  million  inhabitai^'-^ 
compared  to  310.7  million  outside  their  limits  in  1921.  In  fact,  only  3*^ 
million  persons  lived  in  the  1,623  centers  of  over  5,000  persons  each,  whil® 
289  million  lived  in  centers  smaller  than  5,000  persons.  . 

One  of  the  chief  way-s  in  which  the  impact  of  W estern  culture  reach® 
India  was  by^  education.  The  charge  has  frequently  been  made  that  th® 
British  neglected  education  in  India  or  that  they  made  an  error  in 
phasizing  education  in  English  for  the  upper  classes  rather  than  educatio” 
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trie  vernacular  languages  for  the  masses  of  the  people.  History  does  not 
sustain  the  justice  of  these  charges.  In  England  itself  the  government 
nssuined  little  responsibility  for  education  until  1902,  and  in  general  had 
!*  tnore  advanced  policy  in  this  field  in  India  than  in  England  until  well 
ittto  the  present  century.  Until  1835  the  English  did  try  to  encourage 
native  traditions  of  education,  but  their  vernacular  schools  failed  from 
of  patronage;  the  Indians  themselves  objected  to  being  excluded,  as 
ey  regarded  it,  from  English  education.  Accordingly,  from  1835  the 
^  1  ish  offered  English-language  education  on  the  higher  levels  in  the 
that  Western  science,  technology,  and  political  attitudes  could 
introduced  without  disrupting  religious  or  social  life  and  that  these 
innovations  would  “infiltrate”  downward  into  the  population.  Because  of 
expense,  government-sponsored  education  had  to  be  restricted  to  the 
igher  levels,  although  encouragement  for  vernacular  schools  on  the  louder 
els  began  (without  much  financial  obligation)  in  1854.  The  “infiltration 
^^'vnward”  theory  was  quite  mistaken  because  those  who  acquired 
nowledge  of  English  used  it  as  a  passport  to  advancement  in  government 
ice  or  professional  life  and  became  renegades  from,  rather  than  mis- 
Hanes  to,  the  lower  classes  of  Indian  society.  In  a  sense  the  use  of 
glish  on  the  university  level  of  education  did  not  lead  to  its  spread  in 
lea  but  removed  those  who  acquired  it  from  that  society, 

viiig  them  in  a  kind  of  barren  ground  which  was  neither  Indian  nor 
cstern  but  hovered  uncomfortably  between  the  two.  The  fact  that 
One"  of  Engish  and  possession  of  a  university  degree  could  free 
the  physical  drudgery  of  Indian  life  by  opening  the  door  to 
10  service  or  the  professions  created  a  veritable  passion  to  obtain 
keys  (but  only  in  a  minority). 

he  British  had  little  choice  but  to  use  English  as  the  language  of 
and  higher  education.  In  India  the  languages  used  in  these 
e  °  helds  had  been  foreign  ones  for  centuries.  The  language  of  gov- 
Itvel  courts  was  Persian  until  1837.  Advanced  and  middle- 

^  education  had  always  been  foreign,  in  Sanskrit  for  the  Hindus  and 
H'  Muslims.  Sanskrit,  a  “dead”  language,  was  that  of 

the  ^  ’’^''gious  literature,  while  Arabic  was  the  language  of  the  Koran, 
alle  "^fiting  the  ordinary  Muslim  would  wish  to  read.  In  fact,  the 
fL  ^'®Hce  of  the  .Muslims  to  the  Koran  and  to  Arabic  was  so  intense 


refused  to  participate  in  the  new  English-language  educational 
^  Hi  and,  in  consequence,  had  been  excluded  from  government,  the 


^^sssions,  and  much  of  the  economic  life  of  the  country  by  1900. 
''^’"H^cular  language  could  have  been  used  to  teach  the  really  valu- 
g  •  ^^^’^ributions  of  the  West,  such  as  science,  technology,  economics, 
science,  or  political  science,  because  the  necessary  vocabulary 
Peking  in  the  vernaculars.  M^hen  the  university  of  the  native  state  of 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


Hyderabad  tried  to  translate  Western  works  into  Urdu  for  teaching  pur¬ 
poses  after  1920,  it  was  necessary  to  create  about  40,000  new  words. 
Moreover,  the  large  number  of  vernacular  languages  would  have  made 
the  choice  of  any  one  of  them  for  the  purpose  of  higher  education  in¬ 
vidious.  And,  finally,  the  natives  themselves  had  no  desire  to  learn  to 
read  their  vernacular  languages,  at  least  during  the  nineteenth  century; 
they  wanted  to  learn  English  because  it  provided  access  to  knowledge,  to 
government  positions,  and  to  social  advancement  as  no  vernacular  could. 
But  it  must  be  remembered  that  it  was  the  exceptional  Indian,  not  the 
average  one,  who  wanted  to  learn  to  read  at  all.  The  average  native  was 
content  to  remain  illiterate,  at  least  until  deep  into  the  twentieth  century- 
Only  then  did  the  desire  to  read  spread  under  the  stimulus  of  growing 
nationalism,  political  awareness,  and  growing  concern  with  political  and 
religious  tensions.  These  fostered  the  desire  to  read,  in  order  to  read 
newspapers,  but  this  had  adverse  eflFects:  each  political  or  religious  group 
had  its  own  press  and  presented  its  own  biased  version  of  world  events 
so  that,  by  1940,  these  different  groups  had  entirely  different  ideas  of 
reality. 

.Moreover,  the  new  enthusiasm  for  the  vernacular  languages,  the  in* 
fiuence  of  e.xtreme  Hindu  nationalists  like  B.  G.  Tilak  (1859-1920)  or 
anti- Westerners  like  .\I.  K.  Gandhi  (1869-1948),  led  to  a  wholesale  rejeC' 
tion  of  all  that  was  best  in  British  or  in  European  culture.  At  the  sains 
time,  those  who  sought  power,  advancement,  or  knowledge  continued 
to  learn  English  as  the  key  to  these  ambitions.  Unfortunately,  these  senu- 
westernized  Indians  neglected  much  of  the  practical  side  of  the  Europear* 
way  of  life  and  tended  to  be  intellectualist  and  doctrinaire  and  to  despis® 
practical  learning  and  physical  labor.  They  lived,  as  we  have  said,  ii)  ® 
middle  world  which  w'as  neither  Indian  nor  Western,  spoiled  for  the  Ind)*'’ 
w'ay  of  life,  but  often  unable  to  find  a  position  in  Indian  society  wdiic 
would  allow  them  to  live  their  own  version  of  a  Western  way  of 
At  the  university  they  studied  literature,  law,  and  political  science,  ^ 
subjects  which  emphasized  verbal  accomplishments.  Since  India  did  not 
provide  sufficient  jobs  for  such  accomplishments,  there  was  a  great  de 
of  “academic  unemployment,”  with  resulting  discontent  and  grooving 
radicalism.  The  career  of  Gandhi  was  a  result  of  the  efforts  of  0^^ 
man  to  avoid  this  problem  by  fusing  certain  elements  of  Western 
ing  with  a  purified  Hinduism  to  create  a  nationalist  Indian  way  of  1‘  ^ 
on  a  basically  moral  foundation. 

It  is  obvious  that  one  of  the  chief  effects  of  British  educational  poW 
has  been  to  increase  the  social  tensions  within  India  and  to  give  theiii 
political  orientation.  This  change  is  usually-  called  the  “rise  of 
nationalism,”  but  it  is  considerably  more  complex  than  this  simple 
might  imply.  It  began  to  rise  about  1890,  possibly  under  the  influence  ^ 
the  misfortunes  at  the  end  of  the  century,  grew  steadily-  until  it  re3che‘ 


THE  BUFFER  FRINGE  l6l 

^  crisis  stage  after  1917,  and  finally  emerged  in  the  long-drawn  crisis  of 
'930-1947. 

India’s  outlook  was  fundamentally  religious,  just  as  the  British  outlook 
fundamentally  political.  The  average  Indian  derived  from  his  religious 
ook  a  profound  conviction  that  the  material  world  and  physical  com- 
^  ^'’ere  irrelevant  and  unimportant  in  contrast  y'ith  such  spiritual  mat- 
P  proper  preparation  for  the  life  to  come  after  the  body’s  death, 

■■oni  his  English  education  the  average  Indian  student  derived  the  con- 
liberty  and  self-government  were  the  highest  goods  of  life 
rh  sought  by  such  resistance  to  authority  as  had  been  shown  in 

Carta,  the  opposition  to  Charles  I,  the  “Glorious  Revolution”  of 
9i  the  writings  of  John  Locke  and  of  John  Stuart  Mill,  and  the 
■  resistance  to  public  authority  found  in  nineteenth  century  liberal- 
and  laissez-faire.  These  two  points  of  view  tended  to  merge  in  the 
th  t  I'^^'an  intellectuals  into  a  point  of  view  in  w'hich  it  seemed 
.^'^gllsh  political  ideals  should  be  sought  by  Indian  methods  of 
'gious  fervor,  self-sacrifice,  and  contempt  for  material  welfare  or 
^  ysical  comforts.  As  a  result,  political  and  social  tensions  were  acerbated 
British  and  Indians,  between  \Vesternizers  and  Nationalists,  be- 
Hindus  and  Muslims,  between  Brahmins  and  lower  castes,  and 
members  and  outcastes. 

(jj:  early  part  of  the  nineteenth  century  there  had  been  a  revival 

in  Indian  languages  and  literatures.  This  revival  soon  revealed 
ev'rl  Hindu  ideas  and  practices  had  no  real  support  in  the  earliest 
Slice.  Since  these  later  innovations  included  some  of  the  most  ob- 
features  of  Hindu  life,  such  as  suttee,  child  marriage,  female 
image  worship,  and  extreme  polytheism,  a  movement  began 
stor  to  free  Hinduism  from  these  extraneous  elements  and  to  re- 

"•  ro  its  earlier  “purity”  by  emphasizing  ethics,  monotheism,  and  an 
Q  Jict  idea  of  deity.  This  tendency  was  reinforced  by  the  influence  of 
‘'ristianity  and  of’ Islam,  so  that  the  revived  Hinduism  was  really  a 
•  icsis  of  these  three  religions.  As  a  consequence  of  these  influences, 
and  basic,  Hindu  idea  of  Karma  was  played  down.  This  idea  main- 
^  that  each  individual  soul  reappeared  again  and  again,  throughout 
diff™*"^"’  ^  different  physical  form  and  in  a  different  social  status,  each 

^  srence  being  a  reward  or  punishment  for  the  soul’s  conduct  at  its 


previous 


ev  appearance.  There  was  no  real  hope  for  escape  from  this  cycle, 
ept  by  jj  gradual  improvement  through  a  long  series  of  successive  ap- 
ro  the  ultimate  goal  of  complete  obliteration  of  personality 
by  ultimate  mergence  in  the  soul  of  the  universe  {Brahma). 
achi^  (moksha)  from  the  endless  cycle  of  existence  could  be 

all  only  by  the  suppression  of  all  desire,  of  all  individuality,  and  of 
'’^'11  to  live, 
belief  in 


Karma  was  the  key  to  Hindu  ideology  and  to  Hindu 
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society,  explaining  not  only  the  emphasis  on  fate  and  resignation  to  fate, 
the  idea  that  man  was  a  part  of  nature  and  brother  to  the  beasts,  the  sub¬ 
mergence  of  individuality  and  the  lack  of  personal  ambition,  but  also 
specific  social  institutions  such  as  caste  or  even  suttee.  How  could  castes 
be  ended  if  these  are  God-given  gradations  for  the  rewards  or  punish¬ 
ments  earned  in  an  earlier  existence?  How  could  suttee  be  ended  if  ® 
wife  is  a  wife  through  all  eternit}’,  and  must  pass  from  one  life  to  an¬ 
other  when  her  husband  does? 

The  influence  of  Christianitv  and  of  Islam,  of  Western  ideas  and  oi 
British  education,  in  changing  Hindu  society  was  largely  a  consequence 
of  their  ability  to  reduce  the  average  Hindu's  faith  in  Karma.  One  of  the 
earliest  figures  in  this  growing  synthesis  of  Hinduism,  Christianity,  and 
Islam  was  Ram  Mohan  Roy  (i77’-i833),  founder  of  the  Brahma  Samaj 
Society  in  1828.  Another  was  Keshab  Chandra  Sen  (1841-1884),  who 
hoped  to  unite  Asia  and  Europe  into  a  common  culture  on  the  basis  of 
a  synthesis  of  the  common  elements  of  these  three  religions.  There 
were  many  reformers  of  this  type.  Their  most  notable  feature  was  that 
they  were  universalist  rather  than  nationalist  and  were  Westernizers  n' 
their  basic  inclinations.  About  1870  a  change  began  to  appear,  perhaps 
from  the  influence  of  Rama  Krishna  (1834-1886)  and  his  disciple  Swam' 
Vivekananda  (1862-1902),  founder  of  V^edanta.  This  new  tendency 
phasized  India’s  spiritual  power  as  a  higher  value  than  the  material  powcf 
of  the  West.  It  advocated  simplicity,  asceticism,  self-sacrific,  coopera¬ 
tion,  and  India’s  mission  to  spread  these  virtues  to  the  world.  One  of  rhe 
disciples  of  this  movement  was  Gopal  Krishna  Gokhale  (1866-1915)’ 
founder  of  the  Servants  of  India  Society  (1905).  This  was  a  small  band 
of  devoted  persons  who  took  vows  of  poverty  and  obedience,  to  regar 
all  Indians  as  brothers  irrespective  of  caste  or  creed,  and  to  engage  in  nc 
personal  quarrels.  The  members  scattered  among  the  most  diverse  group* 
of  India  to  teach,  to  weld  India  into  a  single  spiritual  unit,  and  to  seeh 
social  reform. 

In  time  these  movements  became  increasingly  nationalistic  and  anti' 
Western,  tending  to  defend  orthodox  Hinduism  rather  than  to  purify 
and  to  oppose  Westerners  rather  than  to  copy  them.  This  tendency  cui' 
minated  in  Bal  Gangathar  Tilak  (1859-1920),  a  Marathi  journalist  0 
Poona,  who  started  his  career  in  mathematics  and  latv  but  slowly 
veloped  a  passionte  love  for  Hinduism,  even  in  its  most  degrading  detail*' 
and  insisted  that  it  must  be  defended  against  outsiders,  even  with  violent®' 
He  was  not  opposed  to  reforms  which  appeared  as  spontaneous  develop 
ments  of  Indian  sentiment,  but  he  was  violently  opposed  to  any  attemp 
to  legislate  reform  from  above  or  to  bring  in  foreign  influences  ffo^^’ 
European  or  Christian  sources.  He  first  became  a  political  figure 
1891  when  he  vigorously  opposed  a  government  bill  which  would  ha' 
curtailed  child  marriage  by  fixing  the  age  of  consent  for  girls  at  tvvel'^ 
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Vears.  By  1897  using  his  paper  to  incite  to  murder  and  riots 

against  government  officials. 

A  British  official  who  foresaw  this  movement  toward  violent  nationalism 
early  as  1878  sought  to  divert  it  into  more  legal  and  more  construc- 
channels  by  establishing  the  Indian  National  Congress  in  1885.  The 
'Official  in  question,  Allan  Octavian  Hume  (1829-1912),  had  the  secret 
support  of  the  viceroy.  Lord  Dufferin.  Thev’^  hoped  to  assemble  each 
year  an  unofficial  congress  of  Indian  leaders  to  discuss  Indian  political 
■Matters  in  the  hope  that  this  experience  would  provide  training  in  the 
'forking  of  representative  institutions  and  parliamentary  government.  For 
twenty  years  tlie  Congress  agitated  for  extension  of  Indian  participation 
the  administration,  and  for  the  extension  of  representation  and  even¬ 
tually  of  parliamentary  government  within  the  British  system.  It  is  notable 
^  ®t  this  movement  renounced  violent  methods,  did  not  seek  separation 
tom  Britain,  and  aspired  to  form  a  government  based  on  the  British 
pattern. 


Support  for  the  movement  grew  very  slowly  at  first,  even  among 
•tidus,  and  there  was  open  opposition,  led  by  Sir  Saiyid  Ahmad  Khan, 
^mong  the  Muslims.  As  the  movement  gathered  momentum,  after  1890, 
l^^tiy  Britisli  officials  began  to  oppose  it.  At  the  same  time,  under  pressure 
°m  Tilak,  the  Congress  itself  advanced  its  demands  and  began  to  use 
,  onomic  pressure  to  obtain  these.  As  a  result,  after  1900,  fewer  Muslims 
’'he  Congress;  there  were  156  Muslims  out  of  702  delegates  in 
90,  but  only  17  out  of  756  in  1905.  All  these  forces  came  to  a  head  in 
904-1907  when  the  Congress,  for  the  first  time,  demanded  self-govern- 
m  w  ithin  the  empire  for  India  and  approved  the  use  of  economic  pres- 
(boycott)  against  Britain. 

.  .  0  Japanese  victory  over  Russia  in  1905,  which  was  regarded  as  an 
triumph  over  Europe,  the  Russian  revolt  of  1905,  the  growing 
,  Tilak  over  Gokhale  in  the  Indian  National  Congress,  and 

’fativ^  ^Siration  over  Lord  Curzon’s  efforts  to  push  through  an  adminis- 
K— ‘division  of  the  huge  province  of  Bengal  (population  78  million) 


ought  matters  to  a  head.  There  was  open  agitation  by  Hindu  ex- 
In  English  blood  to  satisfy  the  goddess  of  destruction.  Kali. 

th„  ^pdian  National  Congress  of  1907,  the  followers  of  Tilak  stormed 


the  ixational  t^ongress 

lui'  ^  and  disrupted  the  meeting.  Much  impressed  with  the  revo- 

’lonary  violence  in  Russia  against  the  czar  and  in  Ireland  against  the 
bous^  ’  S™’’?  advocated  the  use  of  terrorism  rather  than  of  peti- 

'912^  ^ttdia.  The  viceroy.  Lord  Hardinge,  was  wounded  by  a  bomb  in 
bents  ’’^any  years,  racial  intolerance  against  Indians  by  English  resi- 
^’•udied^-  been  growing,  and  was  increasingly'  manifested  in 

form  j  and  even  physical  assaults.  In  1906  a  Muslim  League  vt'as 

British  opposition  to  the  Hindu  e.xtremists  and  in  support  of  the 
position,  but  in  1913  it  also  demanded  self-government.  Tilak ’.s 
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group  boycotted  the  Indian  National  Congress  for  nine  years  (igoj- 
1916),  and  Tilak  lumself  was  in  prison  for  sedition  for  six  years  (1908- 
1914). 

The  constitutional  development  of  India  did  not  stand  still  during 
this  tumult.  In  1861  appointive  councils  with  advisory  powers  had  been 
created,  both  at  the  center  to  assist  the  viceroy  and  in  the  provinces. 
These  had  nonofficial  as  well  as  official  members,  and  the  provincial  ones 
had  certain  legislative  powers,  but  all  these  activities  were  under  strict 
executive  control  and  veto.  In  1892  these  powers  were  widened  to  alio"' 
discussion  of  administrative  questions,  and  various  nongovernmental 
groups  (called  “communities”)  were  allowed  to  suggest  individuals  for 
the  unofficial  seats  in  the  councils. 


A  third  act,  of  1909,  passed  bv  the  Liberal  government  with  John 
(Lord)  .Motley  as  secretary  of  state  and  Lord  Minto  as  viceroy,  enlarget* 
the  councils,  making  a  nonofficial  majority  in  the  provincial  councils,  al' 
lowed  the  councils  to  vote  on  all  issues,  and  gave  the  right  to  elect 
the  nonofficial  members  to  various  communal  groups,  including  Hindus, 
Muslims,  and  Sikhs,  on  a  fi.xed  ratio.  This  last  provision  was  a  disaster- 
By  establishing  separate  electoral  lists  for  various  religious  groups,  it  en¬ 
couraged  religious  extremism  in  all  groups,  made  it  likely  that  the  more 
extremist  candidates  would  be  successful,  and  made  religious  differences 
the  basic  and  irreconcilable  fact  of  political  life.  By  giving  religious 
minorities  more  seats  than  their  actual  proportions  of  the  electorate  en¬ 
titled  them  to  (a  principle  known  as  “weightage”),  it  made  it  political!)' 
advantageous  to  be  a  minoritv.  By  emphasizing  minority  rights  (in  which 
they  did  believe)  over  majorirv''  rule  (in  which  they  did  not  believe)  th^ 
British  made  religion  a  permanently  disruptive  force  in  political  life,  nnu 
encouraged  the  resulting  acerbated  e.xtremism  to  work  out  its  rivaln^* 
outside  the  constitutional  framework  and  the  scope  of  legal  action  1” 
riots  rather  than  at  the  polls  or  in  political  assemblies.  Moreover,  as  soo*’ 
as  the  British  had  given  the  Muslims  this  special  constitutional  position  ij’ 
1909  they  lost  the  support  of  the  .Muslim  community  in  1911-1919.  Th'^ 
loss  of  Muslim  support  was  the  result  of  several  factors.  Curzon’s  div' 
sion  of  Bengal,  y  hich  the  .Muslims  had  supported  (since  it  gave  them 
Bengal  as  a  separate  area  with  a  .Muslim  majority)  was  countermande 
in  1911  without  any  notice  to  the  .Muslims.  British  foreign  policy 
1911  was  increasingly  anti-Turkish,  and  thus  opposed  to  the  calip 
(the  religious  leader  of  the  .Muslims).  As  a  result  the  Muslim  Leagi^^ 
called  for  self-government  for  India  for  the  first  time  in  1913,  and  fot**^ 
years  later  formed  an  alliance  with  the  Indian  National  Congress  wln^-' 
continued  until  1924. 

In  1909,  while  Philip  Kerr  (Lothian),  Lionel  Curtis,  and  (Sir)  Will'*'’’ 
.Marris  were  in  Canada  laying  the  foundations  for  the  Round  Tabic  of 
ganization  there,  .Marris  persuaded  Curtis  that  “self-government,  -  • 
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I'O'vever  far  distant  was  the  only  intelligible  goal  of  British  policy  in 
’^“'3  .  .  .  the  existence  of  political  unrest  in  India,  so  far  from  being  a 
reason  for  pessimism,  was  the  surest  sign  that  the  British,  with  all  their 
Manifest  failings,  had  not  shirked  their  primary  duty  of  extending  west- 
education  to  India  and  so  preparing  Indians  to  govern  themselves.” 
our  years  later  the  Round  Table  group  in  London  decided  to  investi- 
giire  how  this  could  be  done.  It  formed  a  study  group  of  eight  members, 
^nder  Curtis,  adding  to  the  group  three  officials  from  the  India  Office. 

ois  group  decided,  in  1915,  to  issue  a  public  declaration  favoring  “the 
progressi\^e  realization  of  responsible  government  in  India.”  A  declara- 
bon  to  this  effect  was  drawn  up  by  Lord  Milner  and  v'as  issued  on 
j  'igust  20,  1917,  by  Secretary  of  State  for  India  Edwin  S.  Montagu. 
^  said  that  “the  policy  of  His  Majesty’s  Government,  with  which  the 
overnment  of  India  are  in  complete  accord,  is  that  of  the  increasing 
association  of  Indians  in  every  branch  of  the  administration  and  the 
gradual  development  of  self-governing  institutions  with  a  view  to  the 
progressive  realisation  of  responsible  government  in  India  as  an  integral 
part  of  the  British  Empire.” 

This  declaration  was  revolutionary  because,  for  the  first  time,  it  spe- 
incally  enunciated  British  hopes  for  India’s  future  and  because  it  used, 
or  the  first  time,  the  words  “responsible  government.”  The  British  had 
spoken  vaguely  for  over  a  century  about  “self-government”  for  India; 
oey  had  spoken  increasingly  about  “representative  government”;  but  they 
ad  consistently  avoided  the  expression  “responsible  government.”  This 
‘  term  meant  parliamentary  government,  which  most  English  con- 
rervatives  regarded  as  quite  unsuited  for  Indian  conditions,  since  it  re¬ 
volted,  they  believed,  an  educated  electorate  and  a  homogeneous  social 
system,  both  of  which  were  lacking  in  India.  The  conservatives  had 
ked  for  years  about  ultimate  self-government  for  India  on  some  in- 
‘g<^nous  Indian  model,  but  had  done  nothing  to  find  such  a  model.  Then, 
'"thout  any  clear  conception  of  U'here  they  were  going,  they  had  intro- 
Oed  renresentativp  onvpmmpnr  ”  in  which  the  executive  consulted  with 


oed  representative  government,”  in  which  the  executive  consulted  with 
P  blic  opinion  through  representatives  of  the  people  (either  appointed,  as 
n  1861,  or  elected,  as  in  1909),  but  with  the  executive  still  autocratic  and 
„  "'ay  responsible  to  these  representatives.  The  use  of  the  expression 
responsible  government”  in  the  declaration  of  1917  went  back  to  the 
ound  Table  group  and  ultimately  to  the  .Marris-Curtis  conversation  in 
j  Canadian  Rockies  in  1909. 

o  the  meantime,  the  Round  Table  study-group  had  worked  for  three 
■,  ('913-1916)  on  methods  for  carrying  out  this  promise.  Through 

influence  of  Curtis  and  F.  S.  Oliver  the  federal  constitution  of  the 
^  nited  States  contributed  a  good  deal  to  the  drafts  which  w  ere  made, 
.^^P^^'ally  to  provisions  for  dividing  governmental  activities  into  central 
provincial  portions,  with  gradual  Indianization  of  the  latter  and 
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ultimately  of  the  former.  This  approach  to  the  problem  was  named 
“dyarchy”  by  Curtis.  The  Round  Table  draft  was  sent  to  the  Governor 
of  New  South  Wales,  Lord  Chelmsford,  a  Fellow  of  All  Souls  College, 
who  believed  that  it  came  from  an  official  committee  of  the  India  Office. 
After  he  accepted  it  in  principle  he  was  made  Viceroy  of  India  in  1916. 
Cuicis  went  to  India  immediately  to  consult  with  local  authorities  there 
(including  Aleston,  Marris,  Hailev,  and  the  retired  Tmies  Foreign  Editor, 
Sir  Valentine  Chirol)  as  well  as  with  Indians.  From  these  conferences 
emerged  a  report,  written  by  .Marris,  w  hich  w  as  issued  as  the  Montagu- 
Chelmsford  Report  in  1917.  The  provisions  of  this  report  were  drawn  up 
as  a  bill,  passed  by  Parliament  (after  substantial  revision  by  a  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  under  Lord  Selborne)  and  became  the  Government  of  India  Act 
of  1919. 

The  Act  of  1919  w^as  the  most  important  law  in  Indian  constitutional 
history  before  1935.  It  divided  governmental  activities  into  “central”  and 
“provincial.”  The  former  included  defense,  foreign  affairs,  railways 
and  communications,  commerce,  civil  and  criminal  law  and  procedures  and 
others;  the  latter  included  public  order  and  police,  irrigation,  forests,  edu¬ 
cation,  public  health,  public  w’orks,  and  other  activities.  Furthermore,  the 
provincial  activities  w'ere  divided  into  “transferred”  departments  and 
“reserved”  departments,  the  former  being  entrusted  to  native  ministers 
who  were  responsible  to  provincial  assemblies.  The  central  government 
remained  in  the  hands  of  the  governor-general  and  viceroy,  who  was 
responsible  to  Britain  and  not  to  the  Indian  Legislature.  His  Cabinet 
(Executive  Council)  usually  had  three  Indian  members  after  1921.  The 
legislature  was  bicameral,  consisting  of  a  Council  of  State  and  a  Legis- 
tive  Assembly.  In  both,  some  members  xvere  appointed  officials,  but  the 
majority’^  were  elected  on  a  very'  restricted  suffrage.  There  were,  on  the 
electoral  lists,  no  more  than  900,000  voters  for  the  lower  chamber  and  only 
1 6,000  for  the  upper  chamber.  The  provincial  unicameral  legislatures 
had  a  wider,  but  still  limited,  franchise,  wnth  about  a  million  on  the  list 
of  voters  in  Bengal,  half  as  many  in  Bombay'.  .Moreover,  certain  seats,  on 
the  principle  of  ‘Sveightage,”  w'ere  reserved  to  Muslims  elected  by  a 
separate  Aluslim  electoral  list.  Both  legislatures  had  the  power  to  enact 
laws,  subject  to  rather  extensive  powders  of  veto  and  of  decree  in  the 
hands  of  the  governor-general  and  the  appointed  provincial  governors. 
Only  the  “transferred”  departments  of  the  provincial  governments  were 
responsible  to  elective  assemblies,  the  “reser\'ed”  activities  on  the  prO' 
vincial  level  and  all  activities  in  the  central  administration  being  respon¬ 
sible  to  the  appointed  governors  and  governor-general  and  ultimately  tn 
Britain. 

It  was  hoped  that  the  Act  of  1919  w'ould  provide  opportunities  n' 
parliamentary  procedures,  responsible  government,  and  administration  to 
Indians  so  that  self-government  could  be  extended  by  successive  step* 
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^3ter,  but  these  hopes  were  destroyed  in  the  disasters  of  19 19-192 2.  The 
'’lolence  of  British  reactionaries  collided  with  the  nonviolent  refusal  to 
^operate  of  xVIahatma  Gandhi,  crushing  out  the  hopes  of  the  Round 
sble  reformers  between  them. 

Mohandas  Karamchand  Gandhi  (1869-1948),  known  as  “Mahatma,” 
‘Great  Soul,”  was  the  son  and  grandson  of  prime  ministers  of  a 
^inute  princely  state  in  western  India.  Of  the  Vaisya  caste  (third  of  the 
he  grew  up  in  a  very  religious  and  ascetic  atmosphere  of 
*^induism.  Married  at  thirteen  and  a  father  at  fifteen,  Gandhi  was  sent 
to  England  to  study  law  b)'  his  older  brother  when  he  was  set'enteen. 
t>ch  a  voyage  was  forbidden  by  the  rules  of  his  caste,  and  he  was 
expelled  from  it  for  going.  Before  he  left  he  gave  a  vow  to  his  family 
*t°t  to  touch  wine,  women,  or  meat.  After  three  years  in  England  he 
Passed  the  bar  at  Inner  Temple.  .Most  of  his  time  in  Europe  was  passed 
dilettante  fads,  experimenting  with  vegetarian  diets  and  self-adminis- 
•^^ted  medicines  or  in  religious  or  ethical  discussions  with  English  faddists 
®^d  Indiophiles.  He  was  much  troubled  by  religious  scruples  and  feelings 
guilt.  Back  in  India  in  1891,  he  was  a  failure  as  a  lawyer  because  of 
inarticulate  lack  of  assurance  and  his  real  lack  of  interest  in  the  law. 
^  1893  a  Muslim  firm  sent  him  to  Natal,  South  Africa,  on  a  case.  There 
^dhi  found  his  vocation. 

he  population  of  Natal  in  1896  consisted  of  50,000  Europeans,  mostly 
ugJish,  400,000  African  natives,  and  51,000  Indians,  chiefly  outcastes. 
e  last  group  had  been  imported  from  India,  chiefly  as  indentured  w’ork- 
on  three  or  five-year  contracts,  to  work  the  humid  low'land  plan- 
a  10ns  where  the  Negroes  refused  to  work.  Most  of  the  Indians  stayed, 
their  contracts  were  fulfilled,  and  were  so  industrious  and  intelli- 
p-  began  to  rise  very  rapidly  in  an  economic  sense,  espe- 

y  in  the  retail  trades.  The  whites,  who  were  often  indolent,  resented 
nant  from  dark-skinned  persons  and  were  generallt'  indig- 

.j,  at  Indian  economic  success.  As  Lionel  Curtis  told  Gandhi  in  the 
ransvaal  in  1903,  “It  is  not  the  vices  of  Indians  that  Europeans  in  this 
VV  fear  but  their  virtues.” 

lik  Gandhi  first  arrived  in  Natal  in  1893,  he  found  that  that  country, 
most  of  South  Africa,  was  rent  with  color  hatred  and  group  ani- 
^  ities.  All  political  rights  were  in  the  hands  of  whites,  while  the 
^  )  iites  were  subjected  to  various  kinds  of  social  and  economic  dis- 

iuH  and  segregations.  When  Gandhi  first  appeared  in  court,  the 

Q  ge  ordered  him  to  remove  his  turban  (worn  with  European  clothes); 

refused,  and  left.  Later,  traveling  on  business  in  a  first-class  rail- 
fist  ibe  Transvaal,  he  was  ejected  from  the  train  at  the  in- 

I'aiKv^^  a  white  passenger.  He  spent  a  bitterly  cold  night  on  the 
*^ent^^  Platform  rather  than  move  to  a  second-  or  third-class  compart- 
^  when  he  had  been  sold  a  first-class  ticket.  For  the  rest  of  his  life  Ite 
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traveled  only  third  class.  In  the  Trans\-aal  he  was  unable  to  get  a  room  in 
a  hotel  because  of  his  color.  These  episodes  gave  him  his  new  vocation: 
to  establish  that  Indians  u'ere  citizens  of  the  British  Empire  and  there¬ 
fore  entitled  to  equality  under  its  laws.  He  was  determined  to  use  only 
peaceful  methods  of  passive  mass  noncooperation  to  achieve  his  goal.  His 
chief  weapon  \vould  be  love  and  submissiv'eness,  even  to  those  who  treated 
him  most  brutally.  His  refusal  to  fear  death  or  to  avoid  pain  and  his 
efforts  to  return  love  to  those  who  tried  to  inflict  injuries  upon  him  made 
a  powerful  weapon,  especially  if  it  were  practiced  on  a  mass  basis. 

Gandhi’s  methods  were  really  derived  from  his  owm  Hindu  tradition, 
but  certain  elements  in  this  tradition  had  been  reinforced  by  reading 
Ruskin,  Thoreau,  Tolstoi,  and  the  Sermon  on  the  .Mount.  WIten  he  was 
brutally  beaten  bv  whites  in  Natal  in  1897,  he  refused  to  prosecute, 
saying  that  it  was  not  their  fault  that  they  had  been  taught  evil  ideas. 

These  methods  gave  the  Indians  of  South  Africa  a  temporary  respite 
from  the  burden  of  intolerance  under  Gandhi’s  leadership  in  the  period 
1893-1914.  When  the  Transvaal  proposed  an  ordinance  compelling  all 
Indians  to  register,  be  fingerprinted,  and  carry  identity  cards  at  all  times, 
Gandlii  organized  a  mass,  peaceful  refusal  to  register.  Hundreds  went 
to  jail.  Smuts  worked  out  a  compromise  with  Gandhi:  if  the  Indians  would 
register  “voluntarily”  the  Transvaal  would  repeal  the  ordinance.  After 
Gandhi  had  persuaded  his  compatriots  to  register,  Smuts  failed  to  carry 
out  his  part  of  the  agreement,  and  the  Indians  solemnly  burned  their 
registration  cards  at  a  mass  meeting.  Then,  to  test  the  Transvaal  ban  ou 
Indian  immigration,  Gandhi  organized  mass  marches  of  Indians  into  the 
Transvaal  from  Natal.  Others  went  from  the  Transvaal  to  Natal  and  re¬ 
turned,  being  arrested  for  crossing  the  frontier.  At  one  time  2,500  of  the 
1 3,000  Indians  in  the  Transvaal  were  in  jail  and  6,000  were  in  exile. 

The  struggle  was  intensified  after  the  creation  of  the  Union  of  South 
Africa  in  1910  because  the  Transvaal  restrictions  on  Indians,  which  fot' 
bade  them  to  own  land,  to  live  outside  segregated  districts,  or  to  vote, 
were  not  repealed,  and  a  Supreme  Court  decision  of  1913  declared  ah 
non-Christian  marriages  to  be  legally  invalid.  This  last  decision  deprived 
most  nonwhite  wives  and  children  of  all  legal  protection  of  their  family 
rights.  Mass  civil  disobedience  by  Indians  increased,  including  a  march  by 
6,000  from  Natal  to  the  Transvaal.  Finally,  after  much  controvetsVi 
Gandhi  and  Smuts  worked  out  an  elaborate  compromise  agreement  i'’ 
1914.  This  revoked  some  of  the  discriminations  against  Indians  in  South 
Airica,  recognized  Indian  marriages,  annulled  a  discriminatory  £  3  annuj> 
tax  on  Indians,  and  stopped  all  importation  of  indentured  labor  from  lud'^* 
in  1920.  Peace  was  restored  in  this  civil  controversy  just  in  time  to 
permit  a  united  front  in  the  e.xternal  war  with  Germany.  But  in  Sout 
Africa  by  1914  Gandhi  had  worked  out  the  techniques  he  would  use 
against  the  British  in  India  after  1919. 
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Until  1919  Gandhi  w  as  very  loyal  to  the  British  connection.  Both  in 
outh  Africa  and  in  India  he  had  found  that  the  English  from  England 
much  more  tolerant  and  understanding  than  most  of  the  English- 
speaking  whites  of  middle-class  origin  in  the  overseas  areas.  In  the  Boer 
Tar  he  was  the  active  leader  of  an  i,ioo-man  Indian  ambulance  corps 
S^hich  worked  with  inspiring  courage  even  under  fire  on  the  field  of 
“ttle.  During  World  War  1,  he  w’orked  constantly  on  recruiting  cam¬ 
paigns  for  the  British  forces.  On  one  of  these  in  1915  he  said,  “I  discov- 
fi'ed  that  the  British  Empire  had  certain  ideals  with  which  I  have  fallen 
in  love,  and  one  of  these  ideals  is  that  every  subject  of  the  British  Em- 
Pn^c  has  the  free,st  scope  possible  for  his  energy  and  honor  and  whatever 
^  thinks  is  due  to  his  conscience.”  By  1918  this  apostle  of  nonviolence 
saying;  “We  are  regarded  as  a  cowardly  people.  If  w’e  want  to 
Come  free  from  that  reproach,  we  should  learn  to  use  arms.  .  .  .  Part¬ 
nership  in  the  Empire  is  our  definite  goal.  We  should  suffer  to  the 
ntmost  of  our  ability  and  even  lay  dowm  our  lives  to  defend  the  Empire, 
the  Empire  perishes,  with  it  perishes  our  cherished  aspiration.” 
uring  this  period  Gandhi’s  asceticism  and  his  opposition  to  all  kinds 
n  discrimination  were  winning  him  an  outstanding  moral  position  among 
c  Indian  people.  He  was  opposed  to  all  violence  and  bloodshed,  to 
cohol,  meat,  and  tobacco,  even  to  the  eating  of  milk  and  eggs,  and  to 
(even  in  marriage).  More  than  this,  he  was  opposed  to  Western  indus¬ 
trialism,  to  Western  science  and  medicine,  and  to  the  use  of  Western 
^  her  than  Indian  languages.  He  demanded  that  his  followers  make  fixed 
quotas  of  homespun  cotton  each  dav,  wore  a  minimum  of  homespun 
othing  himself,  spun  on  a  small  w  heel  throughout  all  his  daily  activities, 
jU  small  hand  spinning  wheel  as  the  symbol  of  his  movement— 

this  in  order  to  signify  the  honorable  nature  of  handw'ork,  the  need 
or  Indian  economic  self-sufficiency,  and  his  opposition  to  Western  in- 
He  w'orked  for  equality  for  the  untouchables,  calling  them 
ods  children”  (Harijans),  associating  with  them  whenever  he  could, 
^^ing  them  into  his  own  home,  even  adopting  one  as  his  own  daughter, 
lot  relieve  economic  oppression,  organizing  strikes  against 

'''ages  or  miserable  w'orking  conditions,  supporting  the  strikers 
nioney  he  had  gathered  from  India’s  richest  Hindu  industrialists, 
attacked  Western  medicine  and  sanitation,  supported  all  kinds  of 
r-  rnedical  nostrums  and  ev^en  quackert%  yet  w'ent  to  a  Western- 
eel  surgeon  for  an  operation  w'hen  he  had  appendicitis  himself.  Sim- 
Itcal^  preached  against  the  use  of  milk,  but  drank  goat’s  rmlk  for  his 


Sin^  ^‘‘'^’rl'tess.  Similarly,  he  permitted  handspun  cotton  to  be  sewn  on 
Ser  sew'ing  machines,  and  conceded  that  Western-type  factories  were 
^ssary  to  provide  such  machines. 


much  of  his  life.  These  inconsistencies  he  attributed  to  his  owm 


Dui 


‘ring  this  period  he  discovered  that  his  personal  fasts  from  food. 
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which  he  had  long  practiced,  could  be  used  as  moral  weapons  against 
those  who  opposed  him  while  they  strengthened  his  moral  hold  over 
those  who  supported  him.  “1  fasted,"  he  said,  “to  reform  those  who  loved 
me.  You  cannot  fast  against  a  tyrant.”  Gandhi  never  seemed  to  recog¬ 
nize  that  his  fasting  and  nonviolent  civil  disobedience  were  effective 
against  the  British  in  India  and  in  South  Africa  only  to  the  degree 
that  the  British  had  the  qualities  of  humanity,  decency,  generosity,  and 
fair  play  which  he  most  admired,  but  that  by  attacking  the  British  through 
these  virtues  he  was  weakening  Britain  and  the  class  which  possessed 
these  virtues  and  making  it  more  likely  that  they  would  be  replaced  by 
nations  and  by  leaders  who  did  not  have  these  virtues.  Certainly  Hitler 
and  the  Germans  who  e.xterminated  six  million  Jews  in  cold  bood  during 
World  War  II  would  not  have  shared  the  reluctance  of  Smuts  to  im¬ 
prison  a  few  thousand  Indians  or  Lord  Halifax’s  reluctance  to  see  Gandhi 
starve  himself  to  death.  This  was  the  fatal  weakness  of  Gandhi’s  aims  and 
his  methods,  but  these  aims  and  methods  were  so  dear  to  Indian  hearts 
and  so  selflessly  pursued  by  Gandhi  that  he  rapidly  became  the  spiritual 
leader  of  the  Indian  National  Congress  after  Gokhale’s  death  in  ipG- 
In  this  position  Gandhi  by  his  spiritual  power  succeeded  in  something 
which  no  earlier  Indian  leader  had  achieved  and  few  had  hoped  for:  he 
spread  political  awareness  and  nationalist  feeling  from  the  educated  class 
down  into  the  great  uneducated  mass  of  the  Indian  people. 

This  mass  and  Gandhi  expected  and  demanded  a  greater  degree  of  self- 
government  after  the  end  of  World  War  I.  The  Act  of  1919  provided 
that,  and  probably  provided  as  much  of  it  as  the  political  experience 
of  Indians  entitled  them  to.  .Moreover,  the  Act  anticipated  expansion  of 
the  areas  of  self-government  as  Indian  political  experience  increased.  But 
the  Act  was  largely  a  failure,  because  Gandhi  had  aroused  political  am¬ 
bitions  in  great  masses  of  Indians  who  lacked  experience  in  political 
activities,  and  these  demands  gave  rise  to  intense  opposition  to  Indian 
self-government  in  British  circles  which  did  not  share  the  ideals  of  the 
Round  Table  group.  Finally,  the  actions  of  this  British  opposition  drove 
Gandhi  from  “nonresistance”  through  complete  “noncooperation,”  to 
“civil  disobedience,”  thus  destroying  the  whole  purpose  of  the  Act  of 
1919. 

.Many  British  conservatives  both  at  home  and  in  India  opposed  the 
Act  of  1919.  Lord  Ampthill,  who  had  long  experience  in  India  and  had 
valiantly  supported  Gandhi  in  South  Africa,  attacked  the  Act  and 
Lionel  Curtis  for  making  it.  In  the  House  of  Lords  he  said:  “The  iU' 
credible  fact  is  that,  but  for  the  chance  visit  to  India  of  a  globe-trotting 
doctrinaire  with  a  positive  mania  for  constitution-mongering  [Curtis]< 
nobody  in  the  world  would  ever  have  thought  of  so  peculiar  a  notion  as 
Dyarchy.  And  yet  the  Joint  [Selbome]  Committee  tells  us  in  an  aiiT 
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•iianner  that  no  better  plan  can  be  conceived.”  In  India  men  like  the 
governor  of  the  Punjab,  Sir  Michael  O’Dwyer,  were  even  more  emphati- 
cally  opposed  to  Indian  self-government  or  Indian  nationalist  agitation, 
'lany  Conservatives  M’ho  were  determined  to  maintain  the  empire  intact 
could  not  see  how  this  could  be  done  without  India  as  the  major  jewel 
as  in  the  nineteenth  century.  India  not  only  provided  a  large  share  of 
•^he  manpower  in  the  peacetime  imperial  army,  but  this  army  was  largely 
Rationed  in  India  and  paid  for  out  of  the  revenues  of  the  Government  of 
Ouia.  Moreover,  this  self-paying  manpower  pool  was  beyond  the  scrutiny 
°  the  British  reformer  as  well  as  the  British  ta.xpayer.  The  older  Tories, 
"'tth  their  strong  army  connections,  and  others,  like  Winston  Churchill, 
'''*th  an  appreciation  of  military  matters,  did  not  see  how  England  could 
®ce  the  military  demands  of  the  twentieth  century  without  Indian  mili- 
manpower,  at  least  in  colonial  areas. 

Instead  of  getting  more  freedom  at  the  end  of  the  war  in  1918,  the 
nians  got  less.  The  conservative  group  pushed  through  the  Roulatt  Act 
^®'^ch  1919.  This  continued  most  of  the  wartime  restrictions  on  civil 
erties  in  India,  to  be  used  to  control  nationalist  agitations.  Gandhi  called 
Civil  disobedience  and  a  series  of  scattered  local  general  strikes 
^  ^neh)  in  protest.  These  actions  led  to  violence,  especially  to  Indian 
^^tacks  on  the  British.  Gandhi  bewailed  this  violence,  and  inflicted  a 
S6Venty-tvvo-hour  fast  on  himself  as  penance. 

^  Amritsar  an  Englishwoman  was  attacked  in  the  street  (April  10, 
*919).  The  Congress  Party  leaders  in  the  city  were  deported,  and 
'gadier  R.  E.  H.  Dyer  was  sent  to  restore  order.  On  arrival  he  pro¬ 
to  h  processions  and  meetings;  then,  without  waiting  for  the  order 
c  publicized,  went  with  fifty  men  to  disperse  with  gunfire  a  meeting 
ready  in  progress  (April  13,  1919).  He  fired  1,650  bullets  into  a  dense 
ties^^  P^^ked  in  a  square  with  inadequate  exits,  inflicting  1,516  casual- 
of  which  379  met  death.  Leaving  the  wounded  untended  on  the 
Ind^^^’  Dyer  returned  to  his  office  and  issued  an  order  that  all 

lans  passing  through  the  street  where  the  Englishwoman  had  been 
Th  ^  ^  week  before  must  do  so  by  crawling  on  hands  and  knees. 

re  IS  no  doubt  that  General  Dyer  w'as  looking  for  trouble.  In  his  own 
Was  ^  made  up  my  mind  I  would  do  all  men  to  death.  ...  It 
jj  ^  longer  a  question  of  merely  dispersing  the  crowd,  but  one  of 
^  Ucing  a  sufficient  moral  effect  from  a  military  point  of  view  not 
were  present,  but  more  especially  throughout  the 

Th 

Hu  ^  ^**^^^rion  might  still  have  been  saved  from  Dyer’s  barbarity  but  the 
^  nter  Committee,  which  investigated  the  atrocity,  refused  to  condemn 
for  “a  grave  error  of  judgment”  and  “an  honest  but  mistaken 
option  of  duty.”  A  majority  of  the  House  of  Lords  approved  his 
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action  bv  refusing  to  censure  him,  and,  when  the  government  forced  him 
to  resign  from  the  army,  his  admirers  in  England  presented  him  with  a 
sword  and  a  purse  of  £20,000. 

At  this  point  Gandhi  committed  a  grave  error  of  judgment.  In  order  to 
solidify  the  alliance  of  Hindu  and  .Muslim  which  had  been  in  existence 
since  1917,  he  supported  the  Khilafat  movement  of  Indian  Muslims  to 
obtain  a  lenient  peace  treaty  for  the  Turkish  sultan  (and  caliph)  follow¬ 
ing  World  War  I.  Gandhi  suggested  that  the  Khilafat  adopt  “noncoop¬ 
eration”  against  Britain  to  enforce  its  demands.  This  would  have  in¬ 
volved  a  boycott  of  British  goods,  schools,  law  courts,  offices,  honors, 
and  of  all  goods  subject  to  British  taxes  (such  as  alcohol).  This  was  an 
error  of  judgment  because  the  sultan  was  soon  overthrown  by  his  own 
people  organized  in  a  Turkish  Nationalist  movement  and  seeking  a  secu¬ 
larized  Turkish  state,  in  spite  of  all  Britain  was  already  doing  (both  in 
public  and  in  private)  to  support  him.  Thus,  the  Khilafat  movement 
was  seeking  to  force  Britain  to  do  something  it  already  wanted  to  do  and 
was  not  able  to  do.  Moreover,  by  bringing  up  “noncooperation”  as  fl 
weapon  against  the  British,  Gandhi  had  opened  a  number  of  doors  he 
had  no  desire  to  open,  with  very  bad  consequences  for  India. 

At  the  Indian  National  Congress  of  December,  1919,  Tilak  and  Gandhi 
were  the  leading  figures.  Both  were  willing  to  accept  the  Montagu- 
Chelmsford  Reforms,  Tilak  because  he  believed  this  would  be  the  best 
way  to  prove  that  they  were  not  adequate.  But  on  August  i,  192°’ 
Gandhi  proclaimed  “noncooperation”  in  behalf  of  the  Khilafat  movement. 
On  the  same  day  Tilak  died,  leaving  Gandhi  as  undisputed  leader  of  the 
Congress.  At  the  1920  meeting  he  won  unanimous  approval  for  “non- 
cooperation,”  and  then  moved  a  resolution  for  S'u;araj  (self-rule)  either 
within  or  outside  the  British  Empire.  The  Muslims  in  Congress,  led  by 
Muhammad  Ah  Jinnah,  refused  to  accept  an  independent  India  outside 
the  British  Empire  because  this  would  subject  tbe  Muslims  to  a  Hindu 
majority  without  Britain’s  protecting  restraint.  As  a  result,  from  that 
point,  many  Muslims  left  the  Congress. 

Noncooperation  was  a  great  public  success.  But  it  did  not  get  self-tul^ 
for  India,  and  made  the  country  less  fitted  for  self-rule  by  making 
impossible  for  Indians  to  get  e.xperience  in  government  under  the  Act  ot 
1919.  Thousands  of  Indians  gave  up  medals  and  honors,  gave  up  rh£ 
practice  of  law  in  British  courts,  left  the  British  schools,  and  biirne^ 
British  goods.  Gandhi  held  great  mass  meetings  at  which  thousands  0 
persons  stripped  themselves  of  their  foreign  clothing  to  throw  it  on  rag' 
ing  bonfires.  This  did  not,  however,  give  them  training  in  government,  b 
merely  roused  nationalist  violence.  On  February  1,  1922,  Gandhi  JU' 
formed  the  viceroy  that  he  w’as  about  to  begin  mass  civil  disobedienc<!’ 
in  one  district  at  a  time,  beginning  in  Bardoli  near  Bombay.  Civil  diS" 
obedience,  including  refusal  to  pay  taxes  or  obey  the  law’s,  was  a  step 
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^yond  noncooperation,  since  it  involved  illegal  acts  rather  than  legal 
ones.  On  February  5,  192:,  a  Hindu  mob  attacked  twenty-two  police 
oonstables  and  killed  them  bv  burning  the  police  station  down  over  their 
sads.  In  horror  Gandhi  canceled  the  campaign  against  Britain.  He  was 
once  arrested  and  condemned  to  six  years  in  prison  for  sedition. 

Very  great  damage  had  been  done  by  the  events  of  1919-1922.  Britain 
'‘nd  India  v^re  alienated  to  the  point  where  they  no  longer  trusted  one 
^i^other.  The  Congress  Party  itself  had  been  split,  the  moderates  forming 
3  new  group  called  the  Indian  Liberal  Federation.  The  .Muslims  had  also 
Vi  *'  r  Congress  Party  to  a  large  extent  and  gone  to  strengthen  the 
'^shrn  League.  From  this  point  onward,  Muslim-Hindu  riots  were 
^^nual  occurrences  in  India.  And  finally  the  boycott  had  crippled  the 
nntagu-Chelmsford  Reforms,  almost  two-thirds  of  the  eligible  voters 
c  using  to  vote  in  the  Councils  elections  of  November,  1920. 


IRELAND  TO  I939 

^  While  the  Indian  crisis  was  at  its  height  in  1919-1922,  an  even  more 
ent  crisis  was  raging  in  Ireland.  Throughout  the  nineteenth  century 
^ud  had  been  agitated  by  grievances  of  long  standing.  The  three  major 
r  lems  were  agrarian,  religious,  and  political.  The  Cromwellian  con- 
lan^d*^  Ireland  in  the  seventeenth  century  had  transferred  much  Irish 
,  as  plunder  of  war,  to  absentee  English  landlords.  In  consequence 
°  Irisecure  tenure,  lack  of  improvements,  and  legalized  economic 

(q"  Citation,  supported  by  English  judges  and  English  soldiers,  gave  rise 
agrarian  unrest  and  rural  atrocities  against  English  lives  and 

with  Gladstone’s  Land  Act  of  1870,  the  agrarian  problems 
'^lowly  alleviated  and,  by  1914,  were  well  in  hand.  The  religious 
Cat!  It'eland  was  overwhelmingly  Roman 

ic,  and  resented  being  ruled  by  persons  of  a  different  religion. 
Itish^°p^^’  (Episcopal)  Church  was  disestablished  in  1869, 

Latholics  had  to  support  a  structure  of  Anglican  clergy  and 
*'ded^*’  "liom  had  few  or  no  parishioners  in  Ireland  and  re- 

of  ^  England,  supported  by  incomes  from  Ireland.  Finally,  the  Act 
tepr  made  Ireland  a  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  with 

^csentatives  in  the  Parliament  at  Westminster. 

''iiid  ’^liose  representatives  who  were  opposed  to  union  with  Eng- 
hy  Ii’is'i  Home  Rule  Party.  It  sought  to  obtain  separation 

the  functions  of  Parliament  and  disrupting  its  proceed- 
by  ^  titnes  this  group  exercised  considerable  influence  in  Parliament 
Tbe  p,  balance  of  power  between  Liberals  and  Conservatives, 

no  i.  Liberals  were  willing  to  give  Ireland  Home  Rule,  with 

^PiesentativTs  at  Westminster;  tlie  Conservatives  (with  the  support 
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of  a  majority  of  Englishmen)  were  opposed  to  Home  Rule;  the  Rliodes- 
Milner  group  wanted  self-government  for  the  Irish  in  their  home  affairs 
with  Irish  representatives  retained  at  Westminster  for  foreign  and  im¬ 
perial  matters.  The  Liberal  government  of  1906-1916  tried  to  enact  a 
Home  Rule  bill  with  continued  Irish  representation  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  but  was  repeatedly  blocked  by  the  opposition  of  the  House 
of  Lords;  the  bill  did  not  become  law  until  September,  1914. 

The  chief  opposition  arose  from  the  fact  that  Protestant  Ulster 
(Northern  Ireland)  would  be  submerged  in  an  overwhelmingly  Catholic 
Ireland.  The  Ulster  opposition,  led  by  Sir  Edward  (later  Lord)  Carson, 
organized  a  private  army,  armed  it  with  guns  smuggled  from  Germany, 
and  prepared  to  seize  control  of  Belfast  at  a  signal  from  London.  Carson 
was  on  his  wav  to  the  telegraph  station  to  send  this  signal  in  1914  when 
he  received  a  message  from  the  prime  minister  that  war  was  about  m 
break  out  with  Germany.  Accordingly,  the  Ulster  revolt  was  canceleJ 
and  the  Home  Rule  Act  was  suspended  until  si.x  months  after  the  peace 
with  Germany.  As  a  consequence  the  revolt  with  German  arms  in  Irc' 
land  was  made  by  the  Irish  Nationalists  in  1916,  instead  of  by  their 
Ulster  opponents  in  1914.  This  so-called  Easter  Revolt  of  1916  "’as 
crushed  and  its  leaders  executed,  but  discontent  continued  to  simmer  iir 
Ireland,  with  violence  only  slightly  below  the  surface. 

In  the  parliamentary  election  of  1918,  Ireland  elected  6  Nationalisr* 
(who  wanted  Home  Rule  for  all  Ireland),  73  Sinn  Fein  (who  wanted 
an  Irish  Republic  free  from  England),  and  23  Unionists  (who  wanted 
to  remain  part  of  Britain).  Instead  of  going  to  Westminster,  the  Sm'’ 
Fein  organized  their  own  Parliament  in  Dublin.  Efforts  to  arrest  its 
members  led  to  open  civil  war.  This  was  a  struggle  of  assassinatioit- 
treachery,  and  reprisal,  fought  out  in  back  alleys  and  on  moonlit  fieldS' 
Sixty^  thousand  British  troops  could  not  maintain  order.  Thousands  o) 
lives  -were  lost,  with  brutal  inhumanity  on  both  sides,  and  property 
damage  rose  to  /50  million  in  value. 

Lionel  Curtis,  who  helped  edit  The  Round  Table  in  1919-1921,  adW 
cated  in  the  March  1920  issue  that  Northern  Ireland  and  Southern  Ir^' 
land  be  separated  and  each  given  Home  Rule  as  autonomous  parts  e 
Great  Britain.  This  was  enacted  into  law  eight  months  later  as  th^ 
Government  of  Ireland  Act  of  1920,  but  was  rejected  by  the  L'* 
Republicans  led  by  Eamon  de  Valera.  The  civil  war  continued. 
Round  Table  group  worked  valiantly  to  stop  the  extremists  on  bot 
sides,  but  with  only  moderate  success.  Amery’s  brother-in-law, 

(Lord)  Greenwood,  was  appointed  chief  secretary  for  Ireland, 
last  incumbent  of  that  post,  while  Curtis  was  appointed  adviser  on  I'"** 
affairs  to  the  Colonial  OfHce  ( whicli  was  headed  by  Alilner  and  Ani^b'  '’ 
The  Times  and  The  Round  Table  condemned  British  repression  in 
land,  the  latter  saying,  “If  the  British  Commonwealth  can  only  be 
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Served  by  such  means,  it  would  become  a  negation  of  the  principle  for 
^’hich  it  has  stood.”  But  British  violence  could  not  be  curtailed  until 
Irish  violence  could  be  curtailed.  One  of  the  chief  leaders  of  the  Irish 
Republicans  was  Erskine  Childers,  an  old  schoolboy  friend  of  Curtis 
^''ho  had  been  with  him  in  South  Africa,  but  nothing  could  be  done 
through  him,  since  he  had  become  fanatically  anti-British.  Accordingly, 
Smuts  was  called  in.  He  wrote  a  conciliatory  speech  for  King  George 
to  deliver  at  the  opening  of  the  Ulster  Parliament,  and  made  a  secret 
''•sit  to  the  rebel  hiding  place  in  Ireland  to  trs'  to  persuade  the  Irish  Re¬ 
publican  leaders  to  be  reasonable.  He  contrasted  the  insecurity  of  the 
tansvaal  Republic  before  iSpj  with  its  happy  condition  under  domin- 
*on  status  since  1910,  saying:  “Make  no  mistake  about  it,  you  have  more 
privilege,  more  power,  more  peace,  more  security  in  such  a  sisterhood 
^903!  nations  than  in  a  small,  nervous  republic  having  all  the  time 
on  the  good  will  and  perhaps  the  assistance  of  foreigners.  What 
^ort  of  independence  do  you  call  tlrnt.^*” 

Smuts  arranged  an  armistice  and  a  conference  to  negotiate  a  settle¬ 
ment.  From  this  conference,  at  which  Curtis  was  secretary,  came  the 
*-*ules  of  Agreement  of  December,  1921,  which  gave  Southern  Ireland 
omuRon  status  as  the  Irish  Free  State,  Northern  Ireland  continuing 
her  the  Act  of  1920.  The  boundary  line  between  the  two  countries 
drawn  by  a  committee  of  three  of  which  the  British  member  (and 
m^man)  was  Richard  Feetham  of  Milner’s  Kindergarten  and  the  Round 
^le  group,  later  Supreme  Court  judge  in  South  Africa, 
e  Valera’s  Irish  Republicans  refused  to  accept  the  settlement,  and 
into  insurrection,  this  time  against  the  moderate  Irish  leaders, 
d'  H  I^i'iffith  and  Michael  Collins.  Collins  was  assassinated,  and  Griffith 
’  ^^baustcd  by  the  strain,  but  the  Irish  people  themselves  were  now 
def  ’^'••'nioil.  De  Valera’s  forces  were  driven  underground  and  were 
in  the  election  of  1922.  When  De  Valera’s  party,  the  Fianna 
’/Ild  win  an  election  in  1932  and  he  became  President  of  Ireland, 
olished  the  oath  of  lo)'alty  to  tlic  king  and  the  office  of  governor- 
the  annual  payments  on  seized  English  lands  and  appeals  to 

tin  Council,  engaged  in  a  bitter  tariff  war  with  Britain,  and  con- 

Rrit'^'  ‘^^oiand  the  anne.xation  of  Ulster.  One  of  the  last  links  with 

'■"med  ^oded  in  1938,  when  the  British  naval  bases  in  Eire  were 
over  to  the  Irish,  to  the  great  benefit  of  German  submarines  in 
‘939-1945.  ^ 
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The  Far  East  to  World  War  I 


THE  COLLAPSE  OF  CHINA  TO  I920 

The  destruction  of  traditional  Chinese  culture  under  the  impact  of 
Western  Civilization  was  considerably  later  than  the  similar  destruction 
of  Indian  culture  by  Europeans.  This  delay  arose  from  the  fact  that 
European  pressure  on  India  was  applied  fairly  steadily  from  the  earl}’ 
sixteenth  century,  while  in  the  Far  East,  in  Japan  even  more  completely 
than  in  China,  this  pressure  was  relaxed  from  the  early  seventeenth 
centur>'  for  almost  two  hundred  vears,  to  1794  in  the  case  of  China  and 
to  1854  in  the  case  of  Japan.  As  a  result,  we  can  see  the  process  by 
which  European  culture  was  able  to  destroy  the  traditional  native 
cultures  of  Asia  more  clearly  in  China  than  almost  anywhere  else. 

The  traditional  culture  of  China,  as  elsewhere  in  Asia,  consisted  of  ^ 
military  and  bureaucratic  hierarchy  superimposed  on  a  great  mass  of 
hardworking  peasantry.  It  is  customar\%  in  studying  this  subject,  to 
divide  this  hierarchy  into  three  levels.  Politically,  these  three  levels  con¬ 
sisted  of  the  imperial  authority  at  the  top,  an  enormous  hierarchy  0^ 
imperial  and  provincial  officials  in  the  middle,  and  the  myriad  of  seini- 
patriarchal,  semidemocratic  local  villages  at  the  bottom.  Socially,  tlu* 
hierarchy  was  similarly  divided  into  the  ruling  class,  the  gentry,  a^d 
the  peasants.  And,  economically,  there  was  a  parallel  division,  the  uppof' 
most  group  deriving  its  incomes  as  tribute  and  taxes  from  its  possession 
of  military  and  political  power,  while  the  middle  group  derived 
incomes  from  economic  sources,  as  interest  on  loans,  rents  from  lands* 
and  the  profits  of  commercial  enterprise,  as  well  as  from  the  salaries* 
graft,  and  other  emoluments  arising  from  his  middle  group’s  control  01 
the  bureaucracy.  At  the  bottom  the  peasantry,  which  was  the  only  really 
productive  group  in  the  society,  derived  its  incomes  from  the  sweat  0 
its  collective  brows,  and  had  to  survive  on  what  was  left  to  it  after  ^ 
substantial  fraction  of  its  product  had  gone  to  the  two  higher  groups  i*’ 
the  form  of  rents,  ta.\es,  interest,  customary  bribes  (called  “squeeze”)' 
and  excessive  profits  on  such  purchased  “necessities”  of  life  as  salt,  iro"’ 
or  opium. 

Although  the  peasants  were  clearly  an  exploited  group  in  the  tradi' 
tional  society  of  China,  this  exploitation  was  impersonal  and  tradition^* 
and  thus  more  easily  borne  than  if  it  had  been  personal  or  arbitrary- 
the  course  of  time,  a  workable  system  of  customary  relationships  h® 
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^'onie  into  existence  among  the  tliree  levels  of  society.  Each  group  knew 
‘ts  established  relationships  with  the  others,  and  used  those  relationships 
avoid  any  sudden  or  excessive  pressures  which  might  disrupt  the 
^^ablished  patterns  of  the  society.  The  political  and  military  force  of 
imperial  regime  rarely  impinged  directly  on  the  peasantry,  since 
me  bureaucracy  intervened  between  them  as  a  protecting  buffer.  This 
'^ffer  followed  a  pattern  of  deliberate  amorphous  inefficiency  so  that  the 
military  and  political  force  from  above  had  been  diffused,  dispersed, 
blunted  by  the  time  it  reached  down  to  the  peasant  villages.  The 
ureaucracy  followed  this  pattern  because  it  recognized  that  the  peas- 
antry  T,vas  the  source  of  its  incomes,  and  it  had  no  desire  to  create  such  dis¬ 
content  as  would  jeopardize  the  productive  process  or  the  payments  of 
mnts,  taxes,  and  interest  on  which  it  lived.  Furthermore,  the  inefficiency 
c  the  system  was  both  customary  and  deliberate,  since  it  allowed  a 
^tge  portion  of  the  wealth  which  was  being  drained  from  the  peasantry 
m  be  diverted  and  diffused  among  the  middle  class  of  gentry  before  the 
temnants  of  it  reached  the  imperial  group  at  the  top. 

this  imperial  group,  in  its  turn,  had  to  accept  this  system  of  ineffi¬ 
ciency  and  diversion  of  incomes  and  its  own  basic  remoteness  from  the 
Peasantry  because  of  the  great  size  of  China,  the  ineffectiveness  of  its 
^sterns  of  transportation  and  communications,  and  the  impossibility  of 
^eeping  records  of  population,  or  of  incomes  and  taxes  except  through 
indirect  mediation  of  the  bureaucracy.  The  semiautonomous  position 
rK  bureaucracy  depended,  to  a  considerable  extent,  on  the  fact 
^  3t  the  Chinese  system  of  writing  was  so  cumbersome,  so  inefficient, 
so  difficult  to  learn  that  the  central  government  could  not  possibly 
kept  any  records  or  have  administered  tax  collection,  public  order, 
justice  except  through  a  bureaucracy  of  trained  experts.  This  bu- 
uracy  was  recruited  from  the  gentry  because  the  complex  systems 
''writing,  of  law,  and  of  administrative  traditions  could  be  mastered 
only  by 

a  group  possessing  leisure  based  on  unearned  incomes.  To  be 
j  time,  the  training  for  this  bureaucracy  and  for  the  examinations 
itting  to  it  became  quite  unrealistic,  consisting  largely  of  memoriz- 
cid  literary  texts  for  examination  purposes  rather  than  for  any 

ral  or  administrative  ends.  This  was  not  so  bad  as  it  sounds,  for 
'"'itlT  memorized  texts  contained  a  good  deal  of  ancient  wisdom 

,  an  ethical  or  practical  slant,  and  the  possession  of  this  store  of 
for"^  ^-  ^^S^udered  in  its  possessors  a  respect  for  moderation  and 
which  was  just  what  the  system  required.  No  one  regretted 
teau  system  of  education  and  of  examinations  leading  to  the  bu- 
^>d  not  engender  a  thirst  for  efficiency,  because  efficiency 
a  quality  which  anvone  desired.  The  bureaucracy  itself  did 
ffie  efficiency  because  this  would  have  reduced  its  ability  to  divert 
unds  flowing  upward  from  the  peasantry. 
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The  peasantry  surely  did  not  want  any  increase  in  efficiency,  which 
would  have  led  to  an  increase  in  pressure  on  it  and  would  have  made 
it  less  easy  to  blunt  or  to  avoid  the  impact  of  imperial  power.  The  ini' 
perial  power  itself  had  little  desire  for  any  increased  efficiency  in  its 
bureaucracy,  since  this  might  have  led  to  increased  independence  on  the 
part  of  the  bureaucracy.  So  long  as  the  imperial  superstructure  of  Chi¬ 
nese  society  obtained  its  share  of  the  wealth  flowing  upward  from  the 
peasantry,  it  was  satisfied.  The  share  of  this  wealth  which  the  imperial 
group  obtained  was  very  large,  in  absolute  figures,  although  proportion¬ 
ately  it  w'as  only  a  small  part  of  the  total  amount  which  left  the  peasant 
class,  the  larger  part  being  diverted  by  the  gentry  and  bureaucracy  on 
its  upward  flow. 

The  e.xploitative  nature  of  this  three-class  social  system  was  alleviated, 
as  we  have  seen,  by  inefficiency,  by  traditional  moderation  and  accepted 
ethical  ideas,  bv'  a  sense  of  social  interdependence,  and  by  the  power  of 
traditional  law  and  custom  which  protected  the  ordinary  peasant  from  at' 
bitrary  treatment  or  the  direct  impact  of  force.  Most  important  of 
perhaps,  the  system  was  alleviated  by  the  existence  of  careers  open  to 
talent.  China  never  became  organized  into  hereditary  groups  or  castes, 
being  in  this  respect  like  England  and  quite  unlike  India.  The  way 
open  to  the  top  in  Chinese  society,  not  for  anv  individual  peasant  in  hiS 
own  lifetime,  but  to  any  individual  peasant  family  over  a  period  0' 
several  generations.  Thus  an  individual’s  position  in  society  depended, 
not  on  the  efforts  of  his  own  youth,  but  on  the  efforts  of  his  father  and 


grandfather. 

If  a  Chinese  peasant  was  diligent,  shrewd,  and  lucky,  he  could  exp^^-^ 
to  accumulate  some  small  surplus  beyond  the  subsistence  of  his  ow'" 
family  and  the  drain  to  the  upper  classes.  This  surplus  could  be 
vested  in  activities  such  as  iron-making,  opium  selling,  lumber  or  f^^^ 
selling,  pig-trading  and  such.  The  profits  from  these  activities  couW 
then  be  invested  in  small  bits  of  land  to  be  rented  out  to  less  fortunate 
peasants  or  in  loans  to  other  peasants.  If  times  remained  good, 
owner  of  the  surpluses  began  to  receive  rents  and  interest  from 
neighbors;  if  times  became  bad  he  still  had  his  land  or  could  take 
his  debtor’s  land  as  forfeited  collateral  on  his  loan.  In  good  times 
bad,  the  growth  of  population  in  China  kept  the  demand  for  land 
and  peasants  w'ere  able  to  rise  in  the  social  scale  from  peasantr)’ 
gentty^  by  slowly  expanding  their  legal  claims  over  land.  Once  in 
gentry,  one’s  children  or  grandchildren  could  be  educated  to  pass  the 
reaucratic  examinations  and  be  admitted  to  the  group  of  mandarins- 
family  which  had  a  member  or  two  in  this  group  gained  access  to 
whole  system  of  “squeeze”  and  of  bureaucratic  diversion  of  inconi^ 
flows,  so  that  the  family  as  a  wffiole  could  continue  to  rise  in  the  soc'^ 
and  economic  structure.  Eventually  some  member  of  the  family  nn^ 
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move  into  tlic  imperial  center  from  the  provincial  level  on  which  this 
rise  began,  and  might  even  gain  access  to  the  imperial  ruling  group 
Itself, 

It>  these  higher  levels  of  the  social  structure  many  families  were  able  to 
’tiaintain  a  position  for  generations,  but  in  general  there  was  a  steady,  if 
slow,  “circulation  of  the  elite,”  most  families  remaining  in  a  high  social 
position  for  only  a  couple  of  generations,  after  about  three  generations 
climb,  to  be  followed  by  a  couple  of  generations  of  decline.  Thus,  the 
American  saying  that  it  took  only  three  generations  “from  shirt- 
*  ceves  to  shirtsleeves”  sv'ould,  in  the  old  China,  have  to  be  extended  to 
“  low  about  six  or  seven  generations  from  the  rice  paddy’s  drudgery 
2ck  to  the  rice  paddy  again.  But  the  hope  of  such  a  rise  contributed 
”iOch  to  increase  individual  diligence  and  famih'  solidarit)"  and  to  re- 
^ce  peasant  discontent.  Onlv  in  the  late  nineteenth  and  early  twentieth 
Century  did  peasants  in  China  come  to  regard  their  positions  as  so  hope- 
css  that  violence  became  preferable  to  diligence  or  conformity.  This 
^Oge  arose  from  the  fact,  as  we  shall  see,  that  the  impact  of  Western 
ture  on  China  did,  in  fact,  make  the  peasant’s  position  economically 


traditional  Chinese  society  the  bureaucrats  recruited  through  ex- 
^mations  from  the  gentry  class  were  called  mandarins.  They  became. 


for  all 


practical  purposes,  the  dominant  element  in  Chinese  society. 


ce  their  social  and  economic  position  did  not  rest  on  political  or 
•i^ary  power  but  on  traditions,  the  legal  structure,  social  stability, 
opted  ethical  teachings,  and  the  rights  of  property,  this  middle-level 
for^^  §‘^'’0  Chinese  society  a  powerful  traditionalist  orientation.  Respect 
the  *^raditions,  for  the  accepted  modes  of  thought  and  action,  for 
bee  society  and  religion,  and  for  the  father  in  the  family 

salient  characteristics  of  Chinese  society.  That  this  society 
shot  ^  network  of  vested  interests,  was  unprogressive,  and  was 

^f^’^ough  with  corruption  was  no  more  objectionable  to  the  average 
it  also  shot  through  with 

“>^c.e„cy;  ■ 

dir  things  became  objectionable  only  when  Chinese  society  came 
fu  V  in  contact  with  European  culture  during  the  nineteenth  cen- 
these  tw'o  societies  collided,  inefficiency,  unprogressiveness, 
whole  nexus  of  vested  interests  and  traditions  which 
efH  Chinese  society  was  unable  to  survive  in  contact  with  the 

(Jo  .  progressiveness,  and  the  instruments  of  penetration  and 

of  Europeans.  A  system  could  not  hope  to  survive  which 
^ttnie  Ptovide  itself  with  firearms  in  large  quantities  or  with  mass 
soldiers  to  use  such  weapons,  a  system  which  could  not 
of  its^^^  ”otput  of  wealth  or  which  could  not  keep  track 

own  population  or  its  own  incomes  by  effective  records  or  \\  Inch 
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had  no  effective  methods  of  communication  and  transportation  over  an 
area  of  3.5  million  square  miles. 

The  society  of  the  \V'est  which  began  to  impinge  on  China  about 
1800  was  powerful,  efficient,  and  progressive.  It  had  no  respect  for  the 
corruption,  the  traditions,  the  property  rights,  the  family  solidarity,  or 
the  etliical  moderation  of  traditional  Chinese  society.  As  the  weapons  of 
the  West,  along  with  its  efficient  methods  of  sanitation,  of  writing,  of 
transportation  and  communications,  of  individual  self-interest,  and  of 
corrosive  intellectual  rationalism  came  into  contact  with  Chinese  society, 
they  began  to  dissolve  it.  On  the  one  hand,  Chinese  society  u  as  too 
weak  to  defend  itself  against  the  West.  When  it  tried  to  do  so,  as  in 
the  Opium  W’ars  and  other  struggles  of  1841-1861,  or  in  the  Bo.xer  up¬ 
rising  of  1900,  such  Chinese  resistance  to  European  penetration  was 
crushed  by  the  armaments  of  the  Western  Powers,  and  all  kinds  of  con¬ 
cessions  to  these  Pou’ers  were  imposed  on  China. 

Until  1841  Canton  was  the  only  port  allowed  for  foreign  imports,  and 
opium  was  illegal.  As  a  consequence  of  Chinese  destruction  of  illegal 
Indian  opium  and  the  commercial  e.xactions  of  Cantonese  authorities, 
Britain  imposed  on  China  the  treaties  of  Nanking  (1842)  and  of  Tient¬ 
sin  (1858).  These  forced  China  to  cede  Hong  Kong  to  Britain  and  to 
open  sixteen  ports  to  foreign  trade,  to  impose  a  uniform  import  tariff 
of  no  more  than  5  percent,  to  pay  an  indemnity  of  about  Si 00  millio'’’ 
to  permit  foreign  legations  in  Peking,  to  allow  a  British  official  to 
as  head  of  the  Chinese  customs  service,  and  to  legalize  the  import  of 
opium.  Other  agreements  x\-ere  imposed  by  which  China  lost  various 
fringe  areas  such  as  Burma  (to  Britain),  Indochina  (to  France),  For¬ 
mosa  and  the  Pescadores  (to  Japan),  and  Macao  (to  Portugal),  whik 
other  areas  were  taken  on  leases  of  various  durations,  from  twenty-fi''® 
to  ninety-nine  years.  In  this  way  Germany  took  Kiaochow,  Russia  took 
southern  Liaotung  (including  Port  Arthur),  France  took  Kw'angcho- 
wan,  and  Britain  took  Kowloon  and  Weihaiwei.  In  this  same  perio 
various  Powers  imposed  on  China  a  system  of  extraterritorial  courts 
under  which  foreigners,  in  judicial  cases,  could  not  be  tried  in  Chines^ 
courts  or  under  Chinese  law. 


The  political  impact  of  \Vestern  civilization  on  China,  great  as  ' 
was,  was  overshadou'ed  bv  the  economic  impact.  We  have  already  iutl'' 
cated  that  China  was  a  largelv-  agrarian  country.  Years  of  cultivation 


wth  of  population  had  givei 


:  to  a  relentless  pressure 


on  the  soil  and  to  a  destructive  exploitation  of  its  vegetative  resouroe^ 
Most  of  the  country  was  deforested,  resulting  in  shortage  of  fuel,  tap^n 
runoff  of  precipitation,  constant  danger  of  floods,  and  large-scale  erosion 
of  the  soil.  Cultivation  had  been  e.xtended  to  remote  valleys  and  up 
slopes  of  hills  by  population  pressures,  with  a  great  increase  in 
same  destructive  consequences,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  many  slopn^ 
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rebuilt  in  terraces.  The  fact  that  the  southern  portion  of  the  coun- 
"■O  depended  on  rice  cultivation  created  many  problems,  since  this 
of  relatively  low  nutritive  value,  required  great  expenditure  of 
.  (transplanting  and  weeding)  under  conditions  which  were  destruc- 
of  good  health.  Long  periods  of  wading  in  rice  paddies  exposed 
peasants  to  various  kinds  of  joint  diseases,  and  to  water-borne 
^ctions  such  as  malaria  or  parasitical  flukes, 
he  pressure  on  the  soil  was  intensified  by  the  fact  that  6o  percent  of 
^hina  was  (  '  '  '  . 


)vhile 

inches 


>  over  6,000  feet  above  sea  level,  too  high  for  cultivation, 
niore  than  half  the  land  had  inadequate  rainfall  (below  twenty 
^  year).  Moreover,  the  rainfall  was  provided  by  the  erratic  r 


winds  \vhich  frequently  brought  floods  and  occasionally  failed 
'iipletely,  causing  wholesale  famine.  In  the  United  States  140  million 
r  pie  were  supported  by  the  labor  of  6.5  million  farmers  on  365  million 


>  -  supporteo  oy  tne  laoor  or  0.5  muuon  rarmers  on  305  mmion 
500^^  *945i  China,  about  the  same  time,  had  almost 

°  niilliori  persons  supported  by  the  labor  of  65  million  farmers  on 
0  /  2cres  of  cultivated  land.  In  China  the  average  farm  was 

Wa^  acres  (compared  to  157  in  the  United  States)  but 

di\dded  into  five  or  six  separate  fields  and  had,  on  the  average,  6.2 
on  it  (compared  to  4.2  persons  on  the  immensely  larger 
farm).  As  a  result,  in  China  there  was  only  about  half  an 
person  living  on  the  land,  compared  to  the  Ameri- 
^^gure  of  15.7  acres  per  person. 

a  consequence  of  this  pressure  on  the  land,  the  average  Chinese 
earlier  times,  no  margin  above  the  subsistence  level, 
■  ""hen  we  recall  that  a  certain  part  of  his  income  flowed  up- 
®'"era  upper  classes.  Since,  on  his  agricultural  account  alone,  the 

y  Chinese  peasant  was  below  the  subsistence  level,  he  had  to  use 
p  ingenious  devices  to  get  up  to  that  level.  All  purchases  of  goods 
ced  off  the  farm  were  kept  at  an  absolute  minimum.  Every  wisp 
residue  was  collected  to  serve  as  fuel.  All 
Colt  "  products,  including  those  of  the  cities,  were  carefully 
jjpdj  restored  to  the  soil  as  fertilizer.  For  this  reason,  farm- 

around  cities,  because  of  the  greater  supply  of  such  wastes,  were 
'ocal  than  more  remote  farms  which  were  dependent  on 

of  such  human  wastes.  Collection  and  sale  of  such  wastes 
tj^g  bu  irnportant  link  in  the  agricultural  economics  of  China.  Since 


ip  r  ,  'jjgesrive  system  e.xtracts  only  part  of  the  nutritive  elements 
°  remaining  elements  were  frequently  extracted  by  feeding 

teip  swine,  thus  passing  them  through  the  pig’s  digestive  sys- 

tiew  wastes  returned  to  the  soil  to  provide  nourishment  for 

pig  wh°^^  food.  Every  peasant  farm  had  at  least  one 

full  purcitased  young,  lived  in  the  farm  latrine  until  it  was 

^•"own,  and  then  was  sold  into  the  city  to  provide  a  cash  margin 
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for  such  necessary  purchases  as  salt,  sugar,  oils,  or  iron  products.  In  3 
somewhat  similar  way  the  rice  paddy  was  able  to  contribute  to  the 
farmer’s  supply  of  proteins  by  acting  as  a  fishpond  and  an  aquarium 
minute  freshwater  shrimp. 

In  China,  as  in  Europe,  the  aims  of  agricultural  efficiency  were  quiK 
different  from  the  aims  of  agricultural  efficiency  in  new  countries,  sud' 
as  the  United  States,  Canada,  Argentina,  or  Australia.  In  these  nc^'’£^ 
countries  there  was  a  shortage  of  labor  and  a  surplus  of  land,  while  in 
Europe  and  Asia  there  was  a  shortage  of  land  and  a  surplus  of  labot 
Accordingly,  the  aim  of  agricultural  efficiency  in  newer  lands 
high  output  of  crops  per  unit  of  labor.  It  was  for  this  reason  that 
American  agriculture  put  such  emphasis  on  labor-saving  agricultura 
machinery  and  soil-e.\hausting  agricultural  practices,  while  Asiatic  agt'" 
culture  put  immense  amounts  of  hand  labor  on  small  amounts  of  laf 
in  order  to  save  tlte  soil  and  to  win  the  ma.vimum  crop  from  the  limit® 
amount  of  land.  In  America  the  farmer  could  afford  to  spend  lafg^ 
sums  for  farm  machinery  because  the  labor  such  machinery  replac® 
would  have  been  expensive  anyway  and  because  the  cost  of  that 
chinery  was  spread  over  such  a  large  acreage  that  its  cost  per  acre 
relatively  moderate.  In  Asia  there  was  no  capital  for  such  expenditut®* 
on  machinery  because  there  was  no  margin  of  surplus  above  subsistcn®® 
in  the  hands  of  the  peasantry  and  because  the  average  farm  wits  s® 
small  that  the  cost  of  machinery  per  acre  (either  to  buy  or  even 
operate)  would  have  been  prohibitive. 

The  only  surplus  in  Asia  was  of  labor,  and  every  effort  was  made, 
putting  more  and  more  labor  on  the  land,  to  make  the  limited  aitio^'’* 
of  land  more  productive.  One  result  of  this  investment  of  labor  in  1^” 
in  China  can  be  seen  in  the  fact  that  about  half  of  the  Chinese 
acreage  was  irrigated  while  about  a  quarter  of  it  y'as  terraced.  Anoth®^ 
result  of  this  e.xcess  concentration  of  labor  on  land  was  that  such 
was  underemployed  and  semi-idle  for  about  three-quarters  of  the 
being  fuUy  busy  only  in  the  planting  and  harvest  seasons.  From 
semi-idleness  of  the  Asiatic  rural  population  came  the  most  imports 
effort  to  supplement  peasant  incomes  through  rural  handicrafts. 
we  turn  to  this  crucial  point,  we  should  glance  at  the  relative  succ® 
of  China’s  efforts  to  achieve  high-unit  yields  in  agriculture. 

In  the  United  States,  about  1940,  each  acre  of  wheat  required 
man-days  of  work  each  year;  in  China  an  acre  of  wheat  took  26 
days  of  labor.  The  rewards  of  such  expenditures  of  labor  were  q®" 
different.  In  China  the  output  of  grain  for  each  man-year  of  labor 
3,080  pounds;  in  the  United  States  the  output  was  44,000  pounds  p 
man-year  of  labor.  This  low  productivity  of  agricultural  labor  in 
would  have  been  perfectly  acceptable  if  China  had,  instead,  achi®'^ 
high  output  per  acre.  Unfortunately,  even  in  this  alternative  aim 
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yas  only  moderately  successful,  more  successful  than  the  United  States, 
's  true,  but  far  less  successful  than  European  countries  which  aimed 
p  same  type  of  agricultural  efficiency  (high  yields  per  acre)  as 
‘I'na  did.  This  can  be  seen  from  the  following  figures: 


United  States  47  bushels 

China  67  bushels 

93  bushels 


IN  WHE.\T 

United  States  14  bushels 
China  16  bushels 


England 


fiese  figures  indicate  the  relative  failure  of  Chinese  (and  other 
siatic)  agriculture  even  in  terms  of  its  own  aims.  This  relative  failure 
not  caused  by  lack  of  effort,  but  by  such  factors  as  (i)  farms  too 
all  for  efficient  operation;  (2)  excessive  population  pressure  which 
^3rming  onto  less  productive  soil  and  which  drew  more  nutritive 
^^rnents  out  of  the  soil  than  could  be  replaced,  even  by  wholesale  use 
Ionian  wastes  as  fertilizer;  (3)  lack  of  such  scientific  agricultural 
niqiies  as  seed  selection  or  crop  rotation;  and  (4)  the  erratic 
“facter  of  a  monsoon  climate  on  a  deforested  and  semieroded  land, 
^cause  of  the  relatively  low  productivity  of  Chinese  (and  all  Asiatic) 
®  the  whole  population  was  close  to  the  margin  of  subsistence 

fani'  intervals,  was  forced  below  that  margin  into  widespread 

,  In  China  the  situation  was  alleviated  to  some  extent  by  three 
atid^^*  first  place,  the  irregular  famines  which  we  have  mentioned, 

Po  frequent  onslaughts  of  plague  disease,  kept  the 

red  within  manageable  bounds.  These  two  irregular  occurrences 

Op  population  by  millions,  in  both  China  and  India,  when  the)' 

ppj.  E'^cn  in  ordinary  years  the  death  rate  was  high,  about  30 
in  A  China  compared  to  25  in  India,  12.3  in  England,  or  8.7 

per  Infant  mortality  (in  the  first  year  of  life)  was  about  159 

ousand  in  China  compared  to  240  in  India,  about  70  in  western 
Pjj  ■'•nd  about  32  in  New  Zealand.  At  birth  an  infant  could  be 
27  years  in  India,  less  than  35  years  in  China, 
y^'^rs  in  England  or  the  United  States,  and  about  66  years  in 
of  fi  ^®*3rid  (all  figures  are  about  1930).  In  spite  of  this  “expectation 
^  ’  'ri  China,  the  population  was  maintained  at  a  high  level  by  a 
itj  about  38  per  thousand  of  the  population  compared  to  34 

^^ytock'  United  States  or  Australia,  and  15  in  England.  The 

dees  effect  which  the  use  of  modern  sanitary  or  medical  prac- 

die  upon  China’s  population  figures  can  be  gathered  from 

diat  about  three-quarters  of  Chinese  deaths  are  from  causes 
ate  preventable  (usually  easily  preventable)  in  tlie  West.  For 
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example,  a  quarter  of  all  deaths  are  from  diseases  spread  bv'  Imman 
wastes;  about  10  percent  come  from  childhood  diseases  like  smallpoXi 
measles,  diphtheria,  scarlet  fever,  and  whooping  cough;  about  15  percent 
arise  from  tuberculosis;  and  about  7  percent  are  in  childbirth. 

The  birthrate  was  kept  up,  in  traditional  Chinese  society  as  a  conse¬ 
quence  of  a  group  of  ideas  which  are  usually  known  as  “ancestor  wor¬ 
ship.”  Every  Chinese  family  had,  as  its  most  powerful  motivation,  the 
conviction  that  the  family  line  must  be  continued  in  order  to  have 
descendants  to  keep  up  the  family  shrines,  to  maintain  the  ancestral 
graves,  and  to  support  the  living  members  of  the  family  after  theif 
productive  years  had  ended.  The  expense  of  such  shrines,  graves,  and 
old  persons  was  a  considerable  burden  on  the  average  Chinese  faiTiil.V 
and  a  cumulative  burden  as  well,  since  the  diligence  of  earlier  generation* 
frequently  left  a  family  with  shrines  and  graves  so  elaborate  that  uplreep 
alone  was  a  heavy  expense  to  later  generations.  At  the  same  time  the 
urge  to  have  sons  kept  the  birth  rate  up  and  led  to  such  undesirable 
social  practices,  in  traditional  Chinese  society,  as  infanticide,  abandon¬ 
ment,  or  sale  of  female  offspring.  Another  consequence  of  these  ide*”* 
was  that  more  well-to-do  families  in  China  tended  to  have  more  childrei^ 
than  poor  families.  This  was  the  exact  opposite  of  the  situation 
Western  civilization,  where  a  rise  in  the  economic  scale  resulted  in  th^ 
acquisition  of  a  middle-class  outlook  which  included  restriction  of  th^ 
family’s  offspring. 

The  pressure  of  China’s  population  on  the  level  of  subsistence 
relieved  to  some  extent  by  wholesale  Chinese  emigration  in  the  perif*. 
after  1800,  This  outward  movement  was  toward  the  less  settled  areas 


Manchuria,  Mongolia,  and  southwestern  China,  overseas  to  America  a'’ 
Europe,  and,  above  all,  to  the  tropical  areas  of  southeastern  Asia 
pecially  to  Malaya  and  Indonesia),  In  these  areas,  the  diligence, 
gality,  and  shrew'dness  of  the  Chinese  provided  them  with  a  good  livi^? 
and  in  some  cases  with  considerable  wealth.  They  generally  acted  a* 
commercial  middle  class  pushing  inward  between  the  native  Malays*®” 
or  Indonesian  peasants  and  the  upper  group  of  ruling  whites.  This 
ment,  which  began  centuries  ago,  steadily  accelerated  after  1900  a**^ 
gave  rise  to  unfavorable  reactions  from  the  non-Chinese  residents  ** 


these  areas.  The  .Malay,  Siamese,  and  Indonesians,  for  example,  came 
regard  the  Chinese  as  economically  oppressive  and  exploitative,  "'h*^ 
the  white  rulers  of  these  areas,  especially  in  Australia  and  New  Zeala”  ' 
regarded  them  with  suspicion  for  political  and  racial  reasons.  Amo  s 
the  causes  of  this  political  suspicion  were  that  emigrant  Chinese  ^ 
mained  loyal  to  their  families  at  home  and  to  the  homeland  itself,  *  ^ 
they  were  generally  excluded  from  citizenship  in  areas  to  which 
emigrated,  and  that  they  continued  to  be  regarded  as  citizens  by  5**“^ 
tessive  Chinese  governments.  The  loyalty  of  emigrant  Chinese  to  tb 
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at  liome  became  an  important  source  of  economic  strength  to 
families  and  to  China  itself,  because  emigrant  Chinese  sent  very 
savings  back  to  their  families. 

have  already  mentioned  the  important  role  played  by  peasant 
sndicrafts  in  traditional  Chinese  society.  It  would,  perhaps,  not  be  any 
“  exaggeration  to  say  that  peasant  handicrafts  were  the  factor  which 
permitted  the  traditional  form  of  society  to  continue,  not  only  in 
but  in  all  of  Asia.  This  society  was  based  on  an  inefficient  agri- 
rural  system  in  which  the  political,  military,  legal,  and  economic 
of  the  upper  classes  drained  from  the  peasantty  such  a  large  pro¬ 
portion  of  their  agricultural  produce  that  the  peasant  was  kept  pressed 
to  the  subsistence  level  (and,  in  much  of  China,  below  this  level). 
.  by  this  process  could  Asia  support  its  large  urban  populations  and 
®rge  numbers  of  rulers,  soldiers,  bureaucrats,  traders,  priests,  and 
olars  (none  of  whom  produced  the  food,  clothing,  or  shelter  they 
^0  consuming).  In  all  Asiatic  countries  the  peasants  on  the  land  were 
of  ?^^”^P^°yed  in  agricultural  activities,  because  of  the  seasonal  nature 
thi  ’^be  course  of  time  there  had  grown  up  a  solution  to 

social-agrarian  problem:  in  their  spare  time  the  peasantry  occupied 
Sold  handicrafts  and  other  nonagricultural  activities  and  then 

bu\  products  of  their  labor  to  the  cities  for  money  to  be  used  to 

"hlch 


necessities.  In  real  terms  this  meant  that  the  agricultural  products 
■'■vere  flowing  from  the  peasantry  to  the  upper  classes  (and  gen¬ 


erally  f  LU  gt.i- 

>  rrom  rural  areas  to  the  cities)  w'ere  replaced  in  part  by  handi¬ 
es,  leaving  a  somewhat  larger  share  of  the  peasants’  agricultural 
nets  in  the  hands  of  peasants.  It  w'as  this  arrangement  w-hich  made 
possible  for  the  Chinese  peasantry  to  raise  their  incomes  up  to  the  sub- 
'"^fence  level.  ^  ^  ^ 

™portance  of  this  relationship  should  be  obvious.  If  it  w^ere 
°y^el,  the  peasant  would  be  faced  with  a  cruel  alternative:  either  he 
vi  1  P^^^^  by  falling  below  the  subsistence  level  or  he  could  turn  to 

his  order  to  reduce  the  claims  which  the  upper  classes  had  on 

j  ®Sricultural  products.  In  the  long  run  every  peasant  group  was 
n  toward  the  second  of  these  alternatives.  As  a  result,  all  Asia  by 
j  j  in  the  grip  of  a  profound  political  and  social  upheaval  because, 
®^^tion  earlier  the  demand  for  the  products  of  peasants’  handicrafts 
‘"'^been  reduced. 

^hea  ^  ‘^^^'^^^otion  of  this  delicately  balanced  system  occurred  when 
^^'^bine-made  products  of  Western  manufacture  began  to  flow 
pan  countries.  Native  products  such  as  te.xtiles,  metal  goods, 

inp-l  carvings,  potterv',  hats,  baskets,  and  such  found  it  increas- 

fheir  compete  with  Western  manufactures  in  the  markets  of 

to  cities.  As  a  result,  the  peasantry  found  it  increasingly  difficult 

the  legal  and  economic  claims  which  the  upper,  urban,  classes 
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held  against  them  from  agricultural  products  to  handicraft  products.  Andi 
as  a  consequence  of  this,  the  percentage  of  their  agricultural  products 
which  was  being  taken  from  the  peasantry  by  the  claims  of  other  classes 
began  to  rise. 

This  destruction  of  the  local  market  for  native  handicrafts  could  have 
been  prevented  if  high  customs  duties  had  been  imposed  on  European 
industrial  goods.  But  one  point  on  which  the  European  Powers  were 
agreed  was  that  they  would  not  allow  “backward”  countries  to  exclude 
their  products  with  tariffs.  In  India,  Indonesia,  and  some  of  the  lesser 
states  of  southeastern  Asia  this  was  prevented  by  the  European  Powers 
taking  over  the  government  of  the  areas;  in  China,  Egypt,  Turkey,  Pef' 
sia,  and  some  Malay  states  the  European  Powers  took  over  no  more 
than  the  financial  system  or  the  customs  service.  As  a  result,  countries 
like  China,  Japan,  and  Turkey  had  to  sign  treaties  maintaining  their 
tariffs  at  5  or  8  percent  and  allowing  Europeans  to  control  these  services. 
Sir  Robert  Hart  was  head  of  the  Chinese  customs  from  1863  to  190^’ 
just  as  Sir  Evelyn  Baring  (Lord  Cronter)  was  head  of  the  Egypri^r” 
financial  system  from  1879  to  1907,  and  Sir  Edgar  Vincent  (Lord 
D’Abernon)  was  the  chief  figure  in  the  Turkish  financial  system  frorn 
1882  to  1897. 

As  a  consequence  of  the  factors  we  have  described,  the  position  of 
the  Chinese  peasant  was  desperate  by  1900,  and  became  steadily  worse- 
A  moderate  estimate  (published  in  1940)  showed  that  lo  percent  of 
farm  population  owned  53  percent  of  the  cultivated  land,  while  the 
other  90  percent  had  only  47  percent  of  the  land.  The  majority  01 
Chinese  farmers  had  to  rent  at  least  some  land,  for  which  they  paid,  a* 
rent,  from  one-third  to  one-half  of  the  crop.  Since  their  incomes  were 
not  adequate,  more  than  half  of  all  Chinese  farmers  had  to  borrow  each 
year.  On  borrowed  grain  the  interest  rate  was  85  percent  a  year; 
money  loans  the  interest  rate  was  variable,  being  over  20  percent  a  yea^ 
on  nine-tenths  of  all  loans  made  and  over  50  percent  a  year  on  one-eighth 
of  the  loans  made.  Under  such  conditions  of  landownership,  rental  rates, 
and  interest  charges,  the  future  was  hopeless  for  the  majority  of  Chines^ 
farmers  long  before  1940.  Yet  the  social  revolution  in  China  did  not  coni® 
until  after  1940. 

The  slow  growth  of  the  social  revolution  in  China  was  the  result  0 
many  influences.  Chinese  population  pressure  was  relieved  to  some 
tent  in  the  last  half  of  the  nineteenth  century  by  the  famines  of 
1879  (which  killed  about  12  million  people),  by  the  political  disturb' 
ances  of  the  Tai-Ping  and  other  rebellions  in  1848-1875  (which 
populated  large  areas),  and  by  the  continued  high  death  rate.  The  coW 
tinued  influence  of  traditional  ideas,  especially  Confucianism  and  respc®^ 
for  ancestral  ways,  held  the  lid  on  this  boiling  pot  until  this  influen®® 
was  destroyed  in  the  period  after  1900.  Hope  that  some  solution  nug*^^ 
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found  by  the  republican  regime  after  the  collapse  of  the  imperial 
^^gime  in  jgii  had  a  similar  effect.  And,  lastly,  the  distribution  of 
Topean  w'eapons  in  Chinese  society  was  such  as  to  hinder  rather  than 
'7  assist  revolution  until  well  into  the  twentieth  century.  Then  this 
isttibution  turned  in  a  direction  quite  different  from  that  in  ^Vestern 
'^^vilization.  These  last  three  points  are  sufficiently  important  to  warrant 
closer  e.\amination. 

have  already  mentioned  that  effective  weapons  which  are  difficult 
Use  or  expensive  to  obtain  encourage  the  development  of  authoritarian 
Regimes  in  any  society.  In  the  late  medieval  period,  in  Asia,  cavalry 
provided  such’  a  v’eapon.  Since  the  most  effective  cavalry  was  that  of 
c  pastoral  Ural-Altaic-speaking  peoples  of  central  Asia,  these  peoples 
'''cte  able  to  conquer  the  peasant  peoples  of  Russia,  of  Anatolia,  of 
01a,  and  of  China.  In  the  course  of  time,  the  alien  regimes  of  three 
0  these  areas  (not  in  Russia)  were  able  to  strengthen  tbeir  authority  by 
c  acqui.sition  of  effective,  and  expensive,  artillery.  In  Russia,  the 
princes  of  iMoscow,  having  been  the  agents  of  the  .Mongols,  replaced 
cm  by  becoming  their  imitators,  and  made  the  same  transition  to  a 
ruercenary  army,  based  on  cavalry  and  artillery,  as  the  backbone  of  the 
'ug  despotism.  In  Western  civilization  similar  despotisms,  but  based 
°u  infantry  and  artillery,  were  controlled  by  figures  like  Louis  XIV, 
rederick  the  Great,  or  Gustavus  Adolphus.  In  Western  Civilization, 
ever,  the  Agricultural  Revolution  after  1725  raised  standards  of  liv- 
jj'Si  while  the  Industrial  Revolution  after  1800  so  lowered  the  cost  of 
earms  that  the  ordinary  citizen  of  western  Europe  and  of  North 
^  erica  could  acquire  the  most  effective  weapon  existing  (the  musket), 
a  result  of  this,  and  other  factors,  democracy  came  to  these  areas. 


‘g  with  mass  armies  of  citizen-soldiers.  In  central  and  southern  Eu- 
Pe  where  the  Agricultural  and  Industrial  revolutions  came  late  or 
at  all,  the  victory  of  democracy  was  also  late  and  incomplete, 
generally,  the  revolution  in  weapons  (meaning  muskets  and  later 
luti  before  the  Agricultural  Revolution  or  the  Industrial  Revo- 

and°''  .^''^eed,  most  firearms  were  not  locally  made,  but  were  imported 
bur’  imported,  came  into  the  possession  of  the  upper  class  of  rulers, 
^teaucrats,  and  landlords  and  not  into  the  hands  of  peasants  or  city 
th  *  result,  these  ruling  groups  were  generally  able  to  maintain 

fetid  against  their  own  masses  even  when  they  could  not  de- 

themselves  against  European  Powers.  As  a  consequence  of  this,  any 
°f  partial  reform  or  of  a  successful  revolution  early  enough  to  be 
jj.  '^'^tierate  revolution  became  quite  unlikely.  In  Russia  and  in  Turkey 
P  ^^etjuired  defeat  in  a  foreign  war  with  European  states  to  destroy  the 
tipt  imperial  regimes  (1917-1921).  Earlier,  the  czar  had  been  able 
crush  the  revolt  of  1905,  because  the  army  remained  loyal  to  the 
o'ttie,  while  the  sultan,  in  1908,  had  to  yield  to  a  reform  movement 
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because  it  was  supported  by  the  army.  In  India,  Malaya,  and  Indonesia 
the  disarmed  native  peoples  offered  no  threat  of  revolt  to  the  ruling 
European  Powers  before  1940.  In  Japan  the  army,  as  we  shall  see,  re¬ 
mained  loyal  to  the  regime  and  was  able  to  dominate  events  so  that  no 
revolution  was  conceivable  before  1940.  But  in  China  the  trend  of 
events  was  much  more  complex. 

In  China  the  people  could  not  get  weapons  because  of  their  low 
standards  of  living  and  the  high  cost  of  imported  arms.  As  a  result, 
power  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  army,  except  for  small  groups  who 
were  financed  by  emigrant  Chinese  with  relatively  high  incomes  over¬ 
seas.  By  1911  the  prestige  of  the  imperial  regime  had  fallen  so  low  that 
it  obtained  support  from  almost  no  one,  and  the  army  refused  to  sustain 
it.  As  a  result,  the  revolutionaries,  supported  by  overseas  money,  were 
able  to  overthrow  the  imperial  regime  in  an  almost  bloodless  revolution, 
but  were  not  able  to  control  the  army  after  they  had  technically  come  to 
power.  The  armv,  leaving  the  politicians  to  squabble  over  forms  of 
government  or  areas  of  jurisdiction,  became  independent  political  pow¬ 
ers  loyal  to  their  own  chiefs  (“warlords”),  and  supported  themselves 
and  maintained  their  supply  of  imported  arms  by  exploiting  the  peas¬ 
antry  of  the  provinces.  The  result  was  a  period  of  “warlordism”  froni 
1920  to  1941. 

In  this  period  the  Republican  government  was  in  nominal  control  of 
the  whole  country  but  was  actually  in  control  only  of  the  seacoast  and 
river  valleys,  chiefly  in  the  south,  while  various  warlords,  operating  as 
bandits,  were  in  control  of  the  interior  and  most  of  the  north.  In  order 
to  restore  its  control  to  the  whole  country,  the  Republican  regime  needed 
money  and  imported  arms.  Accordingly,  it  tried  two  expedients  in  se¬ 
quence.  The  first  expedient,  in  the  period  1920-1927,  sought  to  restore  its 
power  in  China  by  obtaining  financial  and  military  support  from  foreig'’ 
countries  (Western  countries,  Japan,  or  Soviet  Russia).  This  expedient 
failed,  either  because  these  foreign  Powers  were  unwilling  to  assist  or  (i"^ 
the  case  of  Japan  and  Soviet  Russia)  were  willing  to  help  only  on  terms 
which  would  have  ended  China’s  independent  political  status.  As  a  conse* 
quence,  after  1927,  the  Republican  regime  underxvent  a  profound  change’ 
shifting  from  a  democratic  to  an  authoritarian  organization,  changing  i^s 
name  from  Republican  to  Nationalist,  and  seeking  the  money  and  arms  m 
restore  its  control  over  the  countrv^  by  making  an  alliance  with  the  land' 
lord,  commercial,  and  banking  classes  of  the  eastern  Chinese  cities.  These 
propertied  classes  could  provide  the  Republican  regime  with  the  money' 
obtain  foreign  .arms  in  order  to  fight  the  warlords  of  the  west  and  north, 
but  these  groups  would  not  support  any  Republican  effort  to  deal  with  the 
social  and  economic  problems  facing  the  great  mass  of  the  Chinese  people®' 

\Miile  the  Republican  armies  and  the  warlords  were  struTirlin?  "it 
each  other  over  the  prostrate  backs  of  the  Chinese  masses,  the  Japanese 


THE  BUFFER  FRINGE  189 

attacked  China  in  1931  and  1937.  In  order  to  resist  the  Japanese  it  be- 
^^me  necessary,  after  1940,  to  arm  the  Chinese  masses.  This  arming  of 
e  masses  of  Chinese  in  order  to  defeat  Japan  in  1941-1945  made  it  im¬ 
possible  to  continue  the  Republican  regime  after  1945  so  long  as  it  con- 
'^l^ued  to  be  allied  with  the  upper  economic  and  social  groups  of  China, 
since  the  masses  regarded  these  groups  as  exploiters.  At  the  same  time, 
to  more  expensive  and  more  complex  weapons  made  it  im¬ 
possible  either  for  warlordism  to  revive  or  for  the  Chinese  masses  to 
J^se  their  weapons  to  establish  a  democratic  regime.  The  new  weapons, 
e  airplanes  and  tanks,  could  not  be  supported  by  peasants  on  a  pro- 
'"'ocial  basis  nor  could  they  be  operated  by  peasants.  The  former  fact 
®nded  warlordism,  while  the  latter  fact  ended  any  possibility  of  de¬ 
mocracy.  In  view  of  the  low  productivity  of  Chinese  agriculture  and 
^  difficulty  of  accumulating  sufficient  capital  either  to  buy  or  to 
"manufacture  such  expensive  weapons,  these  weapons  (in  either  way) 
m^ould  be  acquired  only  by  a  government  in  control  of  most  of  China 
and  could  be  used  only  by  a  professional  army  loyal  to  that  govem- 
"ment.  Under  such  conditions  it  was  to  be  expected  that  such  a  govem- 
m^nt  Would  be  authoritarian  and  would  continue  to  exploit  the  peasantry 
to"^’  accumulate  capital  either  to  buy  such  weapons  abroad  or 

°  nidustrialize  enough  to  make  them  at  home,  or  both). 

J'om  this  point  of  view  the  history  of  China  in  the  tw-entieth  century 
Pm'esents  five  phases,  as  follows: 


*■  The  collapse  of  the  imperial  regime,  to  19  ii 
The  failure  of  the  Republic,  1911-1920 
3-  The  struggle  with  warlordism,  1920-1941 

‘i-  Efforts  to  obtain  support  abroad,  1920-1927 

Efforts  to  obtain  support  from  the  propertied  groups,  1927- 
1941 

The  struggle  with  Japan,  1931-1945 
The  authoritarian  triumph,  1945- 


p  ..  collapse  of  the  imperial  regime  has  already  been  discussed  as  a 
^mmd  economic  development.  It  was  also  an  ideological  develop- 
authoritarian  and  traditionalist  ideology  of  the  old  China,  in 
social  conservatism,  Confucianist  philosophy,  and  ancestor  wor- 
trn^-  intimately  blended  together,  was  well  fitted  to  resist  the  in- 
im  ^  patterns  of  action.  The  failure  of  the 

tion  "^Sitne  to  resist  the  military,  economic,  and  political  penetra- 
i^ea  Western  Civilization  gave  a  fatal  blow  to  this  ideology.  New 

^^estern  origin  were  introduced,  at  first  by  Christian  mission- 
and  later  by  Chinese  students  who  had  studied  abroad.  By  1900 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


190 

there  were  thousands  of  such  students.  They  had  acquired  Western 
ideas  which  were  completely  incompatible  with  the  older  Chinese  sys¬ 
tem.  In  general,  such  Western  ideas  were  not  traditionalist  or  authori¬ 
tarian,  and  were,  thus,  destructive  to  the  Chinese  patriarchal  family,  w 
ancestor  worship,  or  to  the  imperial  autocracy.  The  students  brought 
back  from  abroad  Western  ideas  of  science,  of  democracy,  of  parlia- 
mentarianism,  of  empiricism,  of  self-reliance,  of  liberalism,  of  individual¬ 
ism,  and  of  pragmatism.  Their  possession  of  sufch  ideas  made  it  impos¬ 
sible  for  them  to  fit  into  their  own  country.  As  a  result,  they  attcmptetl 
to  change  it,  developing  a  revolutionary  fervor  which  merged  with  the 
antidvnastic  secret  societies  which  had  existed  in  China  since  the  .Man- 
chus  took  over  the  country  in  1644. 

Japan’s  victory  over  China  in  1894-1895  in  a  war  arising  from  a  dis¬ 
pute  over  Korea,  and  especially  the  Japanese  victory  over  Russia  in  the 
war  of  1904-1905,  gave  a  great  impetus  to  the  revolutionary  spirit  m 
China  because  these  events  seemed  to  show  that  an  Oriental  country 


could  adopt  Western  techniques  successfully.  The  failure  of  the  Boxer 
movement  in  1900  to  e.xpel  Westerners  without  using  such  Western 
techniques  also  increased  the  revolutionary  fervor  in  China.  As  a  con¬ 
sequence  of  such  events,  the  supporters  of  the  imperial  regime  bega'’ 


to  lose  faith  in  their  own  system  and  in  their  own  ideology.  They  begun 
to  install  piecemeal,  hesitant,  and  ineffective  reforms  which  disrupted! 


the  imperial  system  without  in  any  way  strengthening  it.  Marriage 
between  Alanchu  and  Chinese  was  sanctioned  for  the  first  time  (1902)! 


Manchuria  was  opened  to  settlement  by  Chinese  (1907);  the  system  01 


imperial  examinations  based  on  the  old  literary  scliolarship  for  adrniS' 
sion  to  the  civil  service  and  the  mandarinate  were  abolished  and  a  Min¬ 
istry  of  Education,  copied  from  Japan,  was  established  (1905);  a  drafted 


constitution  was  published  providing  for  provincial  assemblies  and  ® 


future  national  parliament  (1908);  the  law  was  codified  (1910). 

These  concessions  did  not  strengthen  the  imperial  regime,  but  merdV 
intensified  the  revolutionary  feeling.  The  death  of  the  emperor  and  n* 
Dowager  Empress  Tzu  Hsi,  who  had  been  the  real  ruler  of  the  country 


(1908),  brought  to  the  throne  a  two-year-oid  child,  P’u-I.  The  reaction¬ 
ary  elements  made  use  of  the  regency  to  obstruct  reform,  dismissing 
conservative  reform  minister  Yiian  Shih-k’ai  (1859-1916).  Discovery  n 


the  headquarters  of  the  revolutionists  at  Hankow  in  1911  precipitate 
the  revolution.  While  Dr.  Sun  Yat-sen  (1866-1925)  hurried  back  to 
China  from  abroad,  whence  he  had  directed  the  revolutionary  movement 


for  many  years,  the  tottering  imperial  regime  recalled  Yuan  Shih-K’ai  to 
take  command  of  the  antirevolutionary  armies.  Instead  he  cooperate 
with  the  revolutionists,  forced  the  abdication  of  the  Manchu  dynasty* 
and  plotted  to  have  himself  elected  as  president  of  the  Chinese  RepubliO’ 
Sun  Yat-sen  who  had  already  been  elected  provisional  president  by  th^ 
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^^ational  Assembly  at  Nanking,  accepted  this  situation,  retiring  from 
office,  and  calling  on  all  Chinese  to  support  President  Yiian. 

The  contrast  between  Dr.  Sun  and  General  Yiian,  the  first  and  second 
presidents  of  the  Chinese  Republic,  was  as  sharp  as  could  be.  Dr.  Sun 
^as  a  believer  in  Western  ideas,  especially  in  science,  democracy, 
parliamentary  government,  and  socialism,  and  had  lived  for  most  of  his 
'  e  as  an  exile  overseas.  He  was  self-sacrificing,  idealistic,  and  somewhat 
“^practical.  General  Yiian,  on  the  other  hand,  was  purely  Chinese,  a 
product  of  the  imperial  bureaucracy,  who  had  no  knowledge  of  West- 
^  ideas  and  no  faith  in  either  democracy  or  parliamentary  government. 

^  Was  vigorous,  corrupt,  realistic,  and  ambitious.  The  real  basis  of  his 
power  rested  in  the  new  westernized  armv  which  he  had  built  up  as 
governor-general  of  Chihli  in  1901-1907.  In  this  force  there  w’ere  five 
•visions,  well  trained  and  completely  loyal  to  Yiian.  The  officers  of  these 
ymrs  had  been  picked  and  trained  by  Yiian,  and  played  principal  roles 
*11  Chinese  politics  after  1916. 

As  president,  Yiian  opposed  almost  everything  for  which  Dr.  Sun 
®  dreamed.  He  expanded  the  army,  bribed  politicians,  and  eliminated 
use  who  could  not  be  bribed.  The  chief  support  of  his  policies 
_^me  from  a  ^25  million  loan  from  Britain,  France,  Russia,  and  japan 
1913.  This  made  him  independent  of  the  assembly  and  of  Dr.  Sun’s 
r^i  leal  party,  the  Kuomintang,  which  dominated  the  assembly.  In  1913 
element  of  Sun’s  followers  revolted  against  Yiian  but  were  crushed, 
dissolved  the  Kuomintang,  arrested  its  members,  dismissed  the 
and  revised  the  constitution  to  give  himself  dictatorial  pow- 
3s  president  for  life,  with  the  right  to  name  his  own  successor, 
arranging  to  have  himself  proclaimed  emperor  when  he  died 


of  h  Yiian  died,  the  military  leaders  stationed  in  various  parts 

of  ^unntry  began  to  consolidate  their  power  on  a  local  basis.  One 
Wit-K’^”^  ^ven  restored  the  Manchu  dynasty,  but  it  was  removed  again 
lUle °  ^nd  of  1916  China  was  under  the  nominal 

Tiian’  governments,  one  at  Peking  under  Feng  Kuo-chang  (one  of 
^  oiilitarists)  and  a  secession  government  at  Canton  under  Dr.  Sun. 
*^1005  ^  functioned  under  a  series  of  fluctuating  paper  constitu- 

^Onie  power  of  both  was  based  on  the  loyalty  of  local 

inde^^  ^^oause  in  both  cases  the  armies  of  more  remote  areas  were  semi- 
jjtj^P^^^dent,  government  in  those  areas  was  a  matter  of  negotiation 
of  commands  from  the  capital.  Even  Dr.  Sun  saw  this  situa- 
liilit  clearly  to  organize  the  Cantonese  government  as  a 

^.'^^'^^10  with  himself  as  generalissimo  (1917).  Dr.  Sun  was  so 
his  ^  military  post  that  on  two  occasions  he  had  to  flee  from 

and”"''  1^0  security  in  the  French  concession  at  Shanghai  (1918 

*9^2).  Under  such  conditions  Dr.  Sun  was  unable  to  achieve  any  of 
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his  pet  schemes,  such  as  the  vigorous  political  education  of  the  Chinese 
people,  a  widespread  network  of  Chinese  railways  built  with  foreign 
capital,  or  the  industrialization  of  China  on  a  socialist  basis.  Instead,  by 
1920,  warlordism  was  supreme,  and  the  Westernized  Chinese  found  op- 
portunity'  to  exercise  their  new  knowledge  only  in  education  and  m 
the  diplomatic  serv'ice.  Within  China  itself,  command  of  a  well-drilleti 
army  in  control  of  a  compact  group  of  local  provinces  was  far  more 
valuable  than  any  Westernized  knowledge  acquired  as  a  student  abroad. 


THE  RESURGENCE  OF  JAPAN  TO  I918 

The  history^  of  Japan  in  the  twentieth  century  is  quite  distinct  froR' 
that  of  the  other  Asiatic  peoples.  Among  the  latter  the  impact  of  rbe 
West  led  to  the  disruption  of  the  social  and  economic  structure,  the 
abandonment  of  the  traditional  ideologies,  and  the  revelation  of  the 
weakness  of  native  political  and  military  systems.  In  Japan  these  events 
either  did  not  occur  or  occurred  in  a  quite  different  fashion.  Until  194? 
Japan’s  political  and  military  systems  were  strengthened  by  Western 
influences;  the  older  Japanese  ideology  was  retained,  relatively  intact, 
even  by  those  who  were  most  energetic  copiers  of  Western  ways;  and 
the  changes  in  the  older  social  and  economic  structure  were  kept  withtn 
manageable  limits  and  were  directed  in  a  progressive  direction.  The 
real  reason  for  these  differences  probably  rests  in  the  ideological 
tor— that  the  Japanese,  even  the  vigorous  Westernizers,  retained  the  old 
Japanese  point  of  view  and,  as  a  consequence,  were  allied  with  the  oldcf 
Japanese  political,  economic,  and  social  structure  rather  than  oppo®^® 
to  it  (as,  for  example,  Westernizers  were  in  India,  in  China,  or  1” 
Turkey).  The  ability^  of  the  Japanese  to  westernize  without  going  it''-® 
opposition  to  the  basic  core  of  the  older  system  gave  a  degree  n 
discipline  and  a  sense  of  unquestioning  direction  to  their  lives  whiC 
allowed  Japan  to  achieve  a  phenomenal  amount  of  westernization  w’i'^' 
out  weakening  the  older  structure  or  without  disrupting  it.  In  a  sens^ 
until  about  1950,  Japan  took  from  Western  culture  only  superficial  an 
material  details  in  an  imitative  way  and  amalgamated  these  newly 
quired  items  around  the  older  ideological,  political,  military,  and  soci*' 
structure  to  make  it  more  powerful  and  effective.  The  essential  i'^'® 
which  the  Japanese  retained  from  their  traditional  society  and  did  nO' 
adopt  from  Western  civilization  was  the  ideology.  In  time,  as  we  sha 
see,  this  was  very  dangerous  to  both  of  the  societies  concerned,  to  Jnp^'' 
and  to  the  West. 

Originally  Japan  came  into  contact  with  Western  civilization  in  ' 
sixteenth  century^  about  as  early  as  any  other  Asiatic  peoples,  but,  wit 
a  hundred  y^ears,  Japan  w'as  able  to  eject  the  West,  to  exterminate 
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Its  Christian  converts,  and  to  slam  its  doors  against  the  entrance  of 
Western  influences.  A  very  limited  amount  of  trade  was  permitted 
.  ^  restricted  basis,  but  only  with  the  Dutch  and  only  through  the 
port  of  Nagasaki. 

Japan,  thus  isolated  from  the  world,  was  dominated  by  the  military 
^ictatorship  (or  shogunate)  of  the  Tokugawa  family.  The  imperial 
but  ■  retired  to  a  largely  religious  seclusion  whence  it  reigned 

'at  did  not  rule.  Beneath  the  shogun  the  country  was  organized  in  a 
^^reditary  hierarchy,  headed  by  local  feudal  lords.  Beneath  these  lords 
c  were,  in  descending  ranks,  armed  retainers  (samurai),  peasants, 
merchants.  The  whole  system  w'as,  in  theory  at  least,  rigid 
of  unchanging,  being  based  on  the  double  justification  of  blood  and 
Religion.  This  was  in  obvious  and  sharp  contrast  with  the  social  or- 
ed  of  China,  which  was  based,  in  theory,  on  virtue  and  on 

he  training.  In  Japan  virtue  and  ability  were  considered  to  be 

so  •  ,  mther  than  acquired  characteristics,  and,  accordingly,  each 
'2  class  had  innate  differences  which  had  to  be  maintained  by 
rictions  on  intermarriage.  The  emperor  was  of  the  highest  level,  being 
ended  from  the  supreme  sun  goddess,  while  the  lesser  lords  were 
from  lesser  gods  of  varying  degrees  of  remoteness  from  the 
goddess.  Such  a  point  of  view  discouraged  all  revolution  or  social 
jj^ul”&®  ®ud  all  “circulation  of  the  elites,”  with  the  result  that  China’s 
uplicity  of  dynasties  and  rise  and  fall  of  families  was  matched  in 
pa«  ^  single  dynasty  whose  origins  ran  back  into  the  remote 
'ieth  dominant  individuals  of  Japanese  public  life  in  the  twen- 

do  .^^‘^^ury  were  members  of  the  same  families  and  clans  which  were 
^mating  Japanese  life  centuries  ago. 
acr  flow'ed  a  number  of  beliefs  which  continued  to  be 

die  1  r  J^P'^uese  almost  to  the  present.  Most  fundamental  was 

^hef  that  all  Japanese  were  members  of  a  single  breed  consisting 
different  branches  or  clans  of  superior  or  inferior  status,  de- 
vid  their  degree  of  relationship  to  the  imperial  family.  The  indi- 

'vas  of  no  real  significance,  while  the  families  and  the  breed  were 
de'h^  significance,  for  individuals  lived  but  briefly  and  possessed  lit- 
j  ®y°ud  what  they  received  from  their  ancestors  to  pass  on  to  their 
Was  this  fashion  it  was  accepted  by  all  Japanese  that  society 

important  than  any  individual  and  could  demand  any  sacrifice 
s^fve  1  ’  nature  unequal  and  should  be  prepared  to 

soci  it*  the  particular  status  into  which  each  had  been  born,  that 

is  nothing  but  a  great  patriarchal  system,  that  in  this  system  au- 
on  based  on  the  per.sonal  superiority  of  man  over  man  and  not 

tule  of  law,  that,  accordingly,  all  law  is  little  more  than  some 
''P'^rary  order  from  some  superior  being,  and  that  all  non-Japanese, 
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lacking  divine  ancestry,  are  basically  inferior  beings,  existing  only  one  cut 
above  the  level  of  animals  and,  accordingly,  having  no  basis  on  which  to 
claim  any  consideration,  loyalty,  or  consistency  of  treatment  at  the 
hands  of  Japanese. 

This  Japanese  ideology  was  as  antithetical  to  the  outlook  of  the 
Christian  West  as  any  which  the  West  encountered  in  its  contacts  'vith 
other  civilizations.  It  was  also  an  ideology  which  was  peculiarly  fitted 
to  resist  the  intrusion  of  Western  ideas.  As  a  result,  Japan  was  able  to 
accept  and  to  incorporate  into  its  way  of  life  all  kinds  of  Western  tech¬ 
niques  and  material  culture  without  disorganizing  its  own  outlook  or  its 
own  basic  social  structure. 

The  Tokugawa  Shogunate  was  already  long  past  its  prime  when,  it' 
1853,  the  “black  ships”  of  Commodore  Matthew  Perry  sailed  into  Tokyo 
Bay.  That  these  vessels  could  move  against  the  wind,  and  carried  g'""’ 
more  pow'erful  than  any  the  Japanese  had  ever  imagined,  was  a 
shock  to  the  natives  of  Nippon.  The  feudal  lords  who  had  been  growing 
restive  under  Tokugawa  rule  used  this  event  as  an  excuse  to  end  tha' 
rule.  These  lords,  especially  the  representatives  of  four  western  clanSi 
demanded  that  the  emergency  be  met  by  abolishing  the  shogunate 
restoring  all  authority  to  the  hands  of  the  emperor.  For  more  than  9 
decade  the  decision  w'hether  to  open  Japan  to  the  West  or  to  try  t'’ 
continue  the  policy  of  e.xclusion  hung  in  the  balance.  In  1863-186(5  ^ 
series  of  naval  demonstrations  and  bombardments  of  Japanese  ports  by 
Western  Powers  forced  the  opening  of  Japan  and  imposed  on  the  country 
a  tariff  agreement  w  hich  restricted  import  duties  to  5  percent  until  i899’ 
A  new  and  vigorous  emperor  came  to  the  throne  and  accepted  the 
resignation  of  the  last  shogun  (1867).  Japan  at  once  embarked  on  ^ 
policy  of  rapid  Westernization. 

The  period  in  Japanese  history  from  the  so-called  Meiji  Restoration  0 
1867  to  the  granting  of  a  constitution  in  1889  is  of  the  most  vital  in^' 
portance.  In  theory  what  had  occurred  had  been  a  restoration  of  Japa"* 
rule  from  the  hands  of  the  shogun  back  into  the  hands  of  the  emp*"'''*^' 
In  fact  what  occurred  W'as  a  shift  in  power  from  the  shogun  to 
leaders  of  four  western  Japanese  clans  who  proceeded  to  rule  Japan  i" 
the  emperor’s  name  and  from  the  emperor’s  shadow.  These  four  da"* 
of  Satsuma,  Choshu,  Hizen,  and  Tosa  won  the  support  of  certain  nobk^ 
of  the  imperial  court  (such  as  Saionji  and  Konoe)  and  of  the  rich^' 
mercantile  families  (such  as  Mitsui)  and  were  able  to  overthrow  ' 
shogun,  crush  his  supporters  (in  the  Battle  of  Uemo  in  1868),  and  ''' 
control  of  the  government  and  of  the  emperor  himself.  The  emperor  o' 
not  assume  control  of  the  government,  but  remained  in  a  semirelig'" 
seclusion,  too  e.\alted  to  concern  himself  with  the  functioning  of  ^ 
governmental  system  except  in  critical  emergencies.  In  such  emerge” 
cies  the  emperor  generally  did  no  more  than  issue  a  statement  or  or" 
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(  iniperial  rescript”)  which  had  been  drawn  up  bv  the  leaders  of  the 

Restoration. 

These  leaders,  organized  in  a  shadowv  group  known  as  the  Meiji 
’garchy,  had  obtained  complete  domination  of  Japan  by  1889.  To 
e^''er  this  fact  with  camouflage,  they  unleashed  a  vigorous  propaganda 
revived  Shintoism  and  of  abject  submission  to  the  emperor  which 
^^niinated  in  the  e.xtreme  emperor  worship  of  1941-1945.  To  provide 
administrative  basis  for  their  rule,  the  oligarchy  created  an  extensive 
-  ''crnmental  bureaucracy  recruited  from  their  supporters  and  inferior 
^bers.  To  provide  an  economic  basis  for  their  rule,  this  oligarchy 
their  political  influence  to  pa\’  themselves  extensive  pensions  and 
f  grants  (presumably  as  compensation  for  the  ending  of  their 

ai  incomes)  and  to  engage  in  corrupt  business  relationships  with 
't  allies  in  the  commercial  classes  (like  Alitsui  or  Mitsubishi).  To 
i  a  military  basis  for  their  rule,  the  oligarchy  created  a  new 

P  rial  army  and  navy  and  penetrated  the  upper  ranks  of  these  so  that 
bur'  dominate  these  forces  as  they  dominated  the  civil 

eaucracy.  To  provide  a  social  basis  for  their  rule,  the  oligarchy 
th  ■  entirely  new  peerage  of  five  ranks  of  nobility  recruited  from 

^  own  members  and  supporters. 

aving  assured  their  dominant  position  in  the  administrative,  eco- 
^RR^ry,  and  social  life  of  Japan,  the  oligarchy  in  1889  drew  up  a 
''motion  which  would  assure,  and  yet  conceal,  their  political  domina- 
of'th”^  '•^0  country.  This  constitution  did  not  pretend  to  be  a  product 
(1^  J^P^nese  people  or  of  the  Japanese  nation;  popular  sovereignty 
siTiocracy  had  no  place  in  it.  Instead  this  constitution  pretended  to 
ern^"  from  the  emperor,  setting  up  a  system  in  which  all  gov- 

spo  "'ould  be  in  his  name,  and  all  officials  would  be  personally  re- 
Ho  ^  provided  for  a  bicameral  Diet  as  a  legislature.  The 

188  Tcers  consisted  of  the  new  nobility  which  had  been  created  in 
tQ  theT*^'*^  House  of  Representatives  was  to  be  elected  “according 
be  c  legislation  had  to  pass  each  house  by  majority  vote  and 

a  minister  of  state. 

*Pon  established  as  a  Council  of  State  in  1885,  were  re- 

oyj  L  ^  emperor  and  not  to  the  Diet.  Their  tasks  xvere  carried 

app  '^“bgh  the  bureaucracy  which  was  already  established.  All  money 
if  the  other  laws,  had  to  obtain  the  assent  of  the  Diet,  but, 

year  not  accepted  by  this  body,  the  budget  of  the  preceding 

ext-  repeated  automatically  for  the  following  year.  The  emperor  had 

reqy-  Rowers  to  issue  ordinances  w'hich  had  the  force  of  law  and 

ed  a  minister’s  signature,  as  did  other  laws. 

Qg  '^^ostitution  of  1889  w’as  based  on  the  constitution  of  Imperial 
circq  forced  on  Japan  by  the  Meiji  oligarchy  in  order  to 

^vent  and  anticipate  any  future  agitation  for  a  more  liberal  consti- 
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rution  based  on  British,  American,  or  French  models.  Basically,  the  form 
and  functioning  of  the  constitution  was  of  little  significance,  for  the 
country  continued  to  be  run  by  the  Meiji  oligarchy  through  their 
domination  of  the  army  and  navy,  the  bureaucracy,  economic  and  social 
life,  and  the  opinion-forming  agencies  such  as  education  and  religion- 
In  political  life  this  oligarchy  was  able  to  control  the  emperor,  the 
Privy  Council,  the  House  of  Peers,  the  judiciary,  and  the  bureaucracy- 
This  left  only  one  possible  organ  of  government,  the  Diet,  through 
which  the  oligarchy  might  be  challenged.  xVloreover,  the  Diet  had  only 
one  means  (its  right  to  pass  the  annual  budget)  by  which  it  could  strike 
back  at  the  oligarchy\  This  right  was  of  little  significance  so  long  as  the 
oligarchy  did  not  want  to  increase  the  budget,  since  the  budget  of 
the  previous  year  would  be  repeated  if  the  Diet  rejected  the  budget  of  the 
following  year.  However,  the  oligarchy  could  not  be  satisfied  with  » 
repetition  of  an  earlier  budget,  for  the  oligarchy’s  chief  aim,  after  they 
had  ensured  their  own  wealth  and  power,  was  to  westernize  Jap®'' 
rapidly  enough  to  be  able  to  defend  it  against  the  pressure  of  the 
Great  Powers  of  the  West. 


All  these  things  required  a  constantly  growing  budget,  and  thus  g®''® 
the  Diet  a  more  important  role  than  it  would  otherwise  have  had.  Th'S 
role,  however,  was  more  of  a  nuisance  than  a  serious  restriction  on  the 
power  of  the  Meiji  oligarchy  because  the  power  of  the  Diet  coul® 
be  overcome  in  various  way^s.  Originally,  the  oligarchy  planned  to  gi^® 
the  Imperial  Household  such  a  large  endowment  of  property  that 
income  would  be  sufficient  to  support  the  army  and  navy  outside  tht 
national  budget.  This  plan  was  abandoned  as  impractical,  although  the  In'" 
perial  Household  and  all  its  rules  were  put  outside  the  scope  of  the  coO' 
stirution.  Accordingly,  an  alternative  plan  was  adopted:  to  control  the 
elections  to  the  Diet  so  that  its  membership  would  be  docile  to  the 
wishes  of  the  Meiji  oligarchy.  As  we  shall  see,  controlling  the  ef®® 
tions  to  the  Diet  was  possible,  but  ensuring  its  docility  was  quite  ® 
different  matter. 


The  elections  to  the  Diet  could  be  controlled  in  three  ways:  by 
restricted  suffrage,  by  campaign  contributions,  and  by  bureaucratic 
manipulation  of  the  elections  and  the  returns.  The  suffrage  was  t® 
stricted  for  many  years  on  a  property  basis,  so  that,  in  1900,  only  uu® 
person  in  a  hundred  had  the  right  to  vote.  The  close  alliance  bervve®" 
the  Meiji  oligarchy  and  the  richest  members  of  the  expanding  econoiUi® 
system  made  it  perfectly  easy  to  control  the  flow  of  campaign  coutfi 
butions.  And  if  these  wo  methods  failed,  the  Meiji  oligarchy  control*® 
both  the  police  and  the  prefectural  bureaucracy  which  supervised  ® 
elections  and  counted  the  returns.  In  case  of  need,  they  did  not  hesit®  ^ 
to  use  these  instruments,  censoring  opposition  papers,  prohibiting  opp 
sition  meetings,  using  violence,  if  necessary,  to  prevent  opposition  votiUg' 
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reporting,  through  the  prefects,  as  elected  candidates  who  had 
c  early  failed  to  obtain  the  largest  vote. 

These  methods  were  used  from  the  beginning.  In  the  first  Diet  of  1889, 
Songsters  employed  by  the  oligarchy  prevented  opposition  members  from 
entering  the  Diet  chamber,  and  at  least  tw'enty-eight  other  members 
^sre  bribed  to  shift  their  votes.  In  the  elections  of  1892  violence  was 
'^sed,  mostly  in  districts  opposed  to  the  government,  so  that  25  persons 
^vere  killed  and  388  were  injured.  The  government  still  lost  that  election 
continued  to  control  the  Cabinet.  It  even  dismissed  eleven  prefectural 
governors  who  had  been  stealing  votes,  as  much  for  their  failure  to  steal 
enough  as  for  their  action  in  stealing  any.  When  the  resulting  Diet  re¬ 
used  to  appropriate  for  an  enlarged  navy,  it  was  sent  home  for  eighteen 
o^ys,  and  then  reassembled  to  receive  an  imperial  rescript  which  gave  1.8 
uiillion  yen  over  a  six-year  period  from  the  Imperial  Household  for  the 
Project  and  went  on  to  order  all  public  officials  to  contribute  one-tenth 
°  their  salaries  each  year  for  the  duration  of  the  naval  building  program 
’vhich  the  Diet  had  refused  to  finance.  In  this  fashion,  the  Diet’s  control 
°  increased  appropriations  was  circumvented  by  the  Meiji  oligarchy’s 
control  of  the  emperor. 

^n  view  of  the  dominant  position  of  the  Meiji  oligarchy  in  Japanese 
t  0  from  1867  until  after  1922,  it  would  be  a  mistake  to  interpret  such 
occurrences  as  unruly  Diets,  the  growth  of  political  parties,  or  even  the 
establishment  of  adult  manhood  suffrage  (in  1925)  as  such  events  would 
e  interpreted  in  European  history.  In  the  West  we  are  accustomed  to 
Narrations  about  heroic  struggl  es  for  civil  rights  and  individual  liberties, 
or  about  the  efforts  of  commercial  and  industrial  capitalists  to  capture  at 
east  a  share  of  political  and  social  power  from  the  hands  of  the  landed 
anstocracy,  the  feudal  nobility,  or  the  Church.  We  are  acquainted  with 
Movements  by  the  masses  for  political  democracy,  and  with  agitations 


y  peasants  and  workers  for  economic  advantages.  All  these  movements, 
^hich  fill  the  pages  of  European  history  books,  are  either  absent  or  have 
entirely  different  significance  in  Japanese  histor)^ 

Japan  history  presents  a  basic  solidarity  of  outlook  and  of  pur¬ 
pose,  punctuated  wdth  brief  conflicting  outbursts  which  seem  to  be 
contradictory  and  inexplicable.  The  explanation  of  this  is  to  be  found 
*-*^0  fact  that  there  was,  indeed,  a  solidarity  of  outlook  but  that  this 
Solidarity  was  considerably  less  solid  than  it  appeared,  for,  beneath  it, 
Japanese  societv  was  filled  with  fissures  and  discontents.  The  solidarity 
0  outlook  rested  on  the  ideology  which  we  have  mentioned.  This 
'deology^  sometimes  called  Shintoism,  was  propagated  by^  the  upper 
classes,  especially  by  the  Meiji  oligarchy  but  was  more  sincerely  em- 
caced  by  the  lower  classes,  especially  by  the  rural  masses,  than  it  was 
y  '^he  oligarchy  which  propagated  it.  This  ideology  accepted  an  au- 
Noritarian,  hierarchical,  patriarchal  society,  based  on  families,  clans,  and 
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nation,  culminating  in  respect  and  subordination  to  the  emperor.  In 
this  system  there  was  no  place  for  individualism,  self-interest,  human 
liberties,  or  civil  rights. 

In  general,  this  system  was  accepted  by  the  mass  of  the  Japanese  peo¬ 
ples.  As  a  consequence,  these  masses  allowed  the  oligarchy  to  pursue 
policies  of  selfish  self-aggrandizement,  of  ruthless  exploitation,  and  of 
revolutionary  economic  and  social  change  with  little  resistance.  Tlie 
peasants  were  oppressed  by  universal  military  service,  by  high  taxes  and 
high  interest  rates,  by  low  farm  prices  and  high  industrial  prices,  and  by 
the  destruction  of  the  market  for  peasant  handicrafts.  They  revolted 
briefly  and  locally  in  1884-1885,  but  were  crushed  and  never  revolted 
again,  although  they  continued  to  be  e.xploited.  All  earlier  legislation 
seeking  to  protect  peasant  proprietors  or  to  prevent  monopolization  of  the 
land  was  revoked  in  the  1870’s. 

In  the  i88o’s  there  was  a  drastic  reduction  in  the  number  of  landown¬ 
ers,  through  heavy  taxes,  high  interest  rates,  and  low  prices  for  farm 
products.  At  the  same  time  the  growth  of  urban  industry  began  to 
destroy  the  market  for  peasant  handicrafts  and  the  rural  “putting-out 
system”  of  manufacture.  In  seven  years,  1883-1890,  about  360,000  peasant 
proprietors  were  dispossessed  of  5  million  yen  worth  of  land  because 
of  total  tax  arrears  of  only  114,178  yen  (or  arrears  of  only  one-third 
yen,  that  is,  17  American  cents,  per  person).  In  the  same  period,  owners 
were  dispossessed  of  about  one  hundred  times  as  much  land  by  fore¬ 
closure  of  mortgages.  This  process  continued  at  varying  rates,  untib 
by  1940,  three-quarters  of  Japanese  peasants  were  tenants  or  part-tenants 
paying  rents  of  at  least  half  of  their  annual  crop. 

In  spite  of  their  acceptance  of  authority  and  Shinto  ideology,  the 
pressures  on  Japanese  peasants  would  have  reached  the  explosive  point 
if  safety  valves  had  not  been  provided  for  them.  Among  these  pressures 
we  must  take  notice  of  that  arising  from  population  increase,  a  problem 
arising,  as  in  most  Asiatic  countries,  from  the  introduction  of  Western 
medicine  and  sanitation.  Before  the  opening  of  Japan,  its  population  had 
remained  fairly  stable  at  28-30  million  for  several  centuries.  This  stability 
arose  from  a  high  death  rate  supplemented  by  frequent  famines  and  the 
practice  of  infanticide  and  abortion.  By  1870  the  population  began  to 
grow,  rising  from  30  million  to  56  million  in  1920,  to  73  million  in  i94°> 
and  reaching  87  million  in  1955. 

The  safety  valve  in  the  Japanese  peasant  world  resided  in  the  fact  that 
opportunities  were  opened,  with  increasing  rapidity,  in  nonagricultural 
activities  in  the  period  1870-1920.  These  nonagricultural  activities  were 
made  available  from  the  fact  that  the  exploiting  oligarchy  used  its  owu 
growing  income  to  create  such  activities  by  investment  in  shipping' 
railroads,  industry,  and  services.  These  activities  made  it  possible  w 
drain  the  growing  peasant  population  from  the  rural  areas  into  tlie 


THE  BUFFER  FRINGE  I99 

Cities.  A  law  of  1873  which  established  primogeniture  in  the  inheritance 
peasant  property  made  it  evident  that  the  rural  population  which 
"iigrated  to  the  cities  would  be  second  and  third  sons  rather  than  heads 
families.  This  had  numerous  social  and  psychological  results,  of  which 
^he  chief  was  that  the  new  urban  population  consisted  of  men  detached 
ttom  the  discipline  of  the  patriarchal  famUy  and  thus  less  under  the 
influence  of  the  general  authoritarian  Japanese  psychology  and  more 
Under  the  influence  of  demoralizing  urban  forces.  As  a  consequence, 
this  group,  after  1920,  became  a  challenge  to  the  stability  of  Japanese 
society. 

In  the  cities  the  working  masses  of  Japanese  society  continued  to  be 
^iiploited,  but  now  by  low  wages  rather  than  by  high  rents,  taxes,  or 
interest  rates.  These  urban  masses,  like  the  rural  masses  whence  they  had 
een  drawn,  submitted  to  such  exploitation  without  resistance  for  a  much 
Unger  period  than  Europeans  would  have  done  because  they  continued 
l^u  accept  the  authoritarian,  submissive  Shintoist  ideology.  They  were 
eitcluded  from  participation  in  political  life  until  the  establishment  of 
3dult  manhood  suffrage  in  1925.  It  was  not  until  after  this  date  that 
^uy  noticeable  weakening  of  the  authoritarian  Japanese  ideology  began 
appear  among  the  urban  masses. 

Resistance  of  the  urban  masses  to  exploitation  through  economic  or 
social  organizations  was  weakened  by  the  restrictions  on  workers’  or¬ 
ganizations  of  all  kinds.  The  general  restrictions  on  the  press,  on  as¬ 
semblies,  on  freedom  of  speech,  and  on  the  establishment  of  “secret” 
Societies  were  enforced  quite  strictly  against  all  groups  and  doubly  so 
Against  laboring  groups.  There  were  minor  socialistic  and  laborers’ 
Agitations  in  the  twenty  years  1890-1910.  These  were  brought  to  a 
'’lolent  end  in  1910  by  the  execution  of  tw’elve  persons  for  anarchistic 
Agitations.  The  labor  movement  did  not  raise  its  head  again  until  the 
Economic  crisis  of  1919-1922. 

The  low- wage  policy  of  the  Japanese  industrial  system  originated  in 
I'®  self-interest  of  the  early  capitalists,  but  came  to  be  justified  with 
c  argument  that  the  only  commodity  Japan  had  to  offer  the  world. 
And  the  only  one  on  which  it  w'ould  construct  a  status  as  a  Great  Ponder, 
"'AS  its  large  supply  of  cheap  labor.  Japan’s  mineral  resources,  including 
'^'^aI,  iron,  or  petroleum,  were  poor  in  both  quality  and  quantity,  of  textile 
^Aiv  materials  it  had  only  silk,  and  lacked  both  cotton  and  wool.  It 


no  natural  resources  of  importance  for  which  there  was  world  de- 
^3nd  such  as  were  to  be  found  in  the  tin  of  Malaya,  the  rubber  of 
ndonesia,  or  the  cocoa  of  West  Africa;  it  had  neither  the  land  nor  the 


’^'^der  to  produce  either  dairy  or  animal  products  as  Argentina,  Den- 
^Ark,  New  Zealand,  or  Australia.  The  only  important  resources  it 
n  which  could  be  used  to  provide  export  goods  to  exchange  for  im¬ 
ported  coal,  iron,  or  oil  were  silk,  forest  products,  and  products  of  the 
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sea.  All  these  required  a  considerable  e.\penditure  of  labor,  and  these 
products  could  be  sold  abroad  only  if  prices  were  kept  low  by  keeping 
wage  rates  dovv-n. 

Since  these  products  did  not  command  sufficient  foreign  exchange  to 
allow  Japan  to  pay  for  the  imports  of  coal,  iron,  and  oil  which  a 
Great  Power  must  have,  Japan  had  to  find  some  method  by  which  it 
could  e.xport  its  labor  and  obtain  pay  for  it.  This  led  to  the  growth 
of  manufacturing  industries  based  on  imported  raw  materials  and  the 
development  of  such  seiATCe  activities  as  fishing  and  ocean  shipping. 
At  an  early  date  Japan  began  to  develop  an  industrial  system  in  which 
raw  materials  such  as  coal,  wrought  iron,  raw  cotton,  or  wool  were  im¬ 
ported,  fabricated  into  more  expensive  and  complex  forms,  and  exported 
again  for  a  higher  price  in  the  form  of  machinery  or  finished  tex¬ 
tiles.  Other  products  which  were  exported  included  such  forest  prod¬ 
ucts  as  tea,  carved  woods,  or  raw  silk,  or  such  products  of  Japanese 
labor  as  finished  silks,  canned  fish,  or  shipping  services. 

The  political  and  economic  decisions  which  led  to  these  developments 
and  which  exploited  the  rural  and  urban  masses  of  Japan  were  made  by 
the  Meiji  oligarchy  and  their  supporters.  The  decision-making  powers  m 
this  oligarchy  were  concentrated  in  a  surprisingly  small  group  of  men, 
in  all,  no  more  than  a  dozen  in  number,  and  made  up,  chiefly,  of  the 
leaders  of  the  four  western  clans  which  had  led  the  movement  against  the 
shogun  in  1867.  These  leaders  came  in  time  to  form  a  formal,  if  extra¬ 
legal,  group  known  as  the  Genro  (or  Council  of  Elder  Statesmen).  Oi 
this  group  Robert  Reischauer  wrote  in  1938:  “It  is  these  men  who  have 
been  the  real  power  behind  the  Throne.  It  became  customary  for  their 
opinion  to  be  asked  and,  more  important  still,  to  be  followed  in  all 
matters  of  great  significance  to  the  welfare  of  the  state.  No  Premier  was 
ever  appointed  except  from  the  recommendation  of  these  men  who 
became  known  as  Genro.  Until  1922  no  important  domestic  legislation, 
no  important  foreign  treaty  escaped  their  perusal  and  sanction  before  it 
was  signed  by  the  Emperor.  These  men,  in  their  time,  were  the  actual 
rulers  of  Japan.” 

The  importance  of  this  group  can  be  seen  from  the  fact  that  the  Genro 
had  only  eight  members,  yet  the  office  of  prime  minister  was  held  by  ® 
Genro  from  1885  to  1916,  and  the  important  post  of  president  of  the 
Privy  Council  was  held  by  a  Genro  from  its  creation  in  1889  to  192* 
(except  for  the  years  1890-1892  when  Count  Old  of  the  Hizen  cla’' 
held  it  for  Okuma).  If  we  list  the  eight  Genro  with  three  of  their 
close  associates,  we  shall  be  setting  down  the  chief  personnel  of  Japanese 
histor)'  in  the  period  covered  by  this  chapter.  To  such  a  list  we  niigh*^ 
add  certain  other  significant  facts,  such  as  the  social  origins  of  these 
men,  the  dates  of  their  deaths,  and  their  dominant  connections  with  rl’® 
turn  branches  of  the  defense  forces  and  with  the  two  greatest  Japanese 
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^‘Justrial  monopolies.  The  significance  of  these  connections  will  appear 
a  moment. 


SOCIAL 

ohigin 

NAME 

(genro 
MARKED  *) 

OF 

DEATH 

DOMINATED 

LINKED 

Choshu 

•Ito 

•Yamagata 

•Inoue 

•Katsura 

1909 

1922 

1915 

191J 

Mitsui 

Satsurna 

•Oyama 

•Matsukata 

Kuroda 

Yamamoto 

1924 

N.,y 

Hizen 

*Okuma 

1922 

Party  from  1882 

Tosa 

Itagaki 

1920 

Liberal  Party 
from  1881 

Mitsubishi 

Noble 

Court 

*Saionji 

1940 

“Last  of  the 
Genro” 
(1924-1940) 

Sumitomo 

^^P^nese  history  from  1890  to  1940  is  largely  a  commentary  on  this 
],.  have  said  that  the  Meiji  Restoration  of  1868  resulted  from  an 

and  four  western  clans  and  some  court  nobles  against  the  shogunate 

Ti,  *^*^^*'  alliance  was  financed  by  commercial  groups  led  by  Mitsui. 
^  leaders  of  this  movement  who  were  still  alive  after  1890  came  to 
^  the  Genro,  the  real  but  unofficial  rulers  of  Japan.  As  the  years 
^  and  the  Genro  became  older  and  died,  their  power  became  weaker, 
fhere  arose  two  claimants  to  succeed  them:  the  militarists  and  the 
P°'bcal  parties.  In  this  struggle  the  social  groups  behind  the  political 
r^es  Were  so  diverse  and  so  corrupt  that  their  success  was  never  in 
the  practical  politics.  In  spite  of  this  fact,  the  struggle  between 

ttot  *^he  political  parties  looked  fairly  even  until  1935, 

1^  .  ^3use  of  any  strength  or  natural  ability  in  the  ranks  of  the  latter 

cla  because  Saionji,  the  “Last  of  the  Genro”  and  the  only  non- 

member  in  that  select  group,  did  all  he  could  to  delay  or  to  avoid 
^  ®^ust  inevitable  triumph  of  the  militarists. 

1  the  factors  in  this  struggle  and  the  political  events  of  Japanese 
ro  arising  from  the  interplay  of  these  factors  go  back  to  their 
1^,  ®  m  the  Genro  as  it  existed  before  1900.  The  political  parties  and 
’*^ubjshi  were  built  up  as  Hizen-Tosa  w^eapons  to  combat  the  Choshu- 
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Satsuma  domination  of  the  power  nexus  organized  on  the  civilian-military 
bureaucracy  allied  with  Mitsui;  the  army-navy  rivalry  (which  appeared 
in  1912  and  became  acute  after  1931)  had  its  roots  in  an  old  competition 
between  Choshu  and  Satsuma  within  the  Genro;  while  the  civilian- 
militarist  struggle  went  back  to  the  personal  rivalry  between  Ito  and 
Yamagata  before  1900.  Yet,  in  spite  of  these  fissures  and  rivalries,  the 
oligarchy  as  a  whole  generally'  presented  a  united  front  against  outside 
groups  (such  as  peasants,  workers,  intellectuals,  or  Christians)  in  Japan 
itself  or  against  non-Japanese. 

From  1882  to  1898  Ito  was  the  dominant  figure  in  the  Meiji  oligarchy, 
and  the  most  powerful  figure  in  Japan.  As  minister  of  the  Imperial  House¬ 
hold,  he  was  charged  with  the  task  of  drawing  up  the  constitution  of 
1889;  as  president  of  the  Privy  Council,  he  guided  the  deliberations  of 
the  assembly  which  ratified  this  constitution;  and  as  first  prime  minister 
of  the  new  Japan,  he  established  the  foundations  on  which  it  would 
operate.  In  the  process  he  entrenched  the  Sat-Cho  oligarchy  so  firmly 
in  power  that  the  supporters  of  Tosa  and  Hizen  began  to  agitate  against 
the  government,  seeking  to  obtain  what  they  regarded  as  their  proper 
share  of  the  plums  of  office. 

In  order  to  build  up  opposition  to  the  government,  they  organized 
the  first  real  political  parties,  the  Liberal  Party  of  Itagaki  (1881)  and 
the  Progressive  Party  of  Okuma  (1882).  These  parties  adopted  liberal 
and  popular  ideologies  from  bourgeois  Europe,  but,  generally',  these 
were  not  sincerely  held  or  clearly  understood.  The  real  aim  of  these 
two  groups  was  to  make  themselves  so  much  of  a  nuisance  to  the  pre- 
vailing  oligarchy  that  they'  could  obtain,  as  a  price  for  relaxing  their 
attacks,  a  share  of  the  patronage  of  public  office  and  of  government  con¬ 
tracts.  Accordingly-,  the  leaders  of  these  parties,  again  and  again,  sold 
out  their  party  followers  in  return  for  these  concessions,  generally  dis¬ 
solving  their  parties,  to  re-create  them  at  some  later  date  when  their  dis¬ 
content  with  the  prevailing  oligarchy  had  risen  once  again.  As  a  resuk’ 
the  opposition  parties  vanished  and  reappeared,  and  their  leaders  moved 
into  and  out  of  public  office  in  accordance  with  the  whims  of  satisfied 
or  discontented  personal  ambitions. 

Just  as  Mitsui  became  the  greatest  industrial  monopoly-  of  Japan  oU 
the  basis  of  its  political  connections  with  the  prevalent  Sat-Cho  oligarchy, 
so  Mitsubishi  became  Japan’s  second  greatest  monopoly  on  the  basis  0 
its  political  connections  with  the  opposition  groups  of  Tosa-Hizen.  H' 
deed,  Mitsubishi  began  its  career  as  the  commercial  firm  of  the  Tosa 
clan,  and  Y.  Iwasaki,  who  had  managed  it  in  the  latter  role,  continue 
to  manage  it  when  it  blossomed  into  .Mitsubishi.  Both  of  these  firms,  a’’ 
a  handful  of  other  monopolistic  organizations  which  grew  up  later,  'vet^ 
completely  dependent  for  their  profits  and  growth  on  political  con¬ 
nections. 
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The  task  of  building  Japan  into  a  modern  industrial  power  in  a  single 
•retime  required  enormous  capital  and  stable  markets.  In  a  poor  country 
‘■ke  Japan,  coming  late  into  the  industrial  era,  both  of  these  require- 
nrents  could  be  obtained  from  the  government,  and  in  no  other  way.  As  a 
result  business  enterprise  became  organized  in  a  few  very  large  monopo- 
^ric  structures,  and  these  (in  spite  of  their  size)  never  acted  as  inde¬ 
pendent  powers,  even  in  economic  matters,  but  cooperated  in  a  docile 
ashion  with  those  who  controlled  government  expenditures  and  govern- 
'^ent  contracts.  Thus  they  cooperated  with  the  .Meiji  oligarchy  before 
‘9*2,  with  the  political  party  leaders  in  1922-1932,  and  with  the  militarists 
1932.  Taken  together,  these  monopolistic  industrial  and  financial 
‘“^ganizations  were  known  as  zaibatsu.  There  were  eight  important  or¬ 
ganizations  of  this  kind  in  the  period  after  World  War  I,  but  three  were 
^0  powerful  that  they  dominated  the  other  five,  as  well  as  the  whole 
^cononiic  system.  These  three  were  Mitsui,  Mitsubishi,  and  Sumitomo 
^controlled  by  Saionji’s  relatives).  These  competed  with  one  another  in 
®  halfhearted  fashion,  but  such  competition  was  political  rather  than 
economic,  and  always  remained  within  the  rules  of  a  system  which  they 

unaccepted. 

the  period  1885-1901,  during  which  Ito  was  premier  four  times, 
atsukata  twice,  and  Yamagata  twice,  it  became  evident  that  the  oli¬ 
garchy  could  not  be  controlled  by  the  Diet  or  by  the  Tosa-Hizen  politi- 
*  parties  but  could  always  rule  Japan  through  its  control  of  the 
Peror,  the  armed  forces,  and  the  civil  bureaucracy.  This  victory  was 
th™  •  .^®*-ak>lished  before  a  rivalry  appeared  between  Ito,  supported  by 
civil  bureaucracy,  and  Yamagata,  supported  by  the  armed  services. 
ond^^°°  Yamagata  won  a  decisive  victory  over  Ito  and  formed  his  sec- 
fim  (>898-1900),  from  which  the  Ito  group  was,  for  the  first 

th  f’  excluded.  During  this  administration  Yamagata  extended 

ranchise  from  half  a  million  to  a  million  voters  in  order  to  obtain  city 
jj^nPert  for  imposing  taxes  on  rural  lands  to  pay  for  military  expan- 
tries  >^ore  important  than  this,  he  established  a  law  that  the  minis- 
L  ^  ‘^he  army  and  the  navy  must  be  headed  by  Cabinet  posts  held 
generals  and  admirals  of  the  highest  rank.  This  law  made 
Qj.  ™le  of  Japan  impossible  thereafter  because  no  prime  minister 
of  the  Cabinet  could  fill  the  two  defense  posts  unless  they 
Concessions  to  the  armed  services. 

p  ‘Retaliation  for  this  defeat,  Ito  made  an  alliance  with  the  Liberal 
^‘R^gaki  (1900)  and  took  office  as  prime  minister  for  the  third 
D  900- 1901).  But  he  had  little  freedom  of  action,  since  the  minister 
‘‘a  accordance  with  the  new  law,  was  Yamagata’s  man,  Katsura, 
In  ^  ‘“‘“‘S^Rcr  of  the  navy  was  Admiral  Yamamoto. 

Yamagata  obtained  an  imperial  rescript  forcing  Ito  to  retire 
active  political  life  to  the  shelter  of  the  Privy  Council.  Ito  did  so. 
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leaving  the  Liberal  Party  and  the  leadership  of  the  civilian  forces  to  iiis 
protege,  Saionji.  Yamagata  had  already  retired  behind  the  scenes,  but  still 
dominated  political  life  through  his  protege,  Katsura. 

The  period  1901-1913  saw  an  alternation  of  Katsura  and  Saionji  gov¬ 
ernments,  in  which  the  former  clearly  controlled  the  government,  while 
the  latter,  through  the  Liberal  Party,  won  large  and  meaningless  vic¬ 
tories  at  the  polls.  Both  in  1908  and  in  1912  Saionji’s  party  won  easy  vic¬ 
tories  in  general  elections  held  while  he  was  in  office,  and  in  both  cases 
Katsura  forced  him  out  of  office  in  spite  of  his  majority  in  the  Diet' 

At  this  point  Katsura’s  ruthless  use  of  the  emperor  and  the  militarists 
to  increase  the  size  and  power  of  the  army  brought  a  new  factor  into 
Japanese  political  life  by  leading  to  a  split  with  the  navy.  In  1912,  when 
Saionji  and  Katsura  had  each  headed  two  governments  since  1901,  the 
former  refused  to  increase  the  army  by  two  divisions  (for  service  m 
Korea).  Katsura  at  once  threw  the  Saionji  government  out  of  office  by 
having  the  minister  of  war  resign.  When  Saionji  could  find  no  eligible 
general  willing  to  serve,  Katsura  formed  his  third  Cabinet  (i9i2-i9'3) 
and  created  the  new  divisions. 

The  navy,  alienated  by  the  army’s  high-handed  political  tactics,  trie^ 
to  keep  Katsura  out  of  office  in  1912  by  refusing  to  provide  an  admiral  to 
serve  as  minister  of  the  navy.  They  were  defeated  when  Katsura  pr^' 
duced  an  imperial  rescript  from  the  new  Emperor  Taisho  (1912-19-'^) 
ordering  them  to  provide  an  admiral.  The  navy  retaliated  the  folloWiOc 
year  by  forming  an  alliance  with  the  Liberals  and  other  anti-Katsut!* 
forces,  on  the  grounds  that  his  frequent  use  of  imperial  intervention 
behalf  of  the  lowest  partisan  politics  was  an  insult  to  the  exalted  sanc¬ 
tity  of  the  imperial  position.  For  the  first  and  only  time,  in  19131 
imperial  rescript  was  refused  acceptance,  by  the  Liberal  Party;  Katsut* 
had  to  resign,  and  a  new  Cabinet,  under  Admiral  Yamamoto, 
formed  (1913-1914).  This  alliance  of  the  navy,  the  Satsuma  clan,  and  tbe 
Liberal  Party  so  enraged  the  Choshu  clan  that  the  military  and  civiH*'’ 
wings  of  that  group  came  together  on  an  anti-Satsuma  basis. 

In  1914  it  was  revealed  that  several  high  admirals  had  accepted  bribed 
from  foreign  munitions  firms  such  as  German  Siemens  and  Brio* 
Vickers.  Choshu  used  this  as  a  club  to  force  Yamamoto  to  resign,  but 
since  they  could  not  form  a  government  themselves  they  called  OkuiU^ 
out  of  retirement  to  form  a  temporary  government  completely  uc 
pendent  on  them.  The  old  man  was  given  a  majority  in  the  Diet  b) 
turning  the  e.xisting  Liberal  Party  majorit\-  out  of  office  and,  in  a  coiU^ 
pletely  corrupt  election,  providing  a  majority  for  a  new  Constitution^ 
Believers’  Party,  which  Katsura  had  created  in  1913.  Okuma  was  con' 
pletely  dependent  on  the  Choshu  oligarchy  (which  meant  on  Yaniagnt'’’ 
as  Ito  died  in  1909  and  Inoue  in  1915).  He  gave  them  two  new  arm; 
divisions  and  a  strong  anti-Chinese  policy,  but  was  replaced  by  GeU 
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Terauchi,  a  Choshu  militarist  and  favorite  of  Yamagata,  in  1916. 
°  provide  this  new  government  with  less  obviously  corrupt  party  sup- 
a  deal  was  made  with  the  Liberal  Party.  In  return  for  seats  in  the 
places  in  the  bureaucracy,  and  Mitsui  money,  this  old  Tosa  party 
out  to  Choshu  militarism,  and  was  provided,  by  the  prefectural 
Sovetnors,  with  a  satisfying  majority  in  the  general  election  of  1916. 

nder  the  Terauchi  government,  Choshu  militarism  and  Vamagata’s 
l^rsonal  power  reached  their  culmination.  By  that  time  every  high  officer 
^  ^rniy  owed  his  position  to  Yamagata’s  patronage.  His  old  civilian 
^  s,  lihe  Ito  or  Inoue,  were  dead.  Of  the  four  remaining  Genro,  only 
Yamagata,  aged  eighty  -one  in  1918,  still  had  his  hands  on  the  tiller;  Matsu- 
aged  eighty-four,  was  a  weakling;  Okuma,  aged  eighty-one,  was  an 
Her;  and  Saionji,  aged  seventy,  was  a  semioutsider.  The  emperor,  as  a 
sut  of  the  protests  of  1913,  no  longer  intervened  in  political  life.  The 
r  1  leal  parties  were  demoralized  and  subservient,  prepared  to  sacrifice 
y  principle  for  a  few  jobs.  The  economic  organizations,  led  by  the 
o  nr  zaibatsii,  were  completely  dependent  on  government  subsidies  and 
0  '^ernment  contracts.  In  a  word,  the  controls  of  the  Meiji  oligarchy  had 
almost  completely  into  the  hands  of  one  man. 
would  be  difficult  to  e.xaggerate  the  degree  of  concentration  of 
®r  in  Japan  in  the  period  covered  by  this  chapter.  In  thirty-three 
nine*  ^'^^luet  government,  there  had  been  eighteen  Cabinets  but  only 
afferent  premiers.  Of  these  nine  premiers,  only  two  (Saionji  and 
^Ha)  w^ere  not  of  Choshu  or  Satsuma,  while  five  were  military  men. 
lo  »  V  militarization  of  Japanese  life  in  the  period  ending  in 

^  had  ominous  implications  for  the  future.  Not  only  did  militarists 
ntrol  growing  sectors  of  Japanese  life;  they  had  also  succeeded  in 
sin  luyalty  to  the  emperor  and  subservience  to  militarism  into  a 
gle  loyalty  which  no  Japanese  could  reject  without,  at  the  same  time, 
)  cting  his  country,  his  family,  and  his  whole  tradition.  Even  more 
3  "'as  the  growing  evidence  that  Japanese  militarism  w'as  insanely 

'I'ars  prone  to  find  the  solution  for  internal  problems  in  foreign 


Ru  occasions  in  thirty  years,  against  China  in  1894-1895,  against 

had  '904-1905,  and  against  China  and  Germany  in  1914-1918,  Japan 
upon  warlike  action  for  purely  aggressive  purposes.  As  a 
cad  ®he  first  action,  Japan  acquired  Formosa  and  the  Pes- 

forced  China  to  recognize  the  independence  of  Korea 
"'th  R  subsequent  Japanese  penetration  of  Korea  led  to  a  rivalry 
Co  "Ossia,  whose  Trans-Siberian  Raihvay  was  encouraging  her  to 
die  p  her  rebuffs  in  the  Balkans  by  increasing  her  pressure  in 

East. 

5  tr  '•o  isolate  the  approaching  conflict  with  Russia,  Japan  signed 

‘‘ly  with  Britain  (1902).  By  this  treatv  each  signer  could  e.xpect 
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support  from  the  other  if  it  became  engaged  in  war  with  more  than  one 
enemy  in  the  Far  East.  With  Russia  thus  isolated  in  the  area,  Japan  at¬ 
tacked  the  czar’s  forces  in  1904.  These  forces  were  destroyed  on  land  by 
Japanese  armies  under  the  Satsuma  Genro  Oyama,  while  the  Russian 
fleet  of  thirty-two  vessels,  coming  from  Europe,  was  destroyed  by  the 
Satsuma  Admiral  Togo  in  Tsushima  Straits.  By  the  Treaty  of  Ports¬ 
mouth  (1905)  Russia  renounced  her  influence  in  Korea,  yielded  southern 
Sakhalin  and  the  lease  on  Liaotung  to  Japan,  and  agreed  to  a  joint 
renunciation  of  Manchuria  (which  was  to  be  evacuated  by  both  Powers 
and  restored  to  China).  Korea,  which  had  been  made  a  Japanese  pro¬ 
tectorate  in  1904,  was  annexed  in  1910. 

The  outbreak  of  war  in  1914  provided  a  great  opportunity  for  Japanese 
expansion.  While  all  the  Great  Powers  were  busy  elsewhere,  the  Far 
East  was  left  to  Japan.  Declaring  war  on  Germany  on  August  2  3' 
1914,  Nipponese  troops  seized  the  German  holdings  on  the  Shantung 
Peninsula  and  the  German  Pacific  islands  north  of  the  equator  (Marshall 
Islands,  Marianas,  and  Carolines).  This  was  followed,  almost  immediately 
(January  1915),  by  presentation  of  “Twenty-one  Demands”  on  China- 
These  demands  at  once  revealed  Japan’s  aggressive  ambitions  on  the  con¬ 
tinent  of  Asia,  and  led  to  a  decisive  change  in  world  opinion  about  Japaf' 
especially  in  the  United  States.  As  preparation  for  such  demands  Japa” 
had  been  able  to  build  up  a  very  pro-Japanese  feeling  in  most  of  tht 
Great  Powers.  Formal  agreements  or  notes  had  been  made  with  thest- 
recognizing,  in  one  way  or  another,  Japan’s  special  concern  with  East 
Asia.  In  respect  to  Russia  a  series  of  agreements  had  established  sphere* 
of  influence.  These  gave  northern  .Manchuria  and  western  Inner  Mo>’' 
golia  as  spheres  to  Russia,  and  southern  Manchuria  with  eastern  Inu^f 
Mongolia  as  spheres  for  Japan. 

A  number  of  diplomatic  notes  between  the  United  States  and  Japt^” 
had  arranged  a  tacit  American  acceptance  of  the  Japanese  position 
Manchuria  in  return  for  a  Japanese  acceptance  of  the  “Open-Door 
or  free-trade  policy  in  China.  The  Twenty-one  Demands  broke  rb'® 
agreement  with  the  United  States  since  they  sought  to  create  for  Jap^ 
a  special  economic  position  in  China.  In  combination  with  the  injury  1”' 
flicted  on  Japanese  pride  b\^  the  rigid  American  restrictions  on  Japaoc*^ 
immigration  into  the  United  States,  this  marked  a  turning  point  'j’ 
Japanese-American  feeling  from  the  generally  favorable  tone  which  || 
had  possessed  before  1915  to  the  growing  unfavorable  tone  it  assume 
after  1915. 

Unfavorable  world  opinion  forced  Japan  to  withdraw  the  most 
treme  of  her  Twenty^-one  Demands  (those  which  were  concerned  t'"' 
the  use  of  Japanese  advisers  in  various  Chinese  administrative  functions/' 
but  many  of  the  others  were  accepted  by  China  under  pressure  of  ^ 
Japanese  ultimatum.  The  chief  of  these  permitted  Japan  to  arrang‘d 
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^ith  Germany  regarding  the  disposition  of  the  German  concessions  in 
without  interference  from  China  itself.  Other  demands,  which 
'vere  accepted,  gave  Japan  numerous  commercial,  mining,  and  industrial 
concessions,  mostly  in  eastern  Inner  Mongolia  and  southern  Manchuria, 
o  spite  of  her  growing  alienation  of  world  opinion  in  the  years  of  the 
irst  World  War,  the  war  brought  Japan  to  a  peak  of  prosperity  and 
power  it  had  not  previously  attained.  The  demand  for  Japanese  goods 
.  y  belligerent  countries  resulted  in  a  great  industrial  boom.  The 
p^rease  in  the  Japanese  fleet  and  in  Japanese  territories  in  the  northern 
acme,  as  well  as  the  withdrawal  of  her  European  rivals  from  the  area, 
Japan  a  naval  supremacy  there  which  was  formally  accepted  by  the 
or  naval  Powers  in  the  Washington  Agreements  of  1922.  And  the 
panese  advances  in  northern  China  made  her  the  preeminent  Power  in 
ast  Asian  economic  and  political  life.  All  in  all,  the  successors  of  the 
ciji  Restoration  of  1868  could  look  with  profound  satisfaction  on 
Japan’s  progress  by  1918. 
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The  unification  of  Germany  in  the  decade  before  1871  ended  a 
balance  of  power  in  Europe  which  had  existed  for  250  or  even 
300  years.  During  this  long  period,  covering  almost  ten  genera- 
Britain  had  been  relatively  secure  and  of  growing  power.  She 
^  found  this  power  challenged  only  by  the  states  of  western  Europe, 
a  challenge  had  come  from  Spain  under  Philip  II,  from  France 
th  XIV  and  under  Napoleon,  and,  in  an  economic  sense,  from 

Netherlands  during  much  of  the  seventeenth  century.  Such  a  chal- 
because  these  states  were  as  rich  and  almost  as  unified 
ritain  herself,  but,  above  all,  it  could  arise  because  the  nations  of  the 
‘-HHld  face  seaward  and  challenge  England  so  long  as  central 
rope  was  disunited  and  economically  backward, 
lit'  1  ^'^‘^r:ation  of  Germany  by  Bismarck  destroyed  this  situation  po- 
3lly^  while  the  rapid  economic  growth  of  that  country  after  1871 
diis  situation  economically.  For  a  long  time  Britain  did  not  see 

but  rather  tended  to  welcome  the  rise  of  Germany  be- 
se  It  relieved  her,  to  a  great  extent,  from  the  pressure  of  France  in  the 
^  jeal  and  colonial  fields.  This  failure  to  see  the  changed  situation 
bee  “ritil  after  1890  because  of  Bismarck’s  diplomatic  genius,  and 

0  of  rhe  general  failure  of  non-Germans  to  appreciate  the  marvelouS 
j^.S^tUzing  ability  of  the  Germans  in  industrial  activities.  After  1890 
ha  *  masterful  grip  on  the  tiller  was  replaced  by  the  vacillating 
Th  ^  Kaiser  William  II  and  a  succession  of  puppet  chancellors, 
incompetents  alarmed  and  alienated  Britain  by  challenging  her 
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in  commercial,  colonial,  and  especially  naval  affairs.  In  commercial  mat¬ 
ters  the  British  found  German  salesmen  and  their  agents  offering  better 
service,  better  terms,  and  lower  prices  on  goods  of  at  least  equal  quality, 
and  in  metric  rather  than  Anglo-Saxon  sizes  and  measurements.  In  the 
colonial  field  after  1884,  Germany  acquired  African  colonies  which 
threatened  to  cut  across  the  continent  from  east  to  west  and  thus  check¬ 
mate  the  British  ambitions  to  build  a  railway  from  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope  to  Cairo.  These  colonies  included  East  Africa  (Tanganyika), 
South-West  Africa,  Cameroons,  and  Togo.  The  German  threat  became 
greater  as  a  result  of  German  intrigues  in  the  Portuguese  colonies  of 
Angola  and  Mozambique,  and  above  all  by  the  German  encouragement 
of  the  Boers  of  the  Transvaal  and  the  Orange  Free  State  before  their 
war  with  Britain  in  1899-1902.  In  the  Pacific  area  Germany  acquired  bV 
1902  the  Caroline,  Marshall,  and  .Marianas  Islands,  parts  of  New  Guinea 
and  Samoa,  and  a  base  of  naval  and  commercial  importance  at  Kiaochau 
on  the  Shantung  Peninsula  of  China.  In  naval  affairs  Germany  presented 
her  greatest  threat  as  a  result  of  the  German  Naval  bills  of  1898,  1900, 
and  1902,  which  were  designed  to  be  an  instrument  of  coercion  against 
Britain.  Fourteen  German  battleships  were  launched  between  1900  and 
1905.  As  a  consequence  of  these  activities  Britain  joined  the  anti-German 
coalition  by  1907,  the  Powxrs  of  Europe  became  divided  into  two  antago¬ 
nistic  coalitions,  and  a  series  of  crises  began  which  led,  step  by  step,  to  the 
catastrophe  of  1914- 

International  affairs  in  the  period  1871-1914  can  be  examined  under 
four  headings:  (i)  the  creation  of  the  Triple  Alliance,  1871-1890;  (2) 
the  creation  of  the  Triple  Entente,  1890-1907;  (3)  the  efforts  to  bridge 
the  gap  between  the  two  coalitions,  1890-1914;  and  (4)  the  series  of 
international  crises,  1905-1914.  These  are  the  headings  under  which 
shall  examine  this  subject. 

THE  CREATION  OF  THE  TRIPLE  ALLIANCE,  1871-1890 

The  establishment  of  a  German  Empire  dominated  by  the  Kingdom  of 
Prussia  left  Bismarck  politically  satisfied.  He  had  no  desire  to  annex  an/ 
additional  Germans  to  the  new  empire,  and  the  growing  ambitions  for 
colonies  and  a  worldwide  empire  left  him  cold.  As  a  satisfied  diploma^ 
he  concentrated  on  keeping  what  he  had,  and  realized  that  France,  driven 
by  fear  and  vengeance,  was  the  chief  threat  to  the  situation.  His  ini' 
mediate  aim,  accordingly,  was  to  keep  France  isolated.  This  involveif 
the  more  positive  aim  to  keep  Germany  in  friendly  relations  with  RuS' 
sia  and  the  Habsburg  Empire  and  to  keep  Britain  friendly  by  abstaining 
from  colonial  or  naval  adventures.  As  part  of  this  policy  Bismarck  nia^^® 
two  tripartite  agreements  with  Russia  and  Austro-Hungary:  (a) 
Three  !^perors’  League  of  1873  and  (b)  the  Three  Emperors’  Alliance 
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>881.  Both  of  these  were  disrupted  by  the  rivalry  between  Austria 
Russia  in  soutlieastern  Europe,  especially  in  Bulgaria.  The  Three  Em- 
Petors’  League  broke  down  in  1878  at  the  Congress  of  Berlin  because 
®  Habsburg  opposition  to  Russia’s  efforts  to  create  a  great  satellite  state 
^  Bulgaria  after  her  victory  in  the  Russo-Turkish  War  of  1877.  The 
ntee  Emperors’  Alliance  of  188 1  broke  down  in  the  “Bulgarian  crisis” 
1885.  This  crisis  arose  over  the  Bulgarian  annexation  of  Eastern 
utnelia,  a  union  m  hich  was  opposed  by  Russia  but  fat  ored  b\’  Austria, 
Us  reversing  the  attitude  these  Powers  had  displa\  ed  at  Berlin  in  1878. 
The  rivalry  between  Russia  and  Austria  in  the  Balkans  made  it  clear  to 
‘sniarck  that  his  efforts  to  form  a  diplomatic  front  of  the  three  great 
^uipires  were  based  on  weak  foundations.  Accordingly,  he  made  a  sec- 
string  for  his  bow.  It  was  this  second  string  svhich  became  the 
^'ple  Alliance.  Forced  to  choose  between  Austria  and  Russia,  Bismarck 
^uok  the  former  because  it  was  weaker  and  thus  easier  to  control.  He 
■Uade  an  Austro-German  alliance  in  1879,  following  the  disruption  of 
®  Three  Emperors’  League,  and  in  1882  expanded  it  into  a  Triple 
lance  of  Germany,  Austria,  and  Italy.  This  alliance,  originally  made 
or  five  years,  was  renewed  at  intervals  until  1915.  After  the  disrup- 
'on  of  the  Three  Emperors’  Alliance  in  1885,  the  Triple  Alliance  be- 
the  chief  weapon  in  Germany’s  diplomatic  annory,  althougli  Bis- 
'^arck,  in  order  to  keep  France  isolated,  refused  to  permit  Russia  to  drift 
^ontpletely  out  of  the  German  sphere,  and  tried  to  bind  Germany  and 
ussia  together  by  a  secret  agreement  of  friendship  and  neutrality  known 
as  the  Reinsurance  Treaty  (1887).  This  treaty,  xvhich  ran  for  three  years, 
as  not  renewed  in  1890  after  the  new  Emperor,  William  II,  had  dis- 
arged  Bismarck.  The  Kaiser  argued  that  the  Reinsurance  Treaty  with 
ussia  was  not  compatible  with  the  Triple  Alliance  with  Austria  and 
IxAw  Austria  and  Russia  were  so  unfriendly.  By  failing  to  renew, 
*  ‘larn  left  Russia  and  France  both  isolated.  From  this  condition  they 
Uaturally  moved  together  to  form  the  Dual  Alliance  of  1894.  Subse- 
T  ently,  by  antagonizing  Britain,  the  German  government  lielped  to 
this  Dual  Alliance  into  the  Triple  Entente.  Some  of  the  reasons 
ch  ^  made  these  errors  u'ill  be  examined  in  a  subsequent 

^'P^er  on  Germany’s  internal  history. 


the  creation  of  the  triple  entente,  1890-1907 

diplomatic  isolation  of  Russia  and  France  combined  with  a  number 
g  "^ote  positive  factors  to  bring  about  the  Dual  Alliance  of  1 894.  Russian 
^J'tsgonisjy,  toward  Austria  in  the  Balkans  and  French  fear  of  Gennany 
.  the  Rhine  were  increased  by  Germany’s  refusal  to  reneu'  the  Re- 
durance  Treaty  and  by  the  early  renewal  of  the  Triple  Alliance  in  1891. 
powers  were  alarmed  by  growing  signs  of  Anglo-German  friend- 
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ship  at  the  time  of  the  Heligoland  Treaty  (1890)  and  on  the  occasion 
of  the  Kaiser’s  visit  to  London  in  1891.  Finally,  Russia  needed  foreign 
loans  for  railroad  building  and  industrial  construction,  and  these  could 
be  obtained  most  readily  in  Paris.  Accordingly,  the  agreement  was  closed 
during  the  New  Year  celebrations  of  1894  in  the  form  of  a  military 
convention.  This  provided  that  Russia  would  attack  Germany  if  France 
were  attacked  by  Germany  or  bv  Italy  supported  by  Germany,  while 
France  would  attack  Germany  if  Russia  were  attacked  by  Germany  or 
by  Austria  supported  by  Germany. 

This  Dual  Alliance  of  France  and  Russia  became  the  base  of  a  triangle 
whose  other  sides  were  “ententes,”  that  is,  friendly  agreements  between 
France  and  Britain  (1904)  and  between  Russia  and  Britain  (1907). 

To  us  looking  back  on  it,  the  Entente  Cordiale  between  France  and 
Britain  seems  inevitable,  yet  to  contemporaries,  as  late  as  1898,  it  must 
have  appeared  as  a  most  unlikely  event.  For  many  years  Britain  had 
followed  a  policy  of  diplomatic  isolation,  maintaining  a  balance  of  power 
on  the  Continent  by  shifting  her  own  weight  to  whatever  side  of  Europe  s 
disputes  seemed  the  weaker.  Because  of  her  colonial  rivalries  with  France 
in  Africa  and  southwest  Asia  and  her  disputes  with  Russia  in  the  Near, 
Middle,  and  Far  East,  Britain  was  generallv  friendly  to  the  Triple  Alh' 
ance  and  estranged  from  the  Dual  Alliance  as  late  as  1902.  Fler  difficul¬ 
ties  with  the  Boers  in  South  Africa,  the  growing  strength  of  Russia 
the  Near  and  Far  East,  and  Germany’s  obvious  sympathy  with  the  Boers 
led  Britain  to  conclude  the  Anglo-Japanese  Alliance  of  1902  in  order 
to  obtain  support  against  Russia  in  China.  About  the  same  time,  Britain 
became  convinced  of  the  need  and  the  possibility  of  an  agreement  with 
France.  The  need  arose  from  Germany’s  direct  threat  to  Britain’s  most 
sensitive  spot  by  Tirpitz’s  naval-building  program  of  1 898.  The  possibility 
of  agreement  with  France  emerged  in  the  wake  of  the  most  acute  Anglo- 
French  crisis  of  modem  times,  the  Fashoda  crisis  of  1898.  At  Fashoda  on 
the  Nile,  a  band  of  French  under  Colonel  Jean  Marchand,  who  hau 
been  crossing  the  Sahara  from  west  to  east,  came  face  to  face  with  » 
force  of  British  under  General  Kitchener,  who  had  been  movdng  up  th® 
Nile  from  Egypt  in  order  to  subdue  the  tribes  of  the  Sudan.  Each  or¬ 
dered  the  other  to  withdraw.  Passions  rose  to  fever  heat  while  both  side* 
consulted  their  capitals  for  instructions.  As  a  consequence  of  these  lO- 
structions  the  French  withdrew.  As  passions  cooled  and  the  dust  set¬ 
tled,  it  became  clear  to  both  sides  that  their  interests  were  reconcilable’ 
since  France’s  primary  interest  was  on  the  Continent,  where  she  face 
Germany,  while  Britain’s  primary  interest  was  in  the  colonial  field  where 
she  increasingly  found  herself  facing  Germany.  France’s  refusal  to  eu 
gage  in  a  colonial  war  with  Britain  while  the  German  Army  sat  across 
the  Rhine  made  it  clear  that  France  could  arri\  c  at  a  colonial  agreenief"^ 
w  ith  Britain.  I  his  agreement  was  made  in  1904  by  putting  all  their  dis 
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Putes  together  on  the  negotiation  table  and  balancing  one  against  an- 
•ter.  The  French  recognized  the  British  occupation  of  Egypt  in  return 
diplomatic  support  for  their  ambitions  in  Morocco.  They  gave  up 
ancient  rights  in  New'foundland  in  return  for  new  territories  in  Gabon 
along  the  Niger  River  in  Africa.  Their  rights  in  Madagascar  \vere 
J^^ngnized  in  return  for  accepting  a  British  “sphere  of  interests”  in  Siam. 
,  the  ancient  Anglo-French  enmity  was  toned  down  in  the  face  of 
^  rising  power  of  Germany.  This  Entente  Cordiale  w'as  deepened  in  the 
period  I qo6_,^,^  by  a  series  of  Anglo-French  “military  conversations,” 
Ptoviding,  at  first,  for  unofficial  discussions  regarding  behavior  in  a  quite 
tj^P°’-^^tical  war  with  Germany  but  hardening  imperceptibly  through 
®  years  into  a  morally  binding  agreement  for  a  British  expeditionary 
Q  to  cover  the  French  left  wnng  in  the  event  of  a  French  w^ar  with 
^  ermany.  These  “military  conversations”  were  broadened  after  1912  by 
tiaval  agreement  by  which  the  British  undertook  to  protect  France 
th°”r  ^^orth  Sea  in  order  to  free  the  French  fleet  for  action  against 
®  Italian  Navy  in  the  Mediterranean, 
he  British  agreement  wdth  Russia  in  1907  follow'ed  a  course  not  dis- 
^  at  to  that  of  the  British  agreement  with  France  in  1904.  British  sus- 
P  cions  of  Russia  had  been  fed  for  years  by  their  rivalry  in  the  Near 
sian*^  *904  these  suspicions  were  deepened  by  a  grow'ing  Anglo-Rus- 
rivalry  in  Manchuria  and  North  China,  and  were  brought  to  a  head 
y  Russian  construction  of  the  Trans-Siberian  Railway  (finished  in 
^  violent  crisis  arose  over  the  Dogger  Bank  incident  of  1904, 
Russian  fleet,  en  route  from  the  Baltic  Sea  to  the  Far  East,  fired 
British  fishing  vessels  in  the  North  Sea  in  the  belief  that  they 
Japanese  torpedo  boats.  The  subsequent  destruction  of  that  Rus- 
fleet  by  the  Japanese  and  the  ensuing  victory  of  Britain’s  ally  in  the 
bet^^^'-^^P^'fcse  War  of  1905  made  clear  to  both  parties  that  agreement 
^  'een  them  w^as  possible.  German  naval  rivalry  with  Britain  and  the 
To.,  "^cnt  of  Ru.ssian  ambitions  in  Asia  as  a  result  of  the  defeat  by 


Japan 


made  possible  the  agreement  of  1907.  By  this  agreement  Persia 


divided  into  three  zones  of  influence,  of  wTich  the  northern  was 
southern  w^as  British,  and  the  center  w^as  neutral.  Afghanis- 
fccognized  as  under  British  influence;  Tibet  was  declared  to  be 
ifv  suzerainty;  and  Britain  expressed  her  willingness  to  mod- 

Y-  ^  Straits  Agreements  in  a  direction  favorable  to  Russia. 

tie  influence  which  w'orked  to  create  and  strengthen  the  Triple 
Ijj  Was  that  of  the  international  banking  fraternitv.  These  w'ere 
excluded  from  the  German  economic  development,  but  had 
Suez'^*''^  links  with  France  and  Russia.  Prosperous  enterprises  like  the 
Spa^  ^^tial  Company,  the  Rothschild  copper  enterprise,  Rio  Tinto,  in 
Un  k’  niany  newer  joint  activities  in  .Morocco  created  numerous 
rusive  links  which  both  preceded  and  strengthened  the  Triple 
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Entente.  The  Rothschilds,  close  friends  of  Edward  VII  and  of  France, 
were  linked  to  the  French  investment  bank,  Banque  de  Paris  et  des  Pays 
Bas.  This,  in  turn,  was  the  chief  influence  in  selling  nine  billion  rubles 
of  Russian  bonds  in  France  before  19  r4.  The  most  influential  of  London 
bankers,  Sir  Ernest  Cassel,  a  great  and  mysterious  person  (1852-1910' 
had  come  from  Germany  to  England  at  the  age  of  seventeen,  built  up  a'' 
immense  fortune,  which  he  gave  away  with  a  lavish  hand,  was  closely 
connected  with  EgvpL  Sweden,  New  York,  Paris,  and  Latin  America, 
became  one  of  King  Edward’s  closest  personal  friends  and  employer  of 
the  greatest  wire-puller  of  the  period,  that  ubiquitous  mole.  Lord  Esher. 
These  generally  anti-Prussian  influences  around  King  Edward  played  a 
significant  part  in  building  up  the  Triple  Entente  and  in  strengthening 
it  when  Germany  foolishly  challenged  their  projects  in  Morocco  in  the 
1904-1912  period. 


EFFORTS  TO  BRIDGE  THE  GAP  BETWEEN  THE 
TWO  COALITIONS,  1890-I914 

At  the  beginning,  and  even  up  to  1913,  the  two  coalitions  on  the  inter¬ 
national  scene  were  not  rigid  or  irreconcilably  alienated.  The  links  be- 
tw’een  the  members  of  each  group  were  variable  and  ambiguous.  The 
Triple  Entente  was  called  an  entente  just  because  two  of  its  three  links 
were  not  alliances.  The  Triple  Alliance  was  by  no  means  solid,  especially 
in  respect  to  Italy,  which  had  joined  it  originally-  to  obtain  support 
against  the  Papacy  over  the  Roman  question  but  which  soon  tried  to 
obtain  support  for  an  aggressive  Italian  policy  in  the  Mediterranean  ana 
North  Africa.  Failure  to  obtain  specific  German  support  in  these  areas, 
and  continued  enmity  with  Austro-Hungary  in  the  Adriatic,  made  the 
Italian  link  with  the  Central  Powers  rather  tenuous. 

We  shall  mention  at  least  a  dozen  efforts  to  bridge  the  gap  which 
was  slowly  forming  in  the  European  “concert  of  the  Powers.”  First  in 
chronological  order  were  the  Mediterranean  Agreements  of  1887.  In  * 
series  of  notes  England,  Italy,  Austria,  and  Spain  agreed  to  preserve  the 
status  quo  in  the  Mediterranean  and  its  adjoining  seas  or  to  see  it 
fled  only  by  mutual  agreement.  These  agreements  were  aimed  at  the 
French  ambitions  in  .Morocco  and  the  Russian  ambitions  at  the  Straits. 

A  second  agreement  was  the  Anglo-German  Colonial  Treaty  of  1^9° 
by  which  German  claims  in  East  Africa,  especially  Zanzibar,  were  e-'^' 
changed  for  the  British  title  to  the  island  of  Heligoland  in  the  Baltic  Sea- 
Subsequently,  numerous  abortive  efforts  were  made  by  the  Kaiser  an 
others  on  the  German  side,  and  by-  Joseph  Chamberlain  and  others  on 
the  British  side,  to  reach  some  agreement  for  a  common  front  in  wori 
affairs.  This  resulted  in  a  few  minor  agreements,  such  as  one  of  1^9*^ 
regarding  a  possible  disposition  of  the  Portuguese  colonies  in  Afnc^®’ 
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of  1899  dividing  Samoa,  and  one  of  1900  to  maintain  the  “Open 
°or  in  China,  but  efforts  to  create  an  alliance  or  even  an  entente  broke 
own  over  the  German  naval  program,  German  colonial  ambitions  in 
nca  (especially  Morocco),  and  German  economic  penetration  of  the 
^ar  East  along  the  route  of  the  Berlin-to-Baghdad  Railway.  German 
)  3  ousy  of  England’s  world  supremacy,  especially  the  Kaiser’s  resent- 
*^6nt  toward  his  uncle.  King  Edward  Vll,  was  ill  concealed. 

oniewhat  similar  negotiations  were  conducted  between  Germany  and 
ssia,  but  with  meager  results.  A  Commercial  Agreement  of  1894 
.  <^0  a  long-drawn  tariff  war,  much  to  the  chagrin  of  the  German  land- 

"'ho  enjoyed  the  previous  exclusion  of  Russian  grain,  but  efforts  to 


lords 

achieve 


-  -ny  substantial  political  agreement  failed  because  of  the  German 
®  lance  with  Austria  (which  faced  Russia  in  the  Balkans)  and  the  Rus- 
alliance  with  France  (which  faced  Germany  along  the  Rhine). 
®se  obstacles  wrecked  the  so-called  Bjorko  Treaty,  a  personal  agree- 
^’^'■^1^‘^’^ween  the  Kaiser  and  Nicholas  made  during  a  visit  to  each 
in  1905,  although  the  Germans  were  able  to  secure  Rus- 
'^  consent  to  the  Baghdad  Railway  by  granting  the  Russians  a  free 
in  northern  Persia  (1910). 

our  other  lines  of  negotiation  arose  out  of  the  French  ambitions  to 
am  iMorocco,  the  Italian  desire  to  get  Tripoli,  the  Austrian  ambition 
annex  Bosnia,  and  the  Russian  determination  to  open  the  Straits  to 
It  Warships.  All  four  of  these  were  associated  with  the  declining 
t  er  of  Turkey,  and  offered  opportunities  for  the  European  Powers  to 
j^PPort  one  another’s  ambitions  at  the  expense  of  the  Ottoman  Empire. 
1898  Italy  signed  ^  commercial  treaty  with  France,  and  followed 
**  up,  two  years  later,  by  a  political  agreement  which  promised  French 
^^Pport  for  the  Italian  ambitions  in  Tripoli  in  return  for  Italian  support 
Ur  the  French  designs  in  Morocco.  The  Italians  further  weakened  the 
iple  Alliance  in  190Z  by  promising  France  to  remain  neutral  in  the 
ut  that  France  was  attacked  or  had  to  fieht  “in  defense  of  her  honor 
her  security.” 

the*'  ^  ^urnewhat  similar  fashion  Russia  and  Austria  tried  to  reconcile 
^  former’s  desire  to  obtain  an  outlet  through  the  Dardanelles  into  the 
^^^Sean  with  the  latter’s  desire  to  control  Slav  nationalism  in  the  Balkans 
reach  the  Aegean  at  Saloniki.  In  1897  they  reached  an  agreement  to 
®mtain  the  status  quo  in  the  Balkans  or,  failing  this,  to  partition  the 
the^  the  existing  Balkan  states  plus  a  new  state  of  Albania.  In  1903 

th^^  1^0  Powers  agreed  on  a  program  of  police  and  financial  reform  for 
u  disturbed  Turkish  province  of  Macedonia.  In  1908  a  disagreement 
ur  Austrian  efforts  to  construct  a  railway  toward  Saloniki  was  glossed 
Ur  briefly  by  an  informal  agreement  between  the  respective  foreign 
^  Ulsters,  Aleksandr  Izvolski  and  Lexa  von  Aehrenthal,  to  exchange  Aus- 
uiu  approval  of  the  right  of  Russian  warships  to  traverse  the  Straits  for 
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Russian  approval  of  an  Austrian  annexation  of  the  Turkish  provinces  of 
Bosnia  and  Herzegovina.  All  this  tentative  goodwill  evaporated  in  the 
heat  of  the  Bosnian  crisis  of  1908,  as  we  shall  see  in  a  moment. 

After  1905  the  recurrent  international  crises  and  the  growing  solidar- 
ity  of  the  coalitions  (except  for  Italy)  made  the  efforts  to  bridge  the 
gap  between  the  two  coalitions  less  frequent  and  less  fruitful.  However, 
two  episodes  are  worthy  of  attention.  These  are  the  Haldane  Mission  of 
1912  and  the  Baghdad  Railway  agreement  of  1914.  In  the  former,  Brit¬ 
ish  Secretary  of  State  for  War  Lord  Haldane  went  to  Berlin  to  try  to 
restrain  Tirpitz’s  naval  program.  Although  the  German  Navy  had  been 
built  in  the  hope  that  it  would  bring  England  to  the  conference  table, 
and  without  any  real  Intention  of  using  it  in  a  war  witit  England,  the 
Germans  were  not  able  to  grasp  the  opportunitv  when  it  occurred.  The 
Germans  w'anted  a  conditional  promise  of  British  neutrality  in  a  con¬ 
tinental  war  as  a  price  for  suspension  of  the  new  naval  bill.  Since  this 
might  lead  to  German  hegemony  on  the  Continent,  Haldane  could 
agree.  He  returned  to  London  convinced  that  the  Germany  of  Goethe 
and  Hegel  which  he  had  learned  to  love  in  his  student  days  was  being 
swallowed  up  by  the  German  militarists.  The  last  bridge  between  Lon¬ 
don  and  Berlin  seemed  down,  but  in  June,  1914,  the  twm  countries  in¬ 
itialed  the  agreement  by  which  Britain  withdrew  her  opposition  to  the 
Baghdad  Railway  in  return  for  a  German  promise  to  remain  north  of 
Basra  and  recognize  Britain’s  preeminence  on  the  Euphrates  and  Persian 
Gulf.  This  solution  to  a  long-standing  problem  w'as  lost  in  the  outbreak 
of  war  six  w-eeks  later. 

THE  INTERNATIONAL  CRISES,  I9O5-  I  9  I  4 

The  decade  from  the  Entente  Cordiale  to  the  outbreak  of  war  wit' 
nessed  a  series  of  political  crises  which  brought  Europe  periodically  to 
the  brink  of  war  and  hastened  the  grow'th  of  armaments,  popular  hys¬ 
teria,  nationalistic  chauvinism,  and  solidity  of  alliances  to  a  point  ^vhe^c 
a  relatively  minor  event  in  1914  plunged  the  world  into  a  war  of  un¬ 
precedented  range  and  intensity.  There  w'ere  nine  of  these  crises  w'hich 
must  be  mentioned  here.  In  chronological  order  they  are: 

1905-1906  The  First  .Moroccan  Crisis  and  the 
Algeciras  Conference 

1908  The  Bosnian  Crisis 

191 1  Agadir  and  the  Second  .Moroccan  Crisis 

1 9 1 1  The  Tripolitan  War 

1912  The  First  Balkan  War 

1913  The  Second  Balkan  War 
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*913  The  Albanian  Crisis 

*913  The  Liman  von  Sanders  Affair 

*914  Sarajevo 


The  first  Moroccan  crisis  arose  from  German  opposition  to  French 
ssigns  on  Morocco.  This  opposition  was  voiced  by  the  Kaiser  himself 
a  speech  in  Tangier,  after  the  French  had  won  Italian,  British,  and 
^anish  acquiescence  by  secret  agreements  with  each  of  these  countries. 

hese  agreements  were  based  on  French  willingness  to  yield  Tripoli  to 
•  /  ’  Tgypt  to  Britain,  and  the  Moroccan  coast  to  Spain.  The  Germans 
insisted  on  an  international  conference  in  the  hope  that  their  belligerence 
ivould  disrupt  the  Triple  Entente  and  isolate  France.  Instead,  when  the 
conference  met  at  Algeciras,  near  Gilbraltar,  in  1906,  Germany  found 
icrself  supported  only  by  Austria.  The  conference  reiterated  the  in- 
gcity  of  Morocco  but  set  up  a  state  bank  and  a  police  force,  both 
minated  by  French  influence.  The  crisis  reached  a  very  high  pitch, 
i'tV”  France  and  Germany  the  leaders  of  the  more  belligerent  bloc 
i  neophile  Delcasse  and  Friedrich  von  Holstein)  were  removed  from 
°  ce  at  the  critical  moment. 

oe  Bosnian  crisis  of  1908  arose  from  the  Young  Turk  revolt  of  the 
me  year.  Fearful  that  the  new  Ottoman  government  might  be  able  to 
^^cngthen  the  empire,  Austria  determined  to  lose  no  time  in  annexing 
mia  and  Herzegovina,  which  had  been  under  Austrian  military  occu- 
P^tion  since  the  Congress  of  Berlin  (1878).  Since  the  annexation  would 
permanently  cut  Serbia  off  from  the  Adriatic  Sea,  Aehrenthal,  the  Aus- 
foreign  minister,  consulted  with  Serbia’s  protector,  Russia.  The 
3rs  foreign  minister,  Izvolski,  was  agreeable  to  the  Austrian  plan  if 
stria  would  )’ield  to  Izvolski’s  desire  to  open  the  Straits  to  Russian 
contrary  to  the  Congress  of  Berlin.  Aehrenthal  agreed,  sub- 
Wh'i^°  success  in  obtaining  the  consent  of  the  other  Powers, 

in  *  ^  was  v  ending  his  way  from  Germany  to  Rome  and  Paris 

dist”  obtain  this  consent,  Aehrenthal  suddenly  annexed  the  two 

ricts,  leaving  Izvolski  without  his  Straits  program  (October  6,  1908). 
fime^'^  clear  that  he  could  not  get  this  program.  About  the  same 

crisi'  Turkish  consent  to  its  anne.xation  of  Bosnia.  A  war 

and  Tinned  by  the  refusal  of  Serbia  to  accept  the  annexation 

readiness  to  precipitate  a  general  war  to  prevent  it.  The  danger 
a  war  was  intensified  by  the  eagerness  of  the  military  group  in 
Serlr** '•  Staff  Conrad  von  Hbtzendorff,  to  settle  the 

once  and  for  all.  A  stiff  German  note  to  Russia  insisting  that 
tile  'mr  support  of  Serbia  and  recognize  the  annexation  cleared 

for  Izvolski  yielded  and  Serbia  followed,  but  it  created  a  very 
psychological  situation  for  the  future. 
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The  second  Moroccan  crisis  arose  (July,  1911)  when  the  Germans 
sent  a  gunboat,  the  Panther,  to  Agadir  in  order  to  force  the  French  to 
evacuate  Fez,  which  they  had  occupied,  in  violation  of  the  Algeciras 
agreement,  in  order  to  suppress  native  disorders.  The  crisis  became  acute 
but  subsided  when  the  Germans  gave  up  their  opposition  to  French 
plans  in  .Morocco  in  return  for  the  cession  of  French  territory  in  the 
Congo  area  (November  4,  1911). 

As  soon  as  Italy  saw  the  French  success  in  Morocco,  it  seized  neigh¬ 
boring  Tripoli,  leading  to  the  Tripolitan  war  between  Italy  and  Turkey 
(September  28,  19 ri).  All  the  Great  Powers  had  agreements  with  Italy 
not  to  oppose  her  acquisition  of  Tripoli,  but  they  disapproved  of  her 
methods,  and  wTre  alarmed  to  varying  degrees  by  her  conquest  of  the 
Dodecanese  Islands  in  the  Aegean  and  her  bombardment  of  the  Darda¬ 
nelles  (April,  1912). 

The  Balkan  States  decided  to  profit  from  the  weakness  of  Turkey  by 
driving  her  out  of  Europe  completely.  Accordingly,  Serbia,  Bulgaria, 
Greece,  and  Montenegro  attacked  Turkey  in  the  First  Balkan  War  and 
had  considerable  success  (1912).  The  Triple  Alliance  opposed  the  Ser¬ 
bian  advance  to  the  Adriatic,  and  suggested  the  creation  of  a  new  state 
in  Albania  to  keep  Serbia  from  the  sea.  A  brief  war  crisis  died  down 
when  Russia  again  abandoned  the  Serbian  territorial  claims  and  Austria 
\vas  able  to  force  Serbia  and  Montenegro  to  withdraw  from  Durazzo  and 
Scutari.  By  the  Treaty  of  London  (1913)  Turkey  gave  up  most  of  her 
territory  in  Europe.  Serbia,  embittered  by  her  failure  to  obtain  the  Adri¬ 
atic  coast,  attempted  to  find  compensation  in  Macedonia  at  the  expense 
of  Bulgaria’s  gains  from  Turkey.  This  led  to  the  Second  Balkan  War, 
in  which  Serbia,  Greece,  Romania,  and  Turkey  attacked  Bulgaria.  By 
the  ensuing  treaties  of  Bucharest  and  Constantinople  (August-Septern- 
ber,  1913),  Bulgaria  lost  most  of  .Macedonia  to  Serbia  and  Greece,  much 
of  Dobruja  to  Romania,  and  parts  of  Thrace  to  Turkey.  Embittered  at 
the  Slavs  and  their  supporters,  Bulgaria  drifted  rapidly  toward  the  Triple 
Alliance. 

Ultimatums  from  Austria  and  from  Austria  and  Italy  jointly  (Octo¬ 
ber,  1913),  forced  Serbia  and  Greece  to  evacuate  Albania,  and  made  it 
possible  to  organize  that  country  wdthin  frontiers  agreeable  to  the  Con¬ 
ference  of  Ambassadors  at  London.  This  episode  hardly  had  time  to  de¬ 
velop  into  a  crisis  when  it  w'as  eclipsed  by  the  Liman  von  Sanders 

Liman  von  Sanders  w’as  the  head  of  a  German  military  mission  invited 
to  the  Ottoman  Empire  to  reorganize  the  Turkish  Army,  an  obvious 
necessity  in  view  of  its  record  in  the  Balkan  Wars.  When  it  became  clear 
that  Liman  was  to  be  actual  commander  of  the  First  Army  Corps 
Constantinople  and  practically^  chief  of  staff  in  Turkey,  Russia  and 
France  protested  violently\  The  crisis  subsided  in  January,  1914,  when 
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Liman  gave  up  his  command  at  Constantinople  to  become  inspector- 
of  the  Turkish  Army. 

The  series  of  crises  from  April,  1911,  to  January,  1914,  had  been  al- 
•^ost  uninterrupted.  The  spring  of  1914,  on  the  contrary,  was  a  period 
°  relative  peace  and  calm,  on  the  surface  at  least.  But  appearances  were 
I’^'sleading.  Beneath  the  surface  each  power  was  working  to  consolidate 
own  strength  and  its  links  with  its  allies  in  order  to  ensure  that  it 
""ould  have  better,  or  at  least  no  worse,  success  in  the  ne.xt  crisis,  which 
Everyone  knew  was  bound  to  come.  And  come  it  did,  with  shattering 
^'^adenness,  ^^'hen  the  heir  to  the  Habsburg  throne.  Archduke  Francis 
crdinand,  was  assassinated  by  Serb  extremists  in  the  Bosnian  city  of 
^^rajevo  on  the  28th  of  June,  1914.  There  followed  a  terrible  month  of 
indecision,  and  hysteria  before  the  World  War  was  begun  by  an 
uatrian  attack  on  Serbia  on  July  28,  1914. 

.  ^^hole  volumes  have  been  written  on  the  crisis  of  July,  1914,  and  it 
J^hardly  to  be  expected  that  the  story  could  be  told  in  a  few  paragraphs. 

^  facts  themselves  are  woven  into  a  tangled  skein,  which  historians 
abb  unraveled;  but  more  important  than  the  facts,  and  consider- 

more  elusive,  are  the  psychological  conditions  surrounding  these 
®cts.  The  atmosphere  of  nervous  exhaustion  after  ten  years  of  crisis;  the 
P  ysical  exhaustion  from  sleepless  nights;  the  alternating  moods  of  patri- 
pride  and  cold  fear;  the  underlying  feeling  of  horror  that  nineteenth 
Century  optimism  and  progress  were  leading  to  such  a  disaster;  the  brief 
’foments  of  impatient  rage  at  the  enemy  for  starting  the  whole  thing; 
^  c  nervous  determination  to  avoid  war  if  possible,  but  not  to  be  caught 
guard  wlien  it  came  and,  if  possible,  to  catch  your  opponent  off 
guard  instead;  and,  finally,  the  deep  conviction  that  the  whole  experi- 
^^^ce  Was  only  a  nightmare  and  that  at  the  last  moment  some  power 
'uuld  stop  it— these  were  the  sentiments  which  surged  to  and  fro  in  the 
^'uds  of  millions  of  Europeans  in  those  five  long  weeks  of  mounting 


number  of  forces  made  the  crises  of  the  period  before  the  outbreak 
'Car  more  dangerous  than  they  would  have  been  a  generation  or  so 
ler.  Among  these  we  should  mention  the  influence  of  the  mass  army, 
influence  of  the  alliance  system,  the  influence  of  democracy,  the  ef- 
to  obtain  diplomatic  ends  by  intimidation,  the  mood  of  desperation 
Pong  politicians,  and,  lastly,  the  increasing  influence  of  imperialism. 

.  ue  influence  of  the  mass  army  will  be  discussed  more  e.xtensively  in 
®  next  chapter.  Briefly,  the  mass  army  in  a  period  in  which  communi- 
W  "'US  generally  by  telegraph  and  travel  was  by  rail  was  an  un- 
'cldy  tiling  which  could  be  handled  only  in  a  rather  rigid  and  inflexible 
^  ion.  As  worked  out  by  the  Germans,  and  used  xvith  such  success  in 
^  und  in  1870,  this  fashion  required  the  creation,  long  before  the  war 
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began,  of  detailed  plans  executed  in  sequence  from  an  original  signal  and 
organized  in  such  a  \\'ay  that  every  single  person  had  his  fixed  role  like 
a  part  in  a  great  and  intricate  machine.  As  used  by  the  Germans  in  early 
wars,  extended  by  them  and  copied  by  others  in  the  period  before  ipH- 
each  soldier  began  to  move  from  his  home  at  a  given  signal.  As  they 
advanced,  hour  by  hour,  and  day  by  day,  these  men  assembled  theit 
equipment  and  organized  into  larger  and  larger  groups,  at  first  in  plsi' 
toons,  companies,  and  regiments,  then  in  divisions  and  armies.  As  they 
assembled  they  were  advancing  along  lines  of  strategic  attack  made  long 
before  and,  as  likely  as  not,  the  convergence  into  armies  would  not  be 
accomplished  until  the  advance  had  already  penetrated  deep  into  enemy 
territory.  As  formulated  in  theory,  the  final  assembly  into  a  complete 
fighting  machine  would  take  place  only  a  brief  period  before  the  whole 
mass  hurled  itself  on  an,  as  yet,  only  partially  assembled  enemy  forcC’ 
The  great  drawback  to  this  plan  of  mobilization  was  its  infle.xibility  and 
its  comple.xity,  these  two  qualities  being  so  preponderant  that,  once  the 
original  signal  was  given,  it  was  almost  impossible  to  stop  the  forward 
thrust  of  the  whole  assemblage  anywhere  short  of  its  decisive  impact  on 
the  enemy  forces  in  their  own  country.  This  meant  that  an  order  m 
mobilize  was  almost  equivalent  to  a  declaration  of  war;  that  no  county' 
could  allow  its  opponent  to  give  the  original  signal  much  before  it 
its  own  signal;  and  that  the  decisions  of  politicians  were  necessarily  sub¬ 
ordinate  to  the  decisions  of  generals. 

The  alliance  system  worsened  this  situation  in  two  ways.  On  the  one 
hand,  it  meant  that  every  local  dispute  was  potentially  a  world  war,  be¬ 
cause  the  signal  to  mobilize  given  anywhere  in  Europe  would  start  d'*- 
machines  of  war  everywhere.  On  the  other  hand,  it  encouraged  e.xtrem- 
ism,  because  a  country  with  allies  would  be  bolder  than  a  country 
no  allies,  and  because  allies  in  the  long  run  did  not  act  to  restrain  o'’® 
another,  either  because  they  feared  that  lukewarm  support  to  an  a'*.' 
in  his  dispute  would  lead  to  even  cooler  support  from  an  ally  in  out* 
own  dispute  later  or  because  a  restraining  influence  in  an  earlier  d’* 
pute  so  weakened  an  alliance  that  it  was  necessary  to  give  unrestraint 
support  in  a  later  dispute  in  order  to  save  the  alliance  for  the  fututt' 
There  can  be  little  doubt  that  Russia  gave  excessive  support  to  Serbia 
in  a  bad  dispute  in  1914  to  compensate  for  the  fact  that  she  had  1^® 
Serbia  down  in  the  Albanian  disputes  of  1913;  moreover,  Germany  ga''® 
Austria  a  larger  degree  of  support  in  1914,  although  lacking  sympa®*’) 
with  the  issue  itself,  to  compensate  for  the  restraint  which  Germany  ba 
exercised  on  Austria  during  the  Balkan  Wars. 

The  influence  of  democracy  served  to  increase  the  tension  of  a  cris'* 
because  elected  politicians  felt  it  necessary  to  pander  to  the  most  irfa 
tional  and  crass  motivations  of  the  electorate  in  order  to  ensure 
election,  and  did  this  by  playing  on  hatred  and  fear  of  pow'erful  neig” 
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bors  or  on  such  appealing  issues  as  territorial  expansion,  nationalistic 
“a  place  in  the  sun,”  “outlets  to  the  sea,”  and  other  real  or  imag- 
ined  benefits.  At  the  same  time,  the  popular  newspaper  press,  in  order 
sell  papers,  played  on  the  same  motives  and  issues,  arousing  their  peo- 
driving  their  own  politicians  to  extremes,  and  alarming  neighbor- 
states  to  the  point  where  they  hurried  to  adopt  similar  kinds  of 
action  in  the  name  of  self-defense.  Moreover,  democracy  made  it  impos- 
®*ble  to  examine  international  disputes  on  their  merits,  but  instead  trans- 
prnied  every  petty  argument  into  an  affair  of  honor  and  national  pres- 
•^Jge  so  that  no  dispute  could  be  examined  on  its  merits  or  settled  as  a 
®'inple  compromise  because  such  a  sensible  approach  would  at  once  be 
ailed  by  one’s  democratic  opposition  as  a  loss  of  face  and  an  unseemly 
Compromise  of  exalted  moral  principles. 

The  success  of  Bismarck’s  policy  of  “blood  and  iron”  tended  to  justify 
0  use  of  force  and  intimidation  in  international  affairs,  and  to  distort 
0  role  of  diplomacy  so  that  the  old  type  of  diplomacy  began  to  dis¬ 
appear.  Instead  of  a  discussion  between  gentlemen  to  find  a  workable 
ution,  diplomacy  became  an  effort  to  shosv  the  opposition  how  strong 
“fie  Was  in  order  to  deter  him  from  taking  advantage  of  one’s  obvious 
^nknesses.  Metternich’s  old  definition,  that  “a  diplomat  was  a  man  w^ho 
"ever  permitted  himself  the  pleasure  of  a  triumph,”  became  lost  com- 
Petely^  although  it  was  not  until  after  1930  that  diplomacy  became  the 
Pr^tice  of  polishing  one’s  guns  in  the  presence  of  the  enemy. 

he  mood  of  desperation  among  politicians  settled  to  make  interna- 
mal  crises  more  acute  in  the  period  after  1904.  This  desperation  came 
sur™  "^c>st  of  the  factors  w’e  have  already  discussed,  especially  the  pres¬ 
et  of  the  mass  army  and  the  pressure  of  the  newspaper-reading  elec- 
, But  it  was  intensified  by  a  number  of  other  influences.  Among 
cse  Was  the  belief  that  war  was  inevitable.  When  an  important  poli- 
as  example,  Poincare,  decides  that  war  is  inevitable,  he  acts 

>f  it  w'ere  inevitable,  and  this  makes  it  inevitable.  Another  kind  of 
closely  related  to  this  is  the  feeling  that  war  now  is  prefer- 
to  war  later,  since  time  is  on  the  side  of  the  enemy.  Frenchmen, 
^^hiing  of  the  recovery  of  Alsace  and  Lorraine,  looked  at  the  growing 
in  population  of  Germany  and  felt  that  w'ar  w  ould  be  better 

an ^‘^t'mans,  dreaming  of  “a  place  in  the  sun”  or  fearing 
Entente  encirclement,”  looked  at  the  Russian  rearmament  program 
^  tlecided  that  they  would  have  more  hope  of  victory  in  1914  than  in 
dy  ^  rearmament  program  w’ould  be  completed.  Austria,  as  a 

j,'  state,  had  her  own  kind  of  desperation  based  on  the  belief  that 
.  'lalistic  agitation  by  the  Slavs  doomed  her  anyway  if  she  did  noth- 
pea  w’ould  be  better  to  die  fighting  than  to  disintegrate  in 

^-astly^  the  influence  of  imperialism  served  to  make  the  crises  of  1905- 
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1914  more  acute  than  those  of  an  earlier  period.  This  is  a  subject  which 
has  given  rise  to  much  controversy  since  1914  and  ha.s,  in  its  crudest 
form,  been  presented  as  the  theor)"  that  war  was  a  result  of  the  machina¬ 
tions  of  “international  bankers”  or  of  the  international  armaments  mer¬ 
chants,  or  was  an  inevitable  result  of  the  fact  that  the  European  capital¬ 
ist  economic  system  had  reached  maturity.  All  these  theories  will 
e.xamined  in  another  place  where  it  will  be  shown  that  they  arc,  at 
worst,  untrue,  or,  at  best,  incomplete.  However,  one  fact  seems  to  be 
beyond  dispute.  This  is  the  fact  that  international  economic  competition 
was,  in  the  period  before  1914,  requiring  increasing  political  support 
British  gold  and  diamond  miners  in  South  Africa,  German  railroad  builtl' 
ers  in  the  Near  East,  French  tin  miners  in  the  southwest  Pacific,  Anicf' 
ican  oil  prospectors  in  Me.xico,  British  oil  prospectors  in  the  Near  Eash 
even  Serbian  pork  merchants  in  the  Habsburg  domains  sought  and  ex¬ 
pected  to  get  political  support  from  their  home  governments.  It  may  be 
that  things  were  always  thus.  But  before  1914  the  number  of  such  fof' 
eign  entrepreneurs  was  greater  than  ever,  their  demands  more  urgent 
their  own  politicians  more  attentive,  with  the  result  that  internationa 
relations  were  exasperated. 

It  was  in  an  atmosphere  such  as  this  that  Vienna  received  news  of  tl'*^ 
assassination  of  the  heir  to  the  Habsburg  throne  on  June  28,  1914.  '1*^^ 
Austrians  were  convinced  of  the  complicity  of  the  Serbian  governments 
although  they  had  no  real  proof.  We  now  know  that  high  officials  of  tb^ 
Serbian  government  knew  of  the  plot  and  did  little  to  prevent  it.  Tb'* 
lack  of  activity  was  not  caused  bv  the  fact  that  Francis  Ferdinand 
unfriendly  to  the  Slavs  within  the  Habsburg  Empire  but,  on  the  con¬ 
trary,  by  the  fact  that  he  was  associated  with  plans  to  appease  these 
Slavs  by  concessions  toward  political  autonomy  within  the  Habsburg 
domains  and  had  even  considered  a  project  for  changing  the  Dual 
archy  of  Austrian  and  Hungarian  into  a  Triple  Monarchy  of  Austrian' 
Hungarian,  and  Slav.  This  project  was  feared  by  the  Serbs  because,  by 
preventing  the  disintegration  of  Austria-Hungary-,  it  w'ould  force  po^^' 
ponement  of  their  dreams  of  making  Serbia  the  “Prussia  of  the  BalkanS' 
The  project  was  also  regarded  with  distaste  by  the  Hungarians,  who  ha 
no  desire  for  that  demotion  associated  with  a  shift  from  being  one  0 
two  to  being  one  of  three  joint  rulers.  Within  the  Hapsburg  Cabins'^ 
there  w-as  considerable  doubt  as  to  what  action  to  take  toward  Serbia^ 
Hungary-  was  reluctant  to  go  to  war  for  fear  that  a  victory  might  lea 
to  the  anne.xation  of  more  Serbs,  thus  accentuating  the  Slav  problcf” 
within  the  empire  and  making  the  establishment  of  a  Triple  Monarchy 
more  likely-.  Ultimately,  they  were  reassured  by  the  promise  that 
more  Slavs  w-ould  be  annexed  and  that  Serbia  itself  would,  after  its 
feat,  be  compelled  to  stop  its  encouragement  of  Slav  nationalist  agk® 
don  within  the  empire  and  could,  if  necessary,  be  weakened  by  transit 
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part  of  its  territory  to  Bulgaria.  On  this  irresponsible  basis,  Austria, 
aving  received  a  promise  of  support  from  Germany,  sent  a  forty-eight- 
our  ultimatum  to  Belgrade.  This  document,  delivered  on  July  23rd,  was 
“^'reaching.  It  bound  Serbia  to  suppress  anti-Habsburg  publications, 
societies,  and  teaching;  to  remove  from  Serbian  official  positions  per- 
to  be  named  later  by  Austria;  to  allow  Hapsburg  officials  to  co¬ 
operate  with  the  Serbs  inside  Serbia  in  apprehending  and  trying  those 
'^plicated  in  the  Sarajevo  plot;  and  to  offer  explanations  of  various  anti- 
ustrian  utterances  bv  Serbian  officials. 

Serbia,  confident  of  Russian  support,  answered  in  a  reply  W’hich  was 
partly  favorable,  partly  evasive,  and  in  one  particular  at  least  (use  of 
’strian  judges  on  Serbian  tribunals)  negative.  Serbia  mobilized  before 
■taking  her  reply;  Austria  mobilized  against  her  as  soon  as  it  was  re- 
‘^sivcd,  and,  on  July  28th,  declared  war.  The  Russian  czar,  under  severe 
P’^essure  from  his  generals,  issued,  retracted,  modified,  and  reissued  an 
order  for  general  mobilization.  Since  the  German  military  timetable  for 
r^  o-front  war  provided  that  France  must  be  defeated  before  Russian 
*^°^il*zatiQn  was  completed,  France  and  Germany  both  ordered  mobili- 
^fion  on  August  ist,  and  Germany  declared  war  on  Russia.  As  the 
®mian  armies  began  to  pour  westward,  Germany  declared  war 
France  (August  3rd)  and  Belgium  (August  4th).  Britain  could 
”ot  allow  France  to  be  defeated,  and  in  addition  was  morally  entangled 
y  the  military  conversations  of  1906-1914  and  by  the  naval  agreement 
Moreover,  the  German  challenge  on  the  high  seas,  in  com- 
activities  throughout  the  world,  and  in  colonial  activities  in 
tica  could  not  go  unanswered.  On  August  4th  Britain  declared  war  on 
.  ^tiriany,  emphasizing  the  iniquity  of  her  attack  on  Belgium,  although 
the  Cabinet  meeting  of  July  29th  it  had  been  agreed  that  such  an  attack 
'''Quid  not  legally  obligate  Britain  to  go  to  war.  Although  this  issue  was 
^Ptead  among  the  people,  and  endless-  discussions  ensued  about  Britain’s 
°°kgation  to  defend  Belgian  neutrality  under  the  Treaty  of  1839,  those 
'  0  made  the  decision  saw  clearly  that  the  real  reason  for  war  was  that 
^■Kain  could  not  allow  Germany  to  defeat  France. 


Military  History,  1914-1918 

^or  the  general  student  of  history,  the  military  history  of  the  First 
orld  W ar  is  not  merely  the  narration  of  advancing  armies,  the  strug- 
S  of  men,  their  deaths,  triumphs,  or  defeats.  Rather,  it  presents  an 
^^Raordinary  discrepancy  between  the  facts  of  modem  warfare  and 
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the  ideas  on  military  tactics  which  dominated  the  minds  of  men,  es¬ 
pecially  the  minds  of  militar)'^  men.  This  discrepancy  existed  for  many 
years  before  the  war  and  began  to  disappear  only  in  the  course  of 
As  a  result  of  its  existence,  the  first  three  years  of  the  war  witnessed  the 
largest  military  casualties  in  human  history.  These  occurred  as  a  result 
of  the  efforts  of  military  men  to  do  things  which  were  quite  impossible 
to  do. 

The  German  victories  of  1866  and  1870  were  the  result  of  theorerica! 
study,  chiefly  by  the  General  Staff,  and  exhaustive  detailed  training  r®' 
suiting  from  that  study.  They  ^\■ere  emphatically  not  based  on  experi¬ 
ence,  for  the  army  of  1866  had  had  no  actual  fighting  e.xperience  for  two 
generations,  and  was  commanded  by  a  leader,  Helmuth  von  Moltke,  who 
had  never  commanded  a  unit  so  large  as  a  company  previously.  iVloltke  s 
great  contribution  was  to  be  found  in  the  fact  that,  by  using  the  rail¬ 
road  and  the  telegraph,  he  was  able  to  merge  mobilization  and  attack 
into  a  single  operation  so  that  the  final  concentration  of  his  forces  took 
place  in  the  enemy  country,  practically  on  the  battlefield  itself, 
before  contact  with  the  main  enemy  forces  took  place. 

This  contribution  of  Moltke’s  was  accepted  and  expanded  by  CouU'^ 
von  Schlieffen,  chief  of  the  Great  General  Staff  from  1891  to  i9°5’ 
Schlieffen  considered  it  essential  to  overwhelm  the  enemy  in  one  gt^”’^ 
initial  onslaught.  He  assumed  that  Germany  would  be  outnumbered  auo 
economically  smothered  in  any  fighting  of  extended  duration, 
sought  to  prevent  this  b\-  a  lightning  war  of  an  exclusively  offensW^ 
character.  He  assumed  that  the  next  war  would  be  a  two-front  wa^ 
against  France  and  Russia  simultaneously  and  that  the  former  woul 
have  to  be  annihilated  before  the  latter  was  completely  mobilized.  Above 
all,  he  was  determined  to  preserve  the  existing  social  structure  of  Ger¬ 
many,  especially  the  superiority  of  the  Junker  class;  accordingly! 
rejected  either  an  enormous  mass  army,  in  which  the  Junker  control  0 
the  Officers’  Corps  would  be  lost  by  simple  lack  of  numbers,  or  a  lo'’?' 
drawn  war  of  resources  and  attrition  which  would  require  a  reorganize 
German  economy. 

The  German  emphasis  on  attack  was  shared  by  the  French  Arnh 
command,  but  in  a  much  more  extreme  and  even  mystical  fashion.  Un¬ 
der  the  influence  of  Ardant  Du  Picq  and  Ferdinand  Foch,  the  Frenc 
General  Staff  came  to  believe  that  victory  depended  only  on  attack  an 
that  the  success  of  any  attack  depended  on  morale  and  not  on  any  j 
ical  factors.  Du  Picq  went  so  far  as  to  insist  that  victory  did  not  depen 
at  all  on  physical  assault  or  on  casualties,  because  the  former  never  oc 
curs  and  the  latter  occurs  only  during  flight  after  the  defeat.  According 
to  him,  victory  w'as  a  matter  of  morale,  and  went  automatically  to  t 
side  with  the  higher  morale.  The  sides  charge  at  each  other;  there 


THE  FIRST  WORLD  WAR  1  9  1  4- 1  9  1  8  227 

any  shock  of  attack,  because  one  side  breaks  and  flees  before  im- 
this  break  is  not  the  result  of  casualties,  because  the  flight  occurs 
efore  casualties  are  sufltered  and  always  begins  in  the  rear  ranks  where 
casualties  could  be  suffered;  the  casualties  are  suffered  in  the  flight 
pursuit  after  the  break.  Thus  the  whole  problem  of  war  resolved 
*^elf  into  the  problem  of  how  to  screw  up  the  morale  of  one’s  army  to 
*■  c  point  where  it  is  willing  to  fling  itself  headlong  on  the  enemy.  Tech- 
■^cal  problems  of  equipment  or  maneuvers  are  of  little  importance, 
p  These  ideas  of  Du  Picq  were  accepted  by  an  influential  group  in  the 
'"cneh  Army  as  the  only  possible  explanation  of  the  French  defeat  in 
This  group,  led  by  Foch,  propagated  throughout  the  army  the 
°ctrine  of  morale  and  the  offeiishe  a  oiitraiice.  Foch  became  professor 
Ecole  Superieure  de  Guerre  in  1894,  and  his  teaching  could  be 
up  in  the  four  words,  “Attaquez!  Attaquez!  Toujours,  atta- 

This  emphasis  on  the  offensive  a  ontrance  by  both  sides  led  to  a  con- 
■^tration  of  attention  on  three  factors  which  were  obsolete  by  1914. 

,  ^ese  three  were  (j)  cavalry,  {b)  the  bayonet,  and  {c)  the  headlong 
3ntry  assault.  These  were  obsolete  in  1914  as  the  result  of  three  tech- 
^  innovations:  (a)  rapid-fire  guns,  especially  machine  guns;  (b) 
ed-wire  entanglements,  and  (c)  trench  warfare.  The  orthodox  mili- 
leaders  generally  paid  no  attention  to  the  three  innovations  while 
ucentrating  all  their  attention  on  the  three  obsolete  factors.  Foch, 
studies  of  the  Russo-Japanese  W^ar,  decided  that  machine  guns 
rol  were  of  no  importance,  and  ignored  completely  the 

of^  ’trenches.  Although  cavalry  was  obsolete  for  assault  by  the  time 
the  ^t'imean  War  (a  fact  indicated  in  Tennyson’s  “The  Charge  of 
Fight  Brigade”),  and  although  this  was  clearly  demonstrated  to  be 
American  Civil  War  (a  fact  explicitly  recognized  in  The  Army 
Navy  Journal  for  October  31,  1868),  cavalry  and  cavalry  officers 
Qjr  ttiued  to  dominate  armies  and  military  preparations.  During  the  War 
'914-1918  many  commanding  officers,  like  John  French,  Douglas 
talk^’  John  J.  Pershing,  were  cavalry  officers  and  retained  the  men- 
sio  ^  officers.  Haig,  in  his  testimony  before  the  Royal  Commis- 

^  j’’  on  the  War  in  South  Africa  (1903),  testified,  “Cavalry  will  have 
sitv^^^^  sphere  of  action  in  future  wars.”  Pershing  insisted  on  the  neces- 
>^0  keep  large  numbers  of  horses  behind  the  lines,  waiting  for  the 
g  *^mrough”  which  was  to  be  obtained  by  bayonet  charge.  In  every 
hor'’  was  one  of  the  weakest  points,  yet  feed  for  the 

Or  largest  item  transported,  being  greater  than  ammunition 

supplies.  Although  transport  across  the  Atlantic  was  critically 
for^l  ’■^''oughout  the  war,  one-third  of  all  shipping  space  w’as  in  feed 
orses.  Time  for  training  recruits  was  also  a  critical  bottleneck,  but 
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most  armies  spent  more  time  on  bayonet  practice  than  on  anything  else. 
Yet  casualties  inflicted  on  the  enemy  by  bayonet  were  so  few  that  they 
hardlv  appear  in  the  statistics  dealing  with  the  subject. 

The  belief  of  military  men  that  an  assault  made  with  high  morale 
could  roll  through  wire,  machine  guns,  and  trenches  was  made  c\'en 
more  unrealistic  by  their  insistence  that  such  an  offensive  unit  maintain 
a  straight  front.  This  meant  that  it  was  not  to  be  permitted  to  move 
further  in  a  soft  spot,  but  was  to  hold  back  where  advance  uas  easy 
in  order  to  break  down  the  defensive  strong  points  so  that  the  whole 
front  could  precede  at  appro.ximately  the  same  rate.  This  was  done, 
they  e.xplained,  in  order  to  avoid  e.xposed  flanks  and  enemy  cross 
on  advanced  salients. 

There  was  some  opposition  to  these  unrealistic  theories,  especially  if* 
the  German  Army,  and  there  were  important  civilians  in  all  countries 
who  fought  with  their  own  military^  leaders  on  these  issues.  Clemenceau 
in  France,  and,  above  all.  Lord  Esher  and  the  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Imperial  Defence  in  England  should  be  mentioned  here. 

At  the  outbreak  of  war  in  August  1914,  both  sides  began  to  put  into 
effect  their  complicated  strategic  plans  made  much  earlier.  On  the  Ger¬ 
man  side  this  plan,  known  as  the  Schlieffen  Plan,  w  as  drawn  up  in  1905 
and  modified  bv-  the  younger  Helmuth  von  .\Ioltke  (nephew  of 
Moltke  of  1870)  after  1906.  On  the  French  side  the  plan  was  kno"0 
as  Plan  XV'II,  and  was  drawn  up  by-  Joffre  in  1912. 

The  original  Schlieffen  Plan  proposed  to  hold  the  Russians,  as  best  as 
could  be  done,  with  ten  divisions,  and  to  face  France  with  a  stationary 
left  wing  of  eight  divisions  and  a  great  wheeling  right  and  center  of 
fifty^-three  divisions  going  through  Holland  and  Belgium  and  coming 
dow’n  on  the  flank  and  rear  of  the  French  armies  by'  passing  west  0 
Paris.  .Moltke  modified  this  by  adding  two  divisions  to  the  right  wing 
(one  from  the  Russian  front  and  one  new')  and  eight  new  divisions  m 
the  left.  He  also  cut  out  the  passage  through  Holland,  making  it  neces¬ 
sary'  for  his  right  wing  to  pass  through  the  Liege  gap,  betw’een 
Maastricht  appendix  of  Holland  and  the  forested  terrain  of  the  Ardennes. 

The  French  Plan  X\H  proposed  to  stop  an  anticipated  German  attack 
into  eastern  France  from  Lorraine  b\-  an  assault  of  two  enlarged  French 
armies  on  its  center,  thus  driving  victoriously  into  southern  Germa*'/ 
whose  Catholic  and  separatist  peoples  were  not  expected  to  rally'  "’'th 
much  enthusiasm  to  the  Protestant,  centralist  cause  of  a  Prussianize^ 
German  Empire.  M’hile  this  was  taking  place,  a  force  of  800,000  R^*' 
sians  was  to  invade  East  Prussia,  and  150,000  British  were  to  bolster 
the  French  left  wing  near  Belgium. 

The  e.xecution  of  these  plans  did  not  completelv  fulfill  the  expect^' 
tions  of  their  supporters.  The  French  moved  3,781,000  men  in 
trains  in  16  days  (August  2-18),  opening  their  attack  on  Lorraine 
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August  14th.  By  August  20th  they  were  shattered,  and  by  August  25th, 
ter  eleven  days  of  combat,  had  suffered  300,000  casualties.  This  was 
ftost  25  percent  of  the  number  of  men  engaged,  and  represented  the 
ttost  rapid  u’astage  of  the  war. 

In  the  meantime  the  Germans  in  7  days  (August  6-12)  transported 
h5oo,ooo  men  across  the  Rhine  at  the  rate  of  550  trains  a  day.  These 
^®n  formed  70  divisions  divided  into  7  armies  and  forming  a  vast  arc 
tom  northwest  to  southeast.  Within  this  arc  u  ere  49  French  divisions 
ntganized  in  5  armies  and  the  British  Expeditionary  Force  (B.E.F.)  of  4 
nisions.  The  relationship  of  these  forces,  the  commanding  generals  of 
£  respective  armies,  and  their  relative  strength  can  be  seen  from  the 
following  list: 


!  Forces  (North  to  South) 
co.m.mander  divisions 


Germ.an  Forces  (North  to  South) 

DIVISIONS  ARMY  COMMANDER 


B.E.F. 


Sir  John  French 
banrezac 

De  Langle  de  Cary 

Ruffcy 

Castelnau 

Dubail 


von  kluck 
von  Biilow 
von  Hausen 

Prince  Albrecht  of 
Wurttemberg 
Crown  Prince 
Frederick 

Prince  Rupprecht  of 
Bavaria 


von  Hecringen 


The  German  right  wing  passed  Liege,  without  reducing  that  great  for- 
^ss,  on  the  night  of  August  5-6  under  the  instructions  of  General  Erich 
udendorff  of  the  General  Staff.  The  Belgian  Army,  instead  of  retreat- 
''tg  southwestward  before  the  German  wave,  moved  northwestward  to 
^''er  Antwerp.  This  put  them  ultimately  on  the  rear  of  the  advancing 
^  ernian  forces.  These  forces  peeled  off  eight  and  a  half  divisions  to  re- 
Uce  the  Belgian  forts  and  seven  divisions  to  cover  the  Belgian  force 
Antwerp.  This  reduced  the  strength  of  the  German  right  wing, 
V  ich  Was  increasingly  exhausted  by  the  rapidity  of  its  own  advance. 
'^'1  the  German  plan  became  clear  on  August  18th,  Joffre  formed  a 
Sixth  Army,  largely  from  garrison  troops,  under  Michel-Joseph 
but  really  commanded  by  Joseph  Gallieni,  .Minitary  Governor 
I^aris.  By  August  22nd  the  whole  French  line  xvest  of  \’erdun  was  in 
f^treat.  Three  days  later,  Moltke,  believing  victory  secure,  sent  two 
corps  to  Russia  from  the  Second  and  Third  armies.  These  arrived 
'f'l  the  Eastern  Front  only  after  the  Russian  advance  into  Prussia  had 
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been  smashed  at  Tannenberg  and  around  the  Masurian  Lakes  (August 
26th-September  15th).  In  the  meantime  in  the  west,  Schlieffen’s  project 
swept  onward  toward  fiasco.  When  Lanrezac  slowed  up  Biilow’s  ad¬ 
vance  on  August  29th,  Kluck,  who  was  already  a  day’s  march  ahead  of 
Billow,  tried  to  close  the  gap  between  the  two  bv  turning  southeastward- 
Tiiis  brought  his  line  of  advance  east  of  Paris  rather  than  west  of  that 
city  as  originallv  planned.  Gallieni,  bringing  the  Si.vth  Army  from  Paris 
in  any  vehicles  he  could  commandeer,  threw  it  at  Kluck’s  e.\posed  right 
flank.  Kluck  turned  again  to  face  Gallieni,  moving  northwestward  in  ^ 
brilliant  maneuver  in  order  to  envelop  him  within  the  German  arc  be¬ 
fore  resuming  his  advance  southeastward.  This  operation  was  accom¬ 
panied  by  considerable  success  e.vcept  that  it  opened  a  gap  thirty  mik^ 
wide  between  Kluck  and  Billow.  Opposite  this  gap  was  the  B.E.F.,  which 
was  withdrawing  southward  with  even  greater  speed  than  the  French- 
On  September  5th  the  French  retreat  stopped;  on  the  following  day  they 
began  a  general  counterattack,  ordered  by  Joffre  on  the  insistence  of 
Gallieni.  Thus  began  the  First  Battle  of  the  .Marne. 

Kluck  was  meeting  with  considerable  success  over  the  Sixth  French 
Army,  although  Billow  was  being  badly  mauled  by  Lanrezac,  when  the 
B.E.F.  began  to  move  into  the  gap  between  the  First  and  Second  Gef' 
man  armies  (September  9th).  A  German  staff  officer,  Lieutenant-Colonel 
Hentsch,  ordered  the  whole  German  right  to  fall  back  to  the  Aisn^ 
River  where  a  front  was  formed  on  September  13th  by  the  arrival  of 
some  of  the  German  forces  which  had  been  attacking  the  Belgian  fortS’ 
The  Germans  were  willing  to  fall  back  to  the  Aisne  because  they  bC' 
lieved  the  advance  could  be  resumed  when  they  wished  to  do  so.  In  th^ 
next  few  months  the  Germans  tried  to  resume  their  advance,  and  the 
French  tried  to  dislodge  the  Germans  from  their  positions.  Neither 
able  to  make  any  headway  against  the  firepower  of  the  other.  A  suc¬ 
cession  of  futile  efforts  to  outflank  each  other’s  positions  merely  suC' 
ceeded  in  bringing  the  ends  of  the  front  to  the  English  Channel  on  oUt 
extreme  and  to  Switzerland  on  the  other.  In  spite  of  millions  of  casual' 
ties,  this  line,  from  the  sea  to  the  mountains  across  the  fair  face  0 


France,  remained  almost  unchanged  for  over  three  years. 

During  these  terrible  years,  the  dream  of  military  men  was  to 
through  the  enemy  line  by  infantry  assault,  then  roll  up  his  flanks  aU 
disrupt  his  rearward  communications  by  pouring  cavalr\'  and  othei" 
reserves  through  the  gap.  This  was  never  achieved.  The  effort  to  attai'’ 
it  led  to  one  experiment  after  another.  In  order  these  were:  (i)  bayof'^'’ 
assault,  (2)  preliminary  artillery  barrage,  (3)  use  of  poison  gas,  (4) 
of  the  tank,  (5)  use  of  infiltration.  The  last  four  of  these  innovation^ 


were  devised  alternately  by  the  Allies  and  by  the  Central  Powers.  ^ 
Bayonet  assault  was  a  failure  by  the  end  of  1914.  It  merely  create^ 
mountains  of  dead  and  wounded  without  any  real  advance,  althoug 
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officers  continued  to  believe  that  an  assault  would  be  successful  if 
morale  of  the  attackers  could  be  brought  to  a  sufficiently  high  pitch 
to  overcome  machine-gun  fire. 

A.n  artillery  barrage  as  a  necessary  preliminary  to  infantry  assault  was 
used  almost  from  the  beginning.  It  was  ineffectual.  At  first  no  army  had 
the  necessary  quantity  of  munitions.  Some  armies  insisted  on  ordering 
Shrapnel  rather  than  high-explosive  shells  for  such  barrages.  This  resulted 
^  a  violent  controversy  between  Lloyd  George  and  the  generals,  the 
otmer  trying  to  persuade  the  laner  that  shrapnel  was  not  effective 
Against  defensive  forces  in  ground  trenches.  In  time  it  should  have  be- 
uoine  clear  that  high-explosive  barrages  were  not  effective  either,  al- 
uugh  they  were  used  in  enormous  quantities.  They  failed  because: 
(0  earth  and  concrete  fortifications  provided  sufficient  protection  to 
e  defensive  forces  to  allow  them  to  use  their  own  firepower  against 
he  infantry  assault  which  followed  the  barrage;  (2)  a  barrage  notified 
^  defense  where  to  expect  the  following  infantry  assault,  so  that  re¬ 
serves  could  be  brought  up  to  strengthen  that  position;  and  (3)  the  doc- 
’^rine  of  the  continuous  front  made  it  impossible  to  penetrate  the  enemy 
positions  on  a  wide-enough  front  to  break  through.  The  efforts  to  do 
so,  however,  resulted  in  enormous  casualties.  At  Verdun  in  1916  the 
rench  lost  350,000  and  the  Germans  300,000.  On  the  Eastern  Front  the 
ossian  General  Aleksei  Brusilov  lost  a  million  men  in  an  indecisive  at- 
through  Galicia  (June-August,  1916).  On  the  Somme  in  the  same 
the  British  lost  410,000,  the  French  lost  190,000,  and  the  Germans 
450,000  for  a  maximum  gain  of  7  miles  on  a  front  about  25  miles 
’de  (July-November,  igi6).  The  following  year  the  slaughter  con- 
'^^d.  At  Chemin  des  Dames  in  April,  1917,  the  French,  under  a  new 
nimander,  Robert  Nivelle,  fired  ii  million  shells  in  a  lo-day  barrage 
®  30-mile  front.  The  attack  failed,  suffering  losses  of  118,000  men  in 
rief  period.  Many  corps  mutinied,  and  large  numbers  of  combatants 
shot  to  enforce  discipline.  Twenty-three  civilian  leaders  were  also 
ecuted.  Nivelle  was  replaced  by  Retain.  Shortly  afterward,  at  Pass- 
(Third  Battle  of  Ypres),  Haig  used  a  barrage  of  4 14  million 
s,  almost  5  tons  for  every  yard  of  an  ii-mile  front,  but  lost  400,000 
in  the  ensuing  assault  (August-November,  1917). 
c  failure  of  the  barrage  made  it  necessary  to  devise  new  methods, 
the  men  were  reluctant  to  try  an\'  innovations.  In  April,  1915, 

Germans  were  forced  by  civilian  pressure  to  use  poison  gas,  as  had 
out”  t)y  the  famous  chemist  Fritz  Haber.  Accordingly,  with- 

thr  effort  at  concealment  and  with  no  plans  to  exploit  a  break- 
if  it  came,  they  sent  a  w’ave  of  chlorine  gas  at  the  place  where 
renrti  British  lines  joined.  The  junction  was  wiped  out,  and 


fjy  ^  "’US  opened  through  the  line.  Although  it  was  not  closed  for 
"'^eks,  nothing  was  done  by  the  Germans  to  use  it.  The  first  use 
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of  gas  bv  the  Western  Powers  (the  British)  in  September,  1915,  was  no 
more  successful.  At  the  terrible  Battle  of  Passchendaele  in  July  1917,  the 
Germans  introduced  mustard  gas,  a  weapon  which  was  copied  by  the 
British  in  July  1918.  This  was  the  most  effective  gas  used  in  the  war,  but 
it  served  to  strengthen  the  defense  rather  than  the  offense,  and  was  espe- 
cially  valuable  to  the  Germans  in  their  retreat  in  the  autumn  of  19’^’ 
serving  to  slow  up  the  pursuit  and  making  difficult  any  really  decisive 
blow  against  them. 

The  tank  as  an  offensive  weapon  devised  to  overcome  the  defensive 
strength  of  machine-gun  fire  was  invented  bv  Ernest  Swinton  in  19' 5' 
Only  his  personal  contacts  with  the  members  of  the  Committee  of  In'" 
perial  Defence  succeeded  in  bringing  his  idea  to  some  kind  of  realization. 
The  suggestion  was  resisted  by  the  generals.  When  continued  resistance 
proved  impossible,  the  new  weapon  was  misused,  orders  for  more  v'cre 
canceled,  and  all  military  supporters  of  the  new  weapon  were  rcmovco 
from  responsible  positions  and  replaced  by  men  who  were  distrustful 
or  at  least  ignorant  of  the  tanks.  Swinton  sent  detailed  instruction.s 
Headquarters,  emphasizing  that  they  must  be  used  for  the  first  time  in 
large  numbers,  in  a  surprise  assault,  without  any  preliminary  artilleO 
barrage,  and  wdth  close  support  by  infantry  reserves.  Instead  they  "  cre 
used  quite  incorrectlv^  While  Swinton  was  still  training  crews  for  the 
150  tanks,  fiftv"  were  taken  to  France,  the  commander  w  ho  had  been 
trained  in  their  use  was  replaced  bv  an  inexperienced  man,  and  a  mct*^ 
eighteen  w-ere  sent  against  the  Germans.  This  occurred  on  September  i5’ 
1916,  in  the  waning  st.ages  of  the  Battle  of  the  Somme.  An  unfavorable 
report  on  their  performance  was  sent  from  General  Headquarters  to  the 
War  Office  in  London  and,  as  a  result,  an  order  for  manufacture  of  ^ 
thousand  more  was  canceled  without  the  knowledge  of  the  Cabinet.  Tin* 
was  overruled  only  by  direct  orders  from  Lloyd  George.  Only  uH 
November  20,  1917,  were  tanks  used  as  Swinton  had  instructed.  On  tin''- 
day  381  tanks  supported  by  six  infantrt'  divisions  struck  the  HindenbutS 
Line  before  Cambrai  and  burst  through  into  open  country.  These  force® 
were  exhausted  by  a  five-mile  gain,  and  stopped.  The  gap  in  the  Germin’ 
line  was  not  utilized,  for  the  only  available  reserves  were  two  division® 
of  cavalry  which  were  ineffective.  Thus  the  opportunity  was  lost.  0^1) 
in  1918  were  massed  tank  attacks  used  with  any  success  and  in  the  fashio’’ 
indicated  by  Swinton. 

The  year  1917  was  a  bad  one.  The  French  and  British  suffered  through 
their  great  disasters  at  Chemin  des  Dames  and  Passchendaele.  Romam* 
entered  the  war  and  was  almost  completely  overrun,  Bucharest  being 
captured  on  December  5th.  Russia  suffered  a  double  revolution,  and  "'f® 
obliged  to  surrender  to  Germany.  The  Italian  Front  was  complc’^*^*' 
shattered  by  a  surprise  attack  at  Caporetto  and  only  by  a  miracle  "'3® ' 
reestablished  along  the  Piave  (October-December,  1917).  The  ool) 
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spots  in  the  year  were  the  British  conquests  of  Palestine  and  Ateso- 
Potamia  and  the  entrance  into  the  war  of  the  United  States,  but  the 
otiner  was  not  important  and  the  latter  was  a  promise  for  the  future 
father  than  a  help  to  1917. 

Nowhere,  perhaps,  is  the  unrealistic  character  of  the  thinking  of  most 
military  leaders  of  World  War  I  revealed  more  clearly  than  in  the 
ntish  commander  in  chief,  Field  Marshal  Sir  Douglas  (later  Earl)  Haig, 
scion  of  a  Scottish  distillery  family.  In  June,  1917,  in  spite  of  a  decision 
°  May  4th  by  the  Inter-Allied  Conference  at  Paris  against  an)"  British 
offensive,  and  at  a  time  when  Russia  and  Serbia  had  been  knocked  out  of 
e  War,  French  military  morale  was  shattered  after  the  fiasco  of  the 
iv’elle  offensive,  and  American  help  was  almost  a  year  in  the  future, 
®'g  determined  on  a  major  offensive  against  the  Germans  to  \\"in  the 
He  ignored  all  discouraging  information  from  his  intelligence,  wiped 
the  record  the  known  figures  about  German  reserves,  and  deceived 
c  Cabinet,  both  in  respect  to  the  situation  and  to  his  own  plans, 
broughout  the  discussion  the  civilian  political  leaders,  who  were  almost 
"’crsally  despised  as  ignorant  amateurs  by  the  military  men,  were 
Proved  more  correct  in  their  judgments  and  expectations.  Haig  obtained 
r  Jinission  for  his  Passchendaele  offensive  only  because  General  (later 
Marshal  and  Baronet)  William  Robertson,  Chief  of  the  Imperial 
^neral  Staff,  covered  up  Haig’s  falsifications  about  German  reserves 
because  First  Sea  Lord  Admiral  John  Jellicoe  told  the  Cabinet  that 
^ss  Haig  could  capture  the  submarine  bases  on  the  Belgian  coast  (an 
impossible  objective)  he  considered  it  “improbable  that  we 
“  go  on  with  the  war  next  year  for  lack  of  shipping.”  On  this  basis, 
lo^^S  approval  for  a  “step  by  step”  offensive  “not  involving  heav)" 
optimistic  that  he  told  his  generals  that  “opportunities 
t:he  employment  of  cavalry  in  masses  are  likely  to  offer.”  The  of- 
^^'isive,  opened  on  July  31st,  developed  into  the  most  horrible  struggle 
'■be  W'ar,  fought  \\"eek  after  week  in  a  sea  of  mud,  with  casualties 
tio  400,000  men  after  three  months.  In  October,  when  the  situa- 

had  been  hopeless  for  weeks,  Haig  still  insisted  that  the  Germans 
ish^^  *^he  point  of  collapse,  that  their  casualties  were  double  the  Brit- 
(they  were  considerably  less  than  the  British),  and  that  the  break- 
to  Germans,  and  the  opportunity  for  the  tanks  and  cavalry 

^^h  through  them,  might  come  at  any  moment, 
j  tie  of  the  chief  reasons  for  the  failure  of  these  offensives  was  the 
of  the  continuous  front,  which  led  commanders  to  hold  back  their 
where  resistance  was  weak  and  to  throw'  their  reserves  against 
t  enemy’s  strong  points.  This  doctrine  was  completely  reversed  by 
g  ^tidorff  in  the  spring  of  1918  in  a  new'  tactic  known  as  “infiltration.” 
.  ^  t's  method  advance  was  to  be  made  around  strong  points  by  penetrat- 
o  as  quickly  as  possible  and  with  maximum  strength  through  weak 
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resistance,  leaving  the  centers  of  strong  resistance  surrounded  and  iso¬ 
lated  for  later  attention.  Although  Ludendorff  did  not  carry  out  this 
plan  with  sufficient  conviction  to  give  it  full  success,  he  did  achieve 
amazing  results.  The  great  losses  by  the  British  and  French  in  1917,  added 
to  the  increase  in  German  strength  from  forces  arriving  from  the  defunct 
Russian  and  Romanian  fronts,  made  it  possible  for  Ludendorff  to  strike  a 
series  of  sledgehammer  blows  along  the  Western  Front  between  Douai 
and  Verdun  in  March  and  April  1918.  Finally,  on  May  27th,  after  a 
brief  but  overwhelming  bombardment,  the  German  flood  burst  over 
Chemin  des  Dames,  poured  across  the  Aisne,  and  moved  relentlessly  to¬ 
ward  Paris.  By  .May  30th  it  was  on  the  Marne,  thirty-seven  miles  from  the 
capital.  There,  in  the  Second  Battle  of  the  Marne,  were  reenacted  the 
events  of  September  1914.  On  June  4th  the  German  advance  was  stopped 
temporarily  by  the  Second  American  Division  at  Chateau-Thierry.  I’t 
the  next  six  weeks  a  series  of  counterattacks  aided  by  nine  American  divi¬ 
sions  were  made  on  the  northern  flank  of  the  German  penetration.  The 
Germans  fell  back  behind  the  V^esle  River,  militarily  intact,  but  so 
ravaged  by  influenza  that  many  companies  had  only  thirty  men.  The 
crown  prince  demanded  that  the  war  be  ended.  Before  this  could  be  done, 
on  August  8,  1918— “the  black  day  of  the  German  Army,”  as  Ludendorn 
called  it— the  British  broke  the  German  line  at  Amiens  by  a  sudden  assauk 
with  456  tanks  supported  by  13  infantry  and  3  cavalry  divisions.  When 
the  Germans  rushed  up  i8  reserve  divisions  to  support  the  six  wliie*' 
were  attacked,  the  Allied  Powers  repeated  their  assault  at  Saint-Quentin 
(August  31st)  and  in  Flanders  (September  2nd).  A  German  CroW’ 
Council,  meeting  at  Spa,  decided  that  victory  was  no  longer  possible- 
but  neither  civil  government  nor  army  leaders  w'ould  assume  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  opening  negotiations  for  peace.  The  story  of  these  negO' 
nations  will  be  examined  in  a  moment,  as  the  last  of  a  long  series  0 
diplomatic  conversations  which  continued  throughout  the  war. 

Looking  back  on  the  military  history  of  the  First  World  War,  it  is  cleer 
that  the  whole  war  was  a  siege  operation  against  Germany.  Once 
original  German  onslaught  was  stopped  on  the  Marne,  victory 
Germany  became  impossible  because  she  could  not  resume  her  advance- 
On  the  other  hand,  the  Entente  Powers  could  not  eject  the  Germe'’ 
spearhead  from  French  soil,  although  they  sacrificed  millions  of 
and  billions  of  dollars  in  the  effort  to  do  so.  Any  effort  to  break  in 
Germany  from  some  other  front  was  regarded  as  futile,  and  was  nW 
difficult  by  the  continuing  German  pressure  in  France.  According^^ 
although  sporadic  attacks  were  made  on  the  Italian  Front,  in  the 
areas  of  the  Ottoman  Empire,  on  the  Dardanelles  directly  in  1915, 
Bulgaria  through  Saloniki  in  1915-1918,  and  along  the  whole  Russ'^1 
Front,  both  sides  continued  to  regard  northeastern  France  as  the  vk^ 
area.  And  in  that  area,  clearly  no  decision  could  be  reached. 
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To  weaken  Germany  the  Entente  Powers  began  a  blockade  of  the 
Central  Powers,  controlling  the  sea  directly,  in  spite  of  the  indecisive 
^frrrian  naval  challenge  at  Jutland  in  1916,  and  limiting  the  imports  of 
”^utrals  near  Germany,  like  the  Netherlands.  To  resist  this  blockade, 
'^srmany  used  a  four-pronged  instrument.  On  the  home  front  every 
effort  was  made  to  control  economic  life  so  that  all  goods  would  be 
'ised  in  the  most  effective  fashion  possible  and  so  that  food,  leather, 
other  necessities  would  be  distributed  fairlv  to  all.  The  success  of 
’IS  struggle  on  the  home  front  was  due  to  the  ability  of  two  German 
Haber,  the  chemist,  devised  a  method  for  e.\tracting  nitrogen  from 
®  air,  and  thus  obtained  an  adequate  supply  of  the  most  necessary 
constituent  of  all  fertilizers  and  all  e,\plosives.  Before  1914  the  chief 
^ource  of  nitrogen  had  been  in  the  guano  deposits  of  Chile,  and,  but 
Haber,  the  British  blockade  would  have  compelled  a  German  defeat 
^  ‘915  from  lack  of  nitrates.  Walter  Rathenau,  director  of  the  German 
octric  Company  and  of  some  five  dozen  other  enterprises,  organized 
c  German  economic  system  in  a  mobilization  w  hich  made  it  possible 
or  Germany  to  fight  on  with  slowly  dwindling  resources. 

On  tile  military  side  Germanv  made  a  threefold  repl\-  to  the  British 
ockade.  It  tried  to  open  the  blockade  by  defeating  its  enemies  to  the 
jOuth  and  east  (Russia,  Romania,  and  Italy).  In  1917  this  effort  was 
^’"goly  successful,  but  it  was  too  late.  Simultaneously,  Germany  tried  to 
to^f  ^cr  Western  foes  by  a  policy  of  attrition  in  the  trenches  and 

orce  Britain  out  of  the  war  by  a  retaliatory  submarine  blockade 
oted  at  British  shipping.  The  submarine  attack,  as  a  new  method  of 
Warfare,  was  applied  with  hesitation  and  ineffectiveness  until  1917. 
en  It  vvas  applied  with  such  ruthless  efficiency  that  almost  a  million 
of  shipping  w  as  sunk  in  the  month  of  April  1917,  and  Britain  was 
within  three  weeks  of  exhaustion  of  her  food  supply.  This 
of  a  British  defeat,  dressed  in  the  propaganda  clothing  of  moral 
i  at  the  iniquity  of  submarine  attacks,  brought  the  United  States 
^  °  the  w?ar  on  the  side  of  the  Entente  in  that  critical  month  of  April, 
In  the  meantime  the  Germany  policy  of  military  attrition  on  the 
astern  Front  worked  w'ell  until  1918.  By  January  of  that  year  Ger- 
^  '’y  had  been  losing  men  at  about  half  her  rate  of  replacement  and  at 
p  ’’t  half  the  rate  at  w'hich  she  w-as  inflicting  losses  on  the  Entente 
Thus  the  period  1914-1918  saw'  a  race  between  the  economic 
ion  of  Germany  by  the  blockade  and  the  personal  attrition  of  the 
*^ente  by  military  action.  This  race  was  never  settled  on  its  merits 
Q  three  new  factors  entered  the  picture  in  1917.  These  w'ere  the 

Ulan  ^ounterblockade  by  submarines  on  Britain,  the  increase  in  Ger- 

3  .  *’’3fpow'er  in  the  West  resulting  from  her  victory  in  the  East,  and  the 
Western  Front  of  new'  American  forces.  The  first  two  of 
factors  were  overbalanced  in  the  period  iVIarch-Septembcr,  1918, 
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by  the  third.  By  August  of  1918  Germany  had  given  her  best,  and 
it  had  not  been  adequate.  The  blockade  and  the  rising  tide  of  American 
manpower  gave  the  German  leaders  the  choice  of  surrender  or  complete 
economic  and  social  upheaval.  Without  exception,  led  by  the  Junker 
military  commanders,  they  chose  surrender. 


Diplomatic  History,  1914-1918 

The  beginnings  of  militarv  action  in  August  1914  did  not  mark  the 
end  of  diplomatic  action,  even  between  the  chief  opponents.  Diplomatic 
activitv  continued,  and  was  aimed,  very  largely,  at  two  goals:  (a)  to 
bring  new  countries  into  the  military  activities  or,  on  the  contrary, 
keep  them  out,  and  (b)  to  attempt  to  make  peace  by  negotiations.  Closely 
related  to  the  first  of  these  aims  were  negotiations  concerned  with  the 
disposition  of  enemy  territories  after  the  fighting  ceased. 

Back  of  all  the  diplomatic  activities  of  the  period  1914-1918  was  ^ 
fact  which  impressed  itself  on  the  belligerents  relatively  slowly.  This 
was  the  changed  character  of  modern  warfare.  With  certain  exceptions 
the  wars  of  the  eighteenth  and  earlv  nineteenth  centuries  had  been  strug'  | 
gles  of  limited  resources  for  limited  objectives.  The  growth  of  politic^ 
democracy,  the  rise  of  nationalism,  and  the  industrialization  of  war  Ic 
to  total  war  with  total  mobilization  and  unlimited  objectives.  In  the 
eighteenth  century,  when  rulers  were  relatively  free  from  popular  i^'  j 
fluences,  they  could  wage  w’ars  for  limited  objectives  and  could  nego^ 
tiate  peace  on  a  compromise  basis  when  these  were  objectives  were  attain^ 
or  appeared  unattainable.  Using  a  mercenary  army  which  fought  for  pn)’ 
they  could  put  that  army  into  war  or  out  of  war,  as  seemed  nccessar}’ 
without  vitally  affecting  its  morale  or  its  fighting  qualities.  The  arrival  0 
democracy  and  of  the  mass  army  required  that  the  great  body  of  j 
citizens  give  wholehearted  support  for  any  war  effort,  and  made  it  i‘^' 
possible  to  wage  wars  for  limited  objectives.  Such  popular  support  cou 
be  won  only  in  behalf  of  great  moral  goals  or  universal  philosophic  vah'®* 
or,  at  the  very  least,  for  sur\’ival.  At  the  same  time  the  growing  induS' 
trialization  and  economic  integration  of  modern  society  made  it 
possible  to  mobilize  for  war  e.xcept  on  a  very  extensive  basis  whi^^ 
approached  total  mobilization.  This  mobilization  could  not  be  direcre^^ 
toward  limited  objectives.  From  these  factors  came  total  war  with  tota 
mobilization  and  unlimited  objectives,  including  the  total  destruction  ft 
unconditional  surrender  of  the  enemy.  Having  adopted  such  grandif®^ 
goals  and  such  gigantic  plans,  it  became  almost  impossible  to  allf" 


THE  FIRST  WORLD  WAR  1914-1918  237 

continued  existence  of  noncombatants  within  the  belligerent  coun- 
tries  or  neutrals  outside  them.  It  became  almost  axiomatic  that  “who  is 
''ot  with  me  is  against  me.”  At  the  same  time,  it  became  almost  impossible 
compromise  sufficiently  to  obtain  the  much  more  limited  goals  which 
'''ould  permit  a  negotiated  peace.  As  Charles  Seymour  put  it:  “Each  side 


had 


promised  itself  a  peace  of  victory.  The  very  phrase  ‘negotiated  peace’ 


ccame  synonymous  with  treacher)^”  Alorcover,  the  popular  basis  of 
’’modern  war  required  a  high  morale  which  might  easily  be  lowered  if  the 
•'cws  leaked  out  that  the  government  was  negotiating  peace  in  the  middle 
the  fighting.  As  a  consequence  of  these  conditions,  efforts  to  negotiate 
peace  during  the  First  World  War  were  generallv  very  secret  and  very 

Unsuccessful. 

The  change  from  limited  wars  with  limited  objectives  fought  with 
Mercenary  troops  to  unlimited  wars  of  economic  attrition  wdth  unlimited 
Ujectives  fought  with  national  armies  had  far-reaching  consequences, 
ue  distinction  between  combatants  and  noncombatants  and  between 
^‘hgerents  and  neutrals  became  blurred  and  ultimately  undistinguishable. 
"^urnational  law,  which  had  grown  up  in  the  period  of  limited  dynastic 
**■5,  made  a  great  deal  of  these  distinctions.  Noncombatants  had  ex- 
sive  rights  which  sought  to  protect  their  ways  of  life  as  much  as 
Pu^ible  during  periods  of  warfare;  neutrals  had  similar  rights.  In  return, 
II  duties  to  remain  both  noncombatant  and  neutral  rested  on  these 
outsiders.”  All  these  distinctions  broke  down  in  1914-1915,  with  the 
ult  that  both  sides  indulged  in  wholesale  violations  of  existing  inter- 
stional  lay'.  Probably  on  the  whole  these  violations  were  more  exten- 
(although  less  widely  publicized)  on  the  part  of  the  Entente  than 
^  the  part  of  the  Central  Powers.  The  reasons  for  this  w’ere  that  the 
,  ^yttians  still  maintained  the  older  traditions  of  a  professional  army,  and 
‘t  position,  both  as  an  inyader  and  as  a  “Central  Power”  with  limited 
tain  and  economic  resources,  made  it  to  their  adyantage  to  main- 

the  distinctions  between  combatant  and  noncombatant  and  between 
ugerent  and  neutral.  If  they  could  have  maintained  the  former  dis- 
‘un,  they  would  have  had  to  fight  the  enemy  army  and  not  the 
^  my  civilian  population,  and,  once  the  former  was  defeated,  would 
''e  had  little  to  fear  from  the  latter,  which  could  have  been  controlled 
bet'*  of  troops.  If  they  could  have  maintained  the  distinction 

ade  belligerent  and  neutral,  it  would  have  been  impossible  to  block- 
^^•'many,  since  basic  supplies  could  have  been  imported  through 
ml  countries.  It  was  for  this  reason  that  Schlieffen’s  original  plans  for 
M  France  through  Holland  and  Belgium  were  changed  by 

ke  to  an  attack  through  Belgium  alone.  Neutral  Holland  tvas  to 
cauj  channel  of  supply  for  civilian  goods.  This  was  possible  be- 

^'^Uld  made  a  distinction  between  war  goods,  yffiich 

be  declared  contraband,  and  civilian  goods  (including  food),  which 
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could  not  be  so  declared.  Moreover,  the  German  plans,  as  we  have  iiid*' 
cated,  called  for  a  short,  decisive  war  against  the  enemy  armed  forces, 
and  they  neither  expected  nor  desired  a  total  economic  mobilization  or 
even  a  total  military  mobilization,  since  these  might  disrupt  the  existing 
social  and  political  structure  in  Germany.  For  these  reasons,  German}' 
made  no  plans  for  industrial  or  economic  mobilization,  for  a  long  war, 
or  for  withstanding  a  blockade,  and  hoped  to  mobilize  a  smaller  proper- 
tion  of  its  manpower  than  its  immediate  enemies. 

The  failure  of  the  Schlieffen  plan  showed  the  error  of  these  ideas- 
Not  only  did  the  prospect  of  a  long  war  make  economic  mobilization 
necessary,  but  the  occupation  of  Belgium  showed  that  national  feeling 
y'as  tending  to  make  the  distinction  between  combatant  and  nonconi- 
batant  academic.  When  Belgian  civilians  shot  at  German  soldiers,  th® 
latter  took  civilian  hostages  and  practiced  reprisals  on  civilians.  These 
German  actions  were  publicized  throughout  the  world  by  the  BritisI' 
propaganda  machine  as  “atrocities”  and  violations  of  international  ki"' 
(which  they  were),  while  the  Belgian  civilian  snipers  were  excused  as 
loyal  patriots  (although  their  actions  were  even  more  clearly  viola' 
dons  of  international  law  and,  as  such,  justified  severe  German  reac¬ 
tions).  These  “atrocities”  were  used  by  the  British  to  justify  their  oW” 
violations  of  international  law.  As  early  as  August  20,  1914,  they  were 
treating  food  as  contraband  and  interfering  with  neutral  shipments 
food  to  Europe.  On  November  5,  1914,  they  declared  the  whole  sea 
from  Scotland  to  Iceland  a  “war  zone,”  covered  it  with  fields  0^ 
explosive  floating  mines,  and  ordered  all  ships  going  to  the  Balr>c< 
Scandinavia,  or  the  Low  Countries  to  go  by  way  of  the  English  Channel- 
where  they  were  stopped,  searched,  and  much  of  their  cargoes  seized- 
even  when  these  cargoes  could  not  be  declared  contraband  under  exist' 
ing  international  law.  In  reprisal  the  Germans  on  February  18,  19’^' 
declared  the  English  Channel  a  “war  zone,”  announced  that  their  sub¬ 
marines  would  sink  shipping  in  that  area,  and  ordered  shipping  for 
Baltic  area  to  use  the  route  north  of  Scotland.  The  United  States,  wliid’ 
rejected  a  Scandinavian  invitation  to  protest  against  the  British 
zone  closed  with  mines  north  of  Scotland,  protested  violently  agaii''^ 
the  German  war  zone  closed  with  submarines  on  the  Narrow  Seas,  nl' 
though,  as  one  American  senator  put  it,  the  “humanity  of  the  submarin^ 
was  certainly  on  a  higher  level  that  that  of  the  floating  mine,  which  coul 
exercise  neither  discretion  nor  judgment.” 

The  United  States  accepted  the  British  “war  zone,”  and  prevented  it^ 
ships  from  using  it.  On  the  other  hand,  it  refiKsed  to  accept  the  Gcrnia” 
war  zone,  and  insi.sted  that  .American  lives  and  property  were  uuti^'^ 
American  protection  even  w  lien  traveling  on  armed  belligerent  ships  1” 
this  war  zone.  .Moroeover,  the  United  States  insisted  that  German  sub' 
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l^arines  must  obey  the  laws  of  the  sea  as  drawn  for  surface  vessels.  These 
provided  that  merchant  ships  could  be  stopped  by  a  war  vessel  and 
®spected,  and  could  be  sunk,  if  carrying  contraband,  after  the  passengers 
the  ships’  papers  were  put  in  a  place  of  safety.  A  place  of  safety 
not  the  ships’  boats,  except  in  sight  of  land  or  of  other  vessels  in  a 
sea.  The  merchant  vessel  so  stopped  obtained  these  rights  only  if 
l^  niade  no  act  of  hostility  against  the  enemy  war  vessel.  It  w'as  not  only 
incult,  or  even  impossible,  for  German  submarines  to  meet  these  con- 
'  >ons;  it  'vvas  often  dangerous,  since  British  merchant  ships  received 
to  attack  German  submarines  at  sight,  by  ramming  if  pos- 
It  Was  even  dangerous  for  the  German  submarines  to  apply  the 
*^^tablished  law  of  neutral  vessels;  for  British  vessels,  with  these  ag- 
fafessive  orders,  frequently  flew  neutral  flags  and  posed  as  neutrals  as  long 
Q  Possible.  Nevertheless,  the  United  States  continued  to  insist  that  the 
j  '^'Wans  obey  the  old  laws,  while  condoning  British  violations  of  the 
laws  to  the  extent  that  the  distinction  between  war  vessels  and 
tenant  ships  was  blurred.  Accordingly,  German  submarines  began  to 
’  British  merchant  ships  with  little  or  no  warning.  Their  attempts 
justify  this  faUure  to  distinguish  between  combatants  and  non- 
bl^L  on  the  ground  that  British  floating  mines,  the  British  food 

suh  British  instructions  to  merchant  ships  to  attack 

^  uiarines  made  no  such  distinction  were  no  more  successful  than  their 
Bel  show  that  their  severity  against  the  civilian  population  of 

(  "^as  justified  by  civilian  attacks  on  German  troops.  They  were 
Wh  ^  carry  on  legal  distinctions  remaining  from  an  earlier  period 
of  th  were  entirely  different,  and  their  ultimate  abandonment 

'^oned^^  'distinctions  on  the  grounds  that  their  enemies  had  already  aban- 
belli^  merely  made  matters  worse,  because  if  neutrals  became 

g][j^^^^^uts  and  noncombatants  became  combatants,  Germany  and  her 
anal  suffer  much  more  than  Britain  and  her  friends.  In  the  final 

)  Sis  this  is  why  the  distinctions  were  destroyed;  but  beneath  all  legal 
had  found  the  ominous  fact  that  war,  by  becoming  total, 

shall both  neutrality  and  negotiated  peace  almost  impossible.  We 
bIp  attention  to  this  struggle  over  neutrality  and  the  strug- 

'^^gjotiated  peace. 

legal  or  diplomatic  commitments  went,  Germany,  in  July, 
peril'  ^dght  to  expect  that  Austria-Hungary,  Italy,  Romania,  and 

^uiisis^*  Turkey  would  be  at  her  side  and  that  her  opponents  would 
Serbia,  Montenegro,  Russia,  and  France,  with  England  main- 
fou  "hP  *^^'^ttality,  at  the  beginning,  at  least.  Instead,  Italy  and  Romania 
BuU  •  ^S^inst  her,  a  loss  which  was  not  balanced  by  the  accession  of 
Etinl  ^dde.  In  addition,  she  found  her  opponents  reinforced  by 

Belgium,  Greece,  the  United  States,  China,  Japan,  the  Arabs,  and 
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twent)'  other  “Allied  and  Associated  Powers.”  The  process  by  which 
the  realit)’  turned  out  to  be  so  different  from  Germany’s  legitimate 
expectations  will  now  take  our  attention. 

Turkey,  which  had  been  growing  closer  to  Germany  since  before 
1890,  offered  Germany  an  alliance  on  July  27,  1914,  when  the  Sarajevo 
crisis  was  at  its  height.  The  document  was  signed  secretly  on  August 
I  St,  and  bound  Turkey  to  enter  the  w^ar  against  Russia  if  Russia  attacked 
Germany  or  Austria.  In  the  meantime,  Turkey  deceived  the  Entente 
Powers  bv  conducting  long  negotiations  with  them  regarding  its  atti¬ 
tude  tow'ard  the  war.  On  October  29th  it  removed  its  mask  of  neutralit}’ 
by  attacking  Russia,  thus  cutting  her  off  from  her  Western  allies  by  the 
southern  route.  To  relieve  the  pressure  on  Russia,  the  Britisli  made  an  in¬ 
effectual  attack  on  Gallipoli  at  the  Dardanelles  {Februarv^-Decembet, 
1915).  Only  at  the  end  of  1916  did  any  real  attack  on  Turkey  begin- 
this  time  from  Egypt  into  Mesopotamia,  where  Baghdad  was  captured  in 
March  1917,  and  the  w'ay  opened  up  the  valley  as  well  as  across  PaleS' 
tine  to  Syria.  Jerusalem  fell  to  General  Allenby  in  December  19*7’ 
and  the  chief  cities  of  Syria  fell  the  following  October  (1918). 

Bulgaria,  still  smarting  from  the  Second  Balkan  War  (1913),  in  which 
it  had  lost  territory  to  Romania,  Serbia,  Greece,  and  Turkey,  was  from 
the  outbreak  of  war  in  1914  inclined  toward  Germany,  and 
strengthened  in  that  inclination  by  the  Turkish  attack  on  Russia  m 
October.  Both  sides  tried  to  buy  Bulgaria’s  allegiance,  a  process  m 
which  the  Entente  Powers  were  hampered  by  the  fact  that  Bulgaria  * 
ambitions  could  be  satisfied  only  at  the  e.xpense  of  Greece,  Romania,  or 
Serbia,  whose  support  they  also  desired.  Bulgaria  w^anted  Thrace  from  the 
Maritsa  River  to  the  Vardar,  including  Kavalla  and  Saloniki  (w'hicb 
were  Greek),  most  of  Macedonia  (which  w’as  Greek  or  Serbian),  and 
Dobruja  (from  Romania).  The  Entente  Powders  offered  Thrace  to  the 
Vardar  in  November  1914,  and  added  some  of  Macedonia  in  May  i9‘5’ 
compensating  Serbia  wnth  an  offer  of  Bosnia,  Herzegovina,  and  the 
Dalmatian  coast.  Germany,  on  the  other  hand,  gave  Bulgaria  a  strip 
of  Turkish  territory  along  the  Maritsa  Riv'er  in  July  1915,  added  to  this 
a  loan  of  200,000,000  francs  six  wxeks  later,  and,  in  September  i9’7' 
accepted  all  Bulgaria’s  demands  provided  they  w'ere  at  the  expense  0* 
belligerent  countries.  Within  a  month  Bulgaria  entered  the  war  by  ft' 
tacking  Serbia  (October  11,  1915).  It  had  considerable  success,  driving 
westward  across  Serbia  into  Albania,  but  exposed  its  left  flank  in  this 
process  to  an  attack  from  Entente  forces  which  xvere  already  basrii 
on  Saloniki.  This  attack  came  in  September  1918,  and  within  a  mon'^^ 
forced  Bulgaria  to  ask  for  an  armistice  (September  20th).  This  markc‘ 
the  first  break  in  the  united  front  of  the  Central  Pow'ers. 

When  war  began  in  1914,  Romania  remained  neutral,  in  spite  ^ 
the  fact  that  it  had  joined  the  Triple  Alliance  in  1883.  This  adhereiief 


had  been 
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made  because  of  the  Germanic  sympathies  of  the  royal  family, 


“c*  Was  so  secret  that  only  a  handful  of  people  even  knew  about  it. 
•le  Romanian  people  themselves  were  sympathetic  to  France.  At  that 
tinie  Romania  consisted  of  three  parts  (Moldavia,  Wallachia,  and  Do- 
and  had  ambitions  to  acquire  Bessarabia  from  Russia  and  Transyl- 
'''*nia  from  Hungary.  It  did  not  seem  possible  that  Romania  could  get 
of  these,  yet  that  is  exactly  what  happened,  because  Russia  was 
bleated  by  Germany  and  ostracized  by  the  Entente  Powers  after  its 
f^volution  in  1917,  while  Hungary  was  defeated  by  the  Entente  Powers 
1918.  The  Romanians  were  strongly  anti-Russian  after  1878,  but 
's  feeling  decreased  in  the  course  of  time,  while  animosities  against 
Central  Powers  rose,  because  of  the  Hungarian  mistreatment  of  the 
onianian  minority  in  Transylvania.  As  a  result,  Romania  remained 
'^^utral  in  Efforts  by  the  Entente  Powers  to  win  her  to  their 

'  e  w’ere  vain  until  after  the  death  of  King  Carol  in  October  1914. 

£  Romanians  asked,  as  the  price  of  their  intert^ention  on  the  Entente 
^  Transylvania,  parts  of  Bukovina  and  the  Banat  of  Temesvar,  500,000 
^tite  troops  in  the  Balkans,  200,000  Russian  troops  in  Bessarabia,  and 
^S'lal  status  with  the  Great  Powers  at  the  Peace  Conference.  For  this  they 
promised  to  attack  the  Central  Powers  and  not  to  make  a  separate  peace. 

'riy  the  heavy  casualties  suffered  by  the  Entente  Powers  in  1916 
^fought  them  to  the  point  of  accepting  these  terms.  They  did  so  in 
“gust  of  that  year,  and  Romania  entered  the  war  ten  days  later.  The 
^ontral  Po\vers  at  once  overran  the  country,  capturing  Bucharest  in 

Vance 


'Member.  The  Romanians  refused  to  make  peace  until  the  German  ad- 


“ce  to  the  Marne  in  the  spring  of  1918  convinced  them  that  the 
of  Powers  were  going  to  win.  Accordingly,  they  signed  the  Treaty 
to  ''“rR  Germany  (.May  7,  1918)  by  which  they  gave  Dobruja 

ulgaria,  but  obtained  a  claim  to  Bessarabia,  which  Germany  had 
P  ^viousiy  taken  from  Russia.  Germany  also  obtained  a  ninety-year  lease 
“the  Romanian  oil  wells. 

f  hough  the  Entente  efforts  to  get  Greece  into  the  war  were  the 
°st  protracted  and  most  unscrupulous  of  the  period,  they  were  un- 
cessful  so  long  as  King  Constantine  remained  on  the  throne  (to 
1917).  Greece  tvas  offered  Smyrna  in  Turkey  if  it  would  give 
^2valla  to  Bulgaria  and  support  Serbia.  Prime  .Minister  Eleutherios 
^uizelos  was  favorable,  but  could  not  persuade  the  king,  and  soon 
forced  to  resign  (March  1915).  He  returned  to  office  in  August, 
winning  a  parliamentary  election  in  June.  When  Serbia  asked 
^  for  the  150,000  men  promised  in  the  Serb-Greek  treaty  of 
to'^  protection  against  a  Bulgarian  attack  on  Serbia,  V'enizelos  tried 
obtain  these  forces  from  the  Entente  Powers.  Four  French-British 
^ 'visions  landed  at  Saloniki  (October  1915),  but  Venizelos  was  at  once 
°^“ed  out  of  office  by  King  Constantine.  The  Entente  then  offered  to 
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cede  Cyprus  to  Greece  in  return  for  Greek  support  against  Bulgaria 
but  were  refused  (October  20,  1915).  When  German  and  Bulgarian 
forces  began  to  occupy  portions  of  Greek  Macedonia,  the  Entente 
Powers  blockaded  Greece  and  sent  an  ultimatum  asking  for  demobiliza¬ 
tion  of  the  Greek  Army  and  a  responsible  government  in  Athens  (June, 
1916).  The  Greeks  at  once  accepted,  since  demobilization  made  it  less 
likely  they  could  be  forced  to  make  war  on  Bulgaria,  and  the  demand 
for  responsible-government  could  be  met  without  bringing  Venizelos 
back  to  office.  Thus  frustrated,  the  Entente  Powers  established  a  ne'V 
provisional  Greek  government  under  VTnizelos  at  their  base  at  Salonika 
There  he  declared  war  on  the  Central  Powers  (November  1916). 
Entente  then  demanded  that  the  envoys  of  the  Central  Powers  be  ex¬ 
pelled  from  Athens  and  that  war  materials  within  control  of  the  Athenian 
government  be  surrendered.  These  demands  were  rejected  (November  3O’ 
1916).  Entente  forces  landed  at  the  port  of  Athens  (Piraeus)  on  the 
same  day,  but  stayed  only  overnight,  being  replaced  by  an  Entente  block¬ 
ade  of  Greece.  The  Venizelos  government  was  recognized  by  Britain 
(December  1916),  but  the  situation  dragged  on  unchanged.  In  June 
1917,  a  new  ultimatum  was  sent  to  Athens  demanding  the  abdication 
of  King  Constantine.  It  was  backed  up  by  a  seizure  of  Thessaly  ano 
Corinth,  and  was  accepted  at  once.  V’'enizelos  became  premier  of  the 
Athens  government,  and  declared  war  on  the  Central  Powers  the  next 
day  (June  27,  1917).  This  gave  the  Entente  a  sufficient  base  to  drive 
up  the  V'ardar  Valley,  under  French  General  Louis  Franchet  d’Espere)’ 
and  force  Bulgaria  out  of  the  war. 

At  the  outbreak  of  war  in  1914,  Italy  declared  its  neutrality  on  the 
grounds  that  the  Triple  Alliance  of  1881,  as  renewed  in  1912,  boun 
it  to  support  the  Central  Powers  only  in  case  of  a  defensive  war  aut' 
that  the  Austrian  action  against  Serbia  did  not  fall  in  this  category. 
the  Italians,  the  Triple  Alliance  was  still  in  full  force  and  thus  they  were 
entitled,  as  provided  in  Article  V’^II,  to  compensation  for  any  Austria^ 
territorial  gains  in  the  Balkans.  As  a  guarantee  of  this  provision, 
Ital’ans  occupied  the  Valona  district  of  Albania  in  November 
Efforts  of  the  Central  Powers  to  bribe  Italy  into  the  war  were  difficult 


because  the  Italian  demands  were  largely  at  the  e.\pense  of  Austria.  The*^ 
demands  included  the  South  Tyrol,  Gorizia,  the  Dalmatian  Islands,  au 


Valona,  with  Trieste  a  free  city.  A  great  public  controversy  took 
in  Italy  between  those  who  supported  intervention  in  the  war  on 
Entente  side  and  those  who  wished  to  remain  neutral.  By  skillful 


penditure  of  money,  the  Entente  governments  were  able  to  win  con¬ 
siderable  support.  Their  chief  achievement  was  in  splitting  the  normal.^ 
pacifiest  Socialist  Party  by  large  money  grants  to  Benito  Mussolini-  ^ 
rabid  Socialist  who  had  been  a  pacifist  leader  in  the  Tripolitan 
of  1911  Mussolini  was  editor  of  the  chief  Socialist  paper,  Avajiti- 
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expelled  from  the  party  when  he  supported  intervention  on  the 
^ntente  side,  but,  using  French  money,  he  established  his  own  paper, 
°polo  d' It  alia,  and  embarked  upon  the  unprincipled  career  which  ulti- 
^ately  made  him  dictator  of  Italy. 

“y  the  secret  Treaty  of  London  (April  26,  1915),  Italy’s  demands  as 
above  u  ere  accepted  by  the  Entente  Powers  and  extended  to 
provide  that  Italy  should  also  obtain  Trentino,  Trieste,  Istria  (but  not 
South  Dalmatia,  Albania  as  a  protectorate,  the  Dodecanese 


islands 

Ent. 


Adalia  in  Asia  Minor,  compensatory  areas  in  Africa  if  the 
^otente  Powers  made  any  acquisitions  on  that  continent,  a  loan  of 
^  50  million,  part  of  the  war  indemnity,  and  e.xclusion  of  the  Pope  from 
of  the  negotiations  leading  toward  peace.  For  these  extensive  promises 
®y  agreed  to  make  war  on  all  the  Central  Powers  within  a  month.  It 
Oared  war  on  Austria-Hungary  on  May  23,  1915,  but  on  Germany 
’’y  in  August,  1916. 

de  Treaty  of  London  is  of  the  utmost  importance  because  its  ghost 
J'rnted  the  chancelleries  of  Europe  for  more  than  tw  enty-five  years.  It 
Used  as  an  excuse  for  the  Italian  attack  on  Ethiopia  in  1935  and  on 
in  .,40. 

le  Italian  war  effort  was  devoted  to  an  attempt  to  force  the  Habs- 
^oasf  ^”*^*^^*  from  the  head  of  the  Adriatic  Sea,  In  a  series  of  at 
twelve  battles  on  the  Isonzo  River,  on  very  difficult  terrain,  the 
„  were  notably  unsuccessful.  In  the  autumn  of  1917  Germany 
thr^  Austrians  sufficient  reinforcements  to  allow  them  to  break 
^^^ough  on  to  the  rear  of  the  Italian  lines  at  Caporetto.  The  Italian 
t:ollapscd  and  was  reestablished  along  the  Piave  River  only  after 
un  m  600,000  men,  the  majority  by  desertion.  Austria  w-as 

abil’  ^  pursue  this  advantage  because  of  her  w'ar-weariness,  her  in- 
Poscs'  ‘Mobilize  her  domestic  economy  successfully  for  w'ar  pur- 

H  1  ^Eove  all,  hy  the  growing  unrest  of  the  nationalities  subject  to 

(.j  .  These  groups  set  up  governmental  committees  in  Entente 

On?  organized  “Legions”  to  fight  on  the  Entente  side.  Italy 

a  peat  meeting  of  these  peoples  at  Rome  in  April  1918.  They 
of  “Pact  of  Rome,”  promising  to  work  for  self-determination 

Ital'  ^  peoples  and  agreeing  to  draw'  the  frontier  between  the 
and  the  South  Slavs  on  nationality  lines, 
to  o  Romania,  was  forced  out  of  the  war  in  1917,  and  forced 

5U  a  separate  peace  by  Germany  in  1918.  The  Russian  attack  on 
Tan  completely  shattered  at  the  battles  of 

abiiij.  Masurian  Lakes  in  August  and  September,  but  their 

poj^i^l  their  own  against  Austrian  forces  in  Galicia  made  it  im- 

\Vgj.g  ^  bring  the  w'ar  in  the  east  to  a  conclusion.  Russian  casualties 
heavy  because  of  inadequate  supplies  and  munitions,  w  hile  the 
‘aus  lost  considerable  forces,  especially  of  Slavs,  by  desertion  to  the 
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Russians.  This  last  factor  made  it  possible  for  Russia  to  organize  a  “Czech 
Legion”  of  over  100,000  men.  German  reinforcements  to  the  Austrian 
front  in  Galicia  in  1915  made  possible  a  great  Austro-German  offensive 
which  crossed  Galicia  and  bv  September  had  taken  all  of  Poland  and 
Lithuania.  In  these  operations  the  Russians  lost  about  a  million  men' 
They  lost  a  million  more  in  the  “Brusilov”  counterattack  in  1916  which 
reached  the  Carpathians  before  it  was  stopped  by  the  arrival  of  German 
reinforcements  from  France.  By  this  time  the  prestige  of  the  czarist 
government  had  fallen  so  low  that  it  was  easily  replaced  by  a  parliamen¬ 
tary  government  under  Kerensky  in  .March  1917.  The  new  government 
tried  to  carry  on  the  war,  but  misjudged  the  temper  of  the  Russian  peo¬ 
ple.  As  a  result  the  extreme  Communist  group,  known  as  Bolsheviks,  'vere 
able  to  seize  the  government  in  November  1917,  and  hold  it  by  promis¬ 
ing  the  w'eary  Russian  people  both  peace  and  land.  The  German  de¬ 
mands,  dictated  by  the  German  General  Staff,  were  so  severe  that  the 
Bolsheviks  refused  to  sign  a  formal  peace,  but  on  .March  3,  1918,  w'er® 
forced  to  accept  the  Treaty  of  Brest-Litovsk.  By  this  treaty  Russia  los^ 
Finland,  Lithuania,  the  Baltic  Provinces,  Poland,  the  Ukraine  and  TranS' 
Caucasia.  German  efforts  to  exploit  these  areas  in  an  economic  sense  dur¬ 
ing  the  war  were  not  successful. 

The  Japanese  intervention  in  the  war  on  August  23,  1914,  was  de¬ 
termined  completely  by  its  ambitions  in  the  Far  East  and  the  Pacific 
area.  It  intended  to  use  the  opportunity  arising  from  the  Great  Power® 
concern  with  Europe  to  win  concessions  from  China  and  Russia  and  W 
replace  Germany,  not  only  in  its  colonial  possessions  in  the  East  hut 
also  to  take  oyer  its  commercial  position  so  far  as  possible.  The  Germs'^ 
island  colonies  north  of  the  equator  were  seized  at  once,  and  the  Germatt 
concession  at  Kiaochow  was  captured  after  a  brief  siege.  In  Januar) 
1915,  “Twenty-one  Demands”  were  presented  to  China  in  the  form  0 
an  ultimatum,  and  largely  accepted.  These  demands  covered  accessiott 
to  the  German  position  in  Shantung,  e.xtension  of  Japanese  leases  it* 
.Manchuria,  with  complete  commercial  liberty  for  the  Japanese  in  th3| 
area,  extensive  rights  in  certain  existing  iron  and  steel  enterprises  0 
North  China,  and  the  closing  of  China’s  coast  to  any  future  foreign 
concessions.  A  demand  for  the  use  of  Japanese  advisers  in  Chinese  poW*' 
cal,  military,  and  financial  matters  was  rejected,  and  w'ithdraw'ii. 

July  3,  1916,  Japan  wmn  Russian  recognition  of  its  new  position  in  Chiu’ 
in  return  for  her  recognition  of  the  Russian  penetration  into  Out^r 
Mongolia.  New  concessions  were  won  from  China  in  February 
and  accepted  by  the  United  States  in  November  in  the  so-called  Lansing' 
Ishii  Notes.  In  these  notes  the  Japanese  gave  verbal  support  to  the 
can  insistence  on  the  maintenance  of  China’s  territorial  integrity,  politU^” 
independence,  and  the  “Open  Door”  policy  in  commercial  matters. 

The  outbreak  of  the  Bolshevik  Revolution  in  Russia,  followed  by 
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german  victory  over  that  country,  and  the  beginning  of  civil  war,  gave 
^  Japanese  an  opportunity  in  the  Far  East  which  they  did  not  hesitate 
^^’ploit.  With  the  support  of  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States,  they 
anded  at  Vladivostok  in  April  1918,  and  began  to  move  westward  along 
^  route  of  the  Trans-Siberian  Railway.  The  Czech  Legion  on  the  Rus- 
front  had  already  rebelled  against  Bolshevik  rule  and  was  fighting 
•ts  Way  eastward  along  the  same  railroad.  The  Czechs  were  eventually 
'^'^acuated  to  Europe,  while  the  Japanese  continued  to  hold  the  eastern 
of  the  railroad,  and  gave  support  to  the  anti-Bolshevik  factions  in  the 
^*vil  War.  After  a  year  or  more  of  confused  fighting,  it  became  clear  that 
anti-Bolshevik  factions  would  be  defeated  and  that  the  Japanese 
^ould  expect  no  further  concessions  from  the  Bolsheviks.  Accordingly, 

*■  evacuated  Vladivostok  in  October  1922. 

'undoubtedly,  the  most  numerous  diplomatic  agreements  of  the  war- 
*^'nie  period  Mere  concerned  uith  the  disposition  of  the  Ottoman  Em- 
Pne.  As  early  as  February  1915,  Russia  and  France  signed  an  agreement 
^y  Avhich  Russia  xvas  given  a  free  hand  in  the  East  in  return  for  giving 
^rance  a  free  hand  in  the  West.  This  meant  that  Russia  could  annex 
nnstantinople  and  block  the  movement  for  an  independent  Poland, 
Hie  France  could  take  Alsace-Lorraine  from  Germany  and  set  up  a 
independent  state  under  French  influence  in  the  Rhineland.  A 
iHonth  later,  in  March  1915,  Britain  and  France  agreed  to  allow  Russia 
p  “Hnex  the  Straits  and  Constantinople.  The  immediate  activities  of  the 
ntente  PoM'ers,  hoM'ever,  Mxre  devoted  to  plans  to  encourage  the  Arabs 
^0  rebel  against  the  sultan’s  authority  or  at  least  abstain  from  supporting 
s  'var  efforts.  The  chances  of  success  in  these  activities  were  increased 
y  tbc  fact  that  the  Arabian  portions  of  the  Ottoman  Empire,  Mobile 
Nominally  subject  to  the  sultan,  M  ere  already  breaking  up  into  numer¬ 
ous  petty  spheres  of  authority^  some  virtually  independent.  The  Arabs, 
uo  were  a  completely  separate  people  from  the  Turks,  speaking  a 
^niitic  rather  than  a  Ural-Altaic  language  and  M-ho  had  remained  largely 
ooniadic  in  their  mode  of  life  M'hile  the  Turks  had  become  almost  com- 
P  a  peasant  people,  were  united  to  the  Ottoman  peoples  by  little 
than  their  common  allegiance  to  the  Muslim  religion.  This  connec¬ 
tion  had  been  weakened  by  the  efforts  to  secularize  the  Ottoman  state 
Hud  by  the  growth  of  Turkish  nationalism  which  called  forth  a  spirit 
°  Arabic  nationalism  as  a  reaction  to  it. 
m  1915-1916  the  British  high  commissioner  in  Egypt,  Sir  Henry 


‘y‘j-1910  tne  uriHsn  mgn  cuuiiiiissioiicr  m  i:.gypi,  on  nciiiy 
‘  ^‘'lahon,  entered  into  correspondence  M'ith  the  Sherif  Hussein  of 
^cca.  MTile  no  binding  agreement  M-as  signed,  the  gist  of  their  dis¬ 
cussions  M^as  that  Britain  M'ould  recognize  the  independence  of  the 
Tabs  if  they  revoked  against  Turkey.  The  area  covered  by  the  agree- 
uicnt  included  those  parts  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  south  of  the  37th 
H^gree  of  latitude  except  Adana,  Alexandretta,  and  “those  portions  of 
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Syria  lying  to  the  west  of  the  districts  of  Damascus,  Homs,  Hama,  and 
Aleppo,  [which]  cannot  be  said  to  be  purely  Arab.”  In  addition,  Aden 
was  excepted,  while  Baghdad  and  Basra  w'ere  to  have  a  “special  admin¬ 
istration.”  The  rights  of  France  in  the  w’hole  area  w'ere  reserved,  the 
existing  British  agreements  w'ith  various  local  sultans  along  the  shores  of 
the  Persian  Gulf  were  to  be  maintained,  and  Hussein  was  to  use  British 
advisers  exclusively  after  the  war.  E.xtended  controversy  has  risen  from 
this  division  of  areas,  the  chief  point  at  issue  being  w  hether  the  statement 
as  worded  included  Palestine  in  the  area  w'hich  was  granted  to  the  Arabs 
or  in  the  area  which  was  reserved.  The  interpretation  of  these  terms  to 
exclude  Palestine  from  Arab  hands  was  subsequently  made  by  McMahon 
on  several  occasions  after  1922  and  most  explicitly  in  1937. 

While  McMahon  was  negotiating  w'ith  Hussein,  the  Government  of 
India,  through  Percy  Cox,  was  negotiating  whth  Ibn-Saud  of  Nejd,  and, 
in  an  agreement  of  December  26,  1915,  recognized  his  independence  in 
return  for  a  promise  of  neutrality  in  the  war.  Shortly  afterward,  on 
xMay  16,  1916,  an  agreement,  known  as  the  Sykes-Picot  agreement  from 
the  names  of  the  chief  negotiators,  was  signed  between  Russia,  France, 
and  Britain.  Early  in  1917  Italy  was  added  to  the  settlement.  It  parti¬ 
tioned  the  Ottoman  Empire  in  such  a  w'ay  that  little  w'as  left  to  the 
Turks  except  the  area  within  200  or  250  miles  of  Ankara.  Russia  was 
to  get  Constantinople  and  the  Straits,  as  well  as  northeastern  Anatolia, 
including  the  Black  Sea  coast;  Italy  w-as  to  get  the  southwestern  coast 
of  x4natolia  from  Smyrna  to  Adalia;  France  was  to  get  most  of  eastern 
Anatolia,  including  .Mersin,  Adana,  and  Cilicia,  as  well  as  Kurdistan, 
Alexandretta,  Syria,  and  northern  Mesopotamia,  including  Mo.sul;  Britain 
was  to  get  the  Levant  from  Gaza  south  to  the  Red  Sea,  Transjordan, 
most  of  the  Syrian  Desert,  all  of  xVIesopotamia  soutli  of  Kirkuk  (includ¬ 
ing  Baghdad  and  Basra),  and  most  of  the  Persian  Gulf  coast  of  Arabia.  B 
was  also  envisaged  that  western  x\natolia  around  Smyrna  would  go  m 
Greece.  The  Holy  Land  itself  w  as  to  be  internationalized. 

The  next  document  concerned  with  the  disposition  of  the  Ottonm'’ 
Empire  was  the  famous  “Balfour  Declaration”  of  November  1917.  Prob¬ 
ably  no  document  of  the  wartime  period,  e.xcept  Wilson’s  Fourtee*^ 
Points,  has  given  rise  to  more  disputes  than  this  brief  statement  of  l^f 
than  eleven  lines.  xMuch  of  the  controversy  arises  from  the  belief  that 
promised  something  to  somebody  and  that  this  promise  was  in  confli^J 
with  other  promises,  notably  with  the  “xMcMahon  Pledge”  to  Sheri 
Hussein.  The  Balfour  Declaration  took  the  form  of  a  letter  fron’ 
British  Foreign  Secretary  -Arthur  James  Balfour  to  Lord  Rothschild, 
of  the  leading  figures  in  the  British  Zionist  movement.  This  movcnieuC’ 
which  was  much  stronger  in  Austria  and  Germany  than  in  Britain,  ha 
aspirations  for  creating  in  Palestine,  or  perhaps  elsewhere,  some  terri¬ 
tory  to  which  refugees  from  anti-Semitic  persecution  or  other  Jew  s  coul 
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"o  to  find  “n  national  home.”  Balfour’s  letter  said,  “His  Majesty’s  Gov- 
^'Rinent  view  with  favor  the  establishment  in  Palestine  of  a  national  home 
f'‘t  the  Jewish  people  and  will  use  their  best  endeavours  to  facilitate  the 
‘'ehieveiuent  of  this  object,  it  being  clearlv  understood  that  nothing  shall 
done  which  mav  prejudice  the  civil  and  religious  rights  of  e.xisting 
non-Jewish  communities  in  Palestine,  or  the  rights  and  political  status 
enjoyed  bv  Jews  in  anv  other  countrv.”  It  is  to  be  noted  that  this  was 
'^^‘tlier  an  agreement  nor  a  promise  but  merely  a  unilateral  declaration, 
it  did  not  promise  a  Jewish  state  in  Palestine  or  even  Palestine  as  a 
for  the  Jew's,  but  merely  proposed  such  a  home  in  Palestine, 
^d  that  it  reserved  certain  rights  for  the  e.\isting  groups  in  the  area. 

Ussein  was  so  distressed  w'hen  he  heard  of  it  that  he  asked  for  an  ex- 
P  ‘Nation,  and  was  assured  bv  D.  G.  Hogarth,  on  behalf  of  the  British 
S'H'ernment,  that  “Jewish  settlement  in  Palestine  would  only  be  allow  ed 
'■^So  far  as  w  ould  be  consistent  with  the  political  and  economic  freedom 
“  the  Arab  population.”  This  reassurance  apparently  w'as  acceptable  to 
t^ssein,  but  doubts  continued  among  other  Arab  leaders.  In  answ'er  to 
fcquest  from  sev'en  sucb  leaders,  on  June  16,  1918,  Britain  gave  a 
public  answ'er  which  divided  the  Arab  territories  into  three  parts:  (a) 
^  Arabian  peninsula  from  Aden  to  Akabah  (at  the  head  of  the  Red 
where  the  “complete  and  sovereign  independence  of  the  Arabs”  was 
recognized;  (/;)  the  area  under  British  military  occupation,  covering 
southern  Palestine  and  southern  , Mesopotamia,  w’here  Britain  accepted 
u  principle  that  government  should  lie  based  “on  the  consent  of  the 
governed”;  and  {c)  the  area  still  under  Turkish  control,  including  Syria 
‘''od  northern  Mesopotamia,  w'here  Britain  assumed  the  obligation  to 
strive  for  “freedom  and  independence.”  Somew'hat  similar  in  tone  w'as 
Joint  Anglo-French  Declaration  of  November  7,  1918,  just  four  days 
I  k  hostilities  ended  in  the  war.  It  promised  “the  complete  and  final 
'  Station  of  the  peoples  w^ho  have  for  so  long  been  oppressed  by  the 
urk  and  the  setting  up  of  national  governments  and  administrations 
^^t  shall  derive  their  authority  from  the  free  exercise  of  the  initiative 
^ud  choice  of  the  indigenous  populations.” 

Hiere  have  been  e.xtended  discussions  of  the  compatibility  of  the 
'’arious  agreements  and  statements  made  by  the  Great  Pow'ers  regarding 
®  disposition  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  after  the  war.  This  is  a  difficult 
Problem  in  view  of  the  inaccuracy  and  ambiguity  of  the  wording  of 
|^''ust  of  these  documents.  On  the  other  hand,  certain  facts  are  quite  evi- 
ent.  There  is  a  sharp  contrast  betw'een  the  imperialist  avarice  to  be 
Und  in  the  secret  agreements  like  Sy'kes-Picot  and  the  altruistic  tone  of 
^  publicly  issued  statements;  there  is  also  a  sharp  contrast  between  the 
^suor  of  the  British  negotiations  with  the  Jews  and  those  with  the 
3bs  regarding  the  disposition  of  Palestine,  w'ith  the  result  that  Jew's 
^ud  Arabs  were  each  justified  in  believing  that  Britain  would  promote 
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their  conflicting  political  ambitions  in  that  area;  these  beliefs,  whether 
based  on  misunderstanding  or  deliberate  deception,  subsequently'  served 
to  reduce  the  stature  of  Britain  in  the  eyxs  of  both  groups,  although 
both  had  prev'iously  held  a  higher  opinion  of  British  fairness  and  gen¬ 
erosity  than  of  any  other  Power;  lastly,  the  raising  of  false  Arab  hopes 
and  the  failure  to  reach  any  clear  and  honest  understanding  regarding 
S\Tia  led  to  a  long  period  of  conflict  between  the  Syrians  and  the 
French  government,  which  held  the  area  as  a  mandate  of  the  League 
of  Nations  after  1923. 

As  a  result  of  his  understanding  of  the  negotiations  with  McMahon, 
Hussein  began  an  Arab  revolt  against  Turkey  on  June  5,  1916.  From  that 
point  on,  he  received  a  subsidy  of  / 225,000  a  month  from  Britain.  The 
famous  T.  E.  Lawrence,  known  as  “Lawrence  of  Arabia,”  who  had  been 
an  archaeologist  in  the  Near  East  in  1914,  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
negotiations  with  Hussein,  and  did  not  join  the  revolt  until  October  i9><5’ 
When  Hussein  did  not  obtain  the  concessions  he  e.vpected  at  the  Paris 
Peace  Conference  of  1919,  Lawrence  sickened  of  the  whole  affair  and 
eventually  changed  his  name  to  Shaw  and  tried  to  vanish  from  public 
view. 

The  Arab  territories  remained  under  military  occupation  until  the 
legal  establishment  of  peace  with  Turkey  in  1923.  Arabia  itself  w*''® 
under  a  number  of  sheiks,  of  which  the  chief  were  Hussein  in  Hejaz  and 
Ibn-Saud  in  Nejd.  Palestine  and  .Mesopotamia  (now  called  Iraq)  were 
under  British  military'  occupation.  The  coast  of  Syria  was  under  French 
military  occupation,  while  the  interior  of  S\'ria  (including  the  Aleppo' 
Damascus  railway  line)  and  Transjordan  w'ere  under  an  Arab  force 
led  by  Emir  Feisal,  third  son  of  Hussein  of  Mecca.  Although  an  Ameri¬ 
can  commission  of  inquiry,  known  as  the  King-Crane  Commission 
(1919),  and  a  “General  Syrian  Congress”  of  Arabs  from  the  whole  Fer¬ 
tile  Crescent  recommended  that  France  be  e.\duded  from  the  area,  that 
Syria-Palestine  be  joined  to  form  a  single  state  with  Feisal  as  king,  that 
the  Zionists  be  excluded  from  Palestine  in  an\'  political  role,  as  yvell  as 
other  points,  a  meeting  of  the  Great  Powers  at  San  Remo  in  April  19-° 
set  up  txvo  French  and  two  British  mandates.  Syria  and  Lebanon  yvent  to 
France,  yvhile  Iraq  and  Palestine  (including  Transjordan)  yvent  to  Britain' 
There  yvere  Arab  uprisings  and  great  local  unrest  following  these  de¬ 
cisions.  The  resistance  in  Svria  xvas  crushed  by  the  French,  who  then 
advanced  to  occupy  the  interior  of  Syria  and  sent  Feisal  into  exile.  The 
British,  yvho  by  this  time  yy'ere  engaged  in  a  rivalry’  (over  petroleum 
resources  and  other  issues)  yvith  the  French,  set  Feisal  up  as  king 
Iraq  under  British  protection  (1921)  and  placed  his  brother  Abdullah  in 
a  similar  position  as  King  of  Transjordan  (1923).  The  father  of  the  tyvo 
new  kings,  Hussein,  yvas  attacked  bv  Ibn-Saud  of  Nejd  and  forced  to 
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abdicate  in  1924.  His  kingdom  of  Hejaz  was  annexed  by  Ibn-Saud  in 
'9^6.  After  1932  this  whole  area  was  known  as  Saudi  Arabia. 

The  most  important  diplomatic  event  of  the  latter  part  of  the  First 
Vorld  War  was  the  intervention  of  the  United  States  on  the  side  of  the 
Entente  Powers  in  April  1917.  The  causes  of  this  event  have  been 
analyzed  at  great  length.  In  general  there  have  been  four  chief  reasons 
8^''^en  for  the  intervention  from  four  quite  different  points  of  view. 
These  might  be  summarized  as  follows:  ( i )  The  German  submarine  at- 
tacks  on  neutral  shipping  made  it  necessary  for  the  United  States  to  go  to 
^arto  secure  “freedom  of  the  seas”;  (2)  the  United  States  was  influenced 
“y  subtle  British  propaganda  conducted  in  drawing  rooms,  universities,  and 
the  press  of  the  eastern  part  of  the  country  where  Anglophilism  was 
tampant  among  the  more  influential  social  groups;  (3)  the  United  States 
'vas  inveigled  into  the  war  by  a  conspiracy  of  international  bankers  and 
^tmitions  manufacturers  eager  to  protect  their  loans  to  the  Entente 
Powers  or  their  wartime  profits  from  sales  to  these  Powers;  and  (4) 
Balance  of  Power  principles  made  it  impossible  for  the  United  States 
to  allow  Great  Britain  to  be  defeated  by  Germany.  Whatever  the  weight 
these  four  in  the  final  decision,  it  is  quite  clear  that  neither  the  govern- 
oient  nor  the  people  of  the  United  States  were  prepared  to  accept  a 
defeat  of  the  Entente  at  the  hands  of  the  Central  Powers.  Indeed,  in  spite 
of  the  government’s  efforts  to  act  with  a  certain  semblance  of  neutrality, 
It  Was  clear  in  1914  that  this  was  the  view  of  the  chief  leaders  in  the 
government  with  the  single  exception  of  Secretary  of  State  William 
Jennings  Bryan.  Without  analyzing  the  four  factors  mentioned  above, 
It  IS  quite  clear  that  the  United  States  could  not  allow  Britain  to  be 
efeated  by  any  other  Power.  Separated  from  all  other  Great  Powers  by 
be  Atlantic  and  Pacific  oceans,  the  security  of  America  required  either 
oat  the  control  of  those  oceans  be  in  its  own  hands  or  in  the  hands  of 
®  friendly  Power.  For  almost  a  century  before  1917  the  United  States 
^ad  been  willing  to  allow  British  control  of  the  sea  to  go  unchallenged, 
^cause  it  was  clear  that  British  control  of  the  sea  provided  no  threat 
lo  the  United  States,  but  on  the  contrary,  provided  security  for  the 
*i*red  States  at  a  smaller  cost  in  wealth  and  responsibility  than  security 
ibiuld  have  been  obtained  by  any  other  method.  The  presence  of  Canada 
a  British  territory  adjacent  to  the  United  States,  and  exposed  to 
by  land  from  the  United  States,  constituted  a  hostage  for 
I'ltish  naval  behavior  acceptable  to  the  United  States.  The  German  sub- 
iHarine  assault  on  Britain  early  in  1917  drove  Britain  close  to  the  door 
starvation  by  its  ruthless  sinking  of  the  merchant  shipping  upon 
’"■{iich  Britain’s  existence  depended.  Defeat  of  Britain  could  not  be  per- 
ibitted  because  the  United  States  was  not  prepared  to  take  over  control 
°  the  sea  itself  and  could  not  permit  German  control  of  the  sea  be- 
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cause  it  had  no  assurance  regarding  the  nature  of  such  German  control- 
The  fact  that  the  German  submarines  were  acting  in  retaliation  for  the 
illegal  British  blockade  of  the  continent  of  Europe  and  British  violations 
of  international  law  and  neutral  rights  on  the  high  seas,  the  fact  that 
the  Anglo-Saxon  heritage  of  the  United  States  and  the  Anglophilism  of  its 
influential  classes  made  it  impossible  for  the  average  American  to  see 
world  events  except  through  the  spectacles  made  by  British  propaganda; 
the  fact  that  Americans  had  lent  the  Entente  billions  of  dollars  which 
would  be  jeopardized  by  a  German  victory,  the  fact  that  the  enormous 
Entente  purchases  of  war  materiel  had  created  a  boom  of  prosperity  and 
inflation  which  would  collapse  the  very  day  that  the  Entente  collapsed- 
all  these  factors  were  able  to  bring  weight  to  bear  on  the  American  deci¬ 
sion  only  because  the  balance-of-power  issue  laid  a  foundation  on  whicli 
they  could  work.  The  important  fact  was  that  Britain  was  close  to 
defeat  in  April  1917,  and  on  that  basis  the  United  States  entered  the 
war.  The  unconscious  assumption  by  American  leaders  that  an  Entente 
victory  was  both  necessary  and  inevitable  xvas  at  the  bottom  of  their 
failure  to  enforce  the  same  rules  of  neutrality  and  international  lavv 
against  Britain  as  against  Germany.  They  constantly  assumed  that  British 
violations  of  these  rules  could  be  compensated  with  monetary  damages, 
while  German  violations  of  these  rules  must  be  resisted,  by  force  if 
necessary.  Since  they  could  not  admit  this  unconscious  assumption  or 
publicly  defend  the  legitimate  basis  of  international  power  politics  on 
which  it  rested,  they  finally  went  to  war  on  an  excuse  which  was 
legally  w  eak,  although  emotionally  satisfying.  As  John  Bassett  Moore, 
America’s  most  famous  international  lawyer,  put  it,  “What  most  decisively 
contributed  to  the  involvement  of  the  United  States  in  the  war  was  the 
assertion  of  a  right  to  protect  belligerent  ships  on  w  hich  Americans  saw' 
fit  to  travel  and  the  treatment  of  armed  belligerent  merchantmen  as 
peaceful  vessels.  Both  assumptions  vt  ere  contrary  to  reason  and  to  settled 
law,  and  no  other  professed  neutral  adv'anced  them.” 

The  Germans  at  first  tried  to  use  the  established  rules  of  international 
law  regarding  destruction  of  merchant  vessels.  This  proved  so  dan¬ 
gerous,  because  of  the  peculiar  character  of  the  submarine  itself,  British 
control  of  the  high  seas,  the  British  instructions  to  merchant  ships  to  at¬ 
tack  submarines,  and  the  difficulty  of  distinguishing  betw-een  British 
ships  and  neutral  ships,  that  most  German  submarines  tended  to  attack 
without  warning.  American  protests  reached  a  peak  when  the  LusitniiiH 
was  sunk  in  this  way  nine  miles  off  the  English  coast  on  May  7,  19 
The  LusitiViia  was  a  British  merchant  vessel  “constructed  with  Govern¬ 
ment  funds  as  [an]  auxiliary  cruiser,  .  .  .  expressly  included  in  the  navV 
list  published  by  the  British  Admiralty,”  w'ith  “bases  laid  for  mounting 
guns  of  six-inch  caliber,”  carrying  a  cargo  of  2,400  cases  of  rifle  car¬ 
tridges  and  1,250  cases  of  shrapnel,  and  with  orders  to  attack  German 
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submarines  whenever  possible.  Seven  hundred  and  eighty-five  of  1,257 
passengers,  including  128  of  197  Americans,  lost  their  lives.  The  incom¬ 
petence  of  the  acting  captain  contributed  to  the  heavv'  loss,  as  did  also 
^  mysterious  “second  explosion”  after  the  German  torpedo  struck.  The 
vessel,  which  had  been  declared  “unsinkable,”  went  down  in  eighteen 
minutes.  The  captain  was  on  a  course  he  had  orders  to  avoid;  he  w'as 
running  at  reduced  speed;  he  had  an  inexperienced  crew;  the  portholes 
liad  been  left  open;  the  lifeboats  had  not  been  swung  out;  and  no  lifeboat 
‘drills  had  been  held. 

The  propaganda  agencies  of  the  Entente  Powers  made  full  use  of  the 
occasion.  The  Times  of  London  announced  that  “four-fifths  of  her  pas¬ 
sengers  were  citizens  of  the  United  States”  (the  actual  proportion  was 
percent);  the  British  manufactured  and  distributed  a  medal  which 
rhey  pretended  had  been  awarded  to  the  submarine  crew  bv  the  Ger- 
nian  government;  a  French  paper  published  a  picture  of  the  crowds  in 
criin  at  the  outbreak  of  war  in  1914  as  a  picture  of  Germans  “rejoic- 
*og  at  news  of  the  sinking  of  the  Ljisitaiiia. 

The  United  States  protested  violently  against  the  submarine  warfare 
'viiile  brushing  aside  German  arguments  based  on  the  British  blockade. 
*■  "'“s  so  irreconcilable  in  these  protests  that  Germany  sent  Wilson  a 
"ote  on  May  4,  1916,  in  which  it  promised  that  “in  the  future  merchant 
ycssels  within  and  without  the  war  zone  shall  not  be  sunk  without  warn- 
and  without  safeguarding  human  lives,  unless  these  ships  attempt 
escape  or  offer  resistance.”  In  return  the  German  government  hoped 
lat  the  United  States  would  put  pressure  on  Britain  to  follow  the  es- 
•^jil'lished  rules  of  international  law  in  regard  to  blockade  and  freedom  of 
'e  sea.  Wilson  refused  to  do  so.  Accordingly,  it  became  clear  to  the 
ermans  that  they  would  be  starved  into  defeat  unless  they  could  defeat 
/'tain  first  bv  unrestricted  submarine  warfare.  Since  the\'  were  aware 


that 


resort  to  this  method  would  probablv  bring  the  United  States  into 


the  War  against  them,  they  made  another  effort  to  negotiate  peace  before 
resorting  to  it.  \Vhen  their  offer  to  negotiate,  made  on  December  12, 
'9i<5,  Was  rejected  by  the  Entente  Powers  on  December  27th,  the  group 
'ti  the  German  government  which  had  been  advocating  ruthless  sub- 
'tiarine  warfare  came  into  a  position  to  control  affairs,  and  ordered  the 
■"e-SUmption  of  unrestricted  .submarine  attacks  on  February  i,  1917.  Wil- 
soii  was  notified  of  this  decision  on  January  31st.  He  broke  off  diplo- 
'^iiitic  relations  with  Germany  on  February  3rd,  and,  after  two  months 
indecision,  asked  the  Congre.ss  for  a  declaration  of  war  April  3,  1917. 

I'c  final  decision  was  influenced  by  the  constant  pressure  of  his  closest 
•’^sociates,  the  realization  that  Britain  was  reaching  the  end  of  her  re- 
■''Uiirces  of  men,  money,  and  ships,  and  the  know  ledge  that  Germany  w'as 
P  unning  to  .seek  an  ailiance  with  .\le.\ico  if  W'ar  began. 

hile  the  diplomacy  of  neutrality  and  intervention  was  moving  along 
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the  lines  we  have  described,  a  parallel  diplomatic  effort  was  being  di¬ 
rected  toward  efforts  to  negotiate  peace.  These  efforts  were  a  failure 
but  are,  nonetheless,  of  considerable  significance  because  they  reveal 
the  motivations  and  war  aims  of  the  belligerents.  They  were  a  failure 
because  anv  negotiated  peace  requires  a  willingness  on  both  sides  to 
make  those  concessions  which  will  permit  the  continued  survival  of  the 
enemv.  In  1914-1918,  however,  in  order  to  win  public  support  for  total 
mobilization,  each  country’s  propaganda  had  been  directed  toward  a 
total  victory  for  itself  and  total  defeat  for  the  enemy.  In  time,  both  sides 
became  st)  enmeshed  in  their  own  propaganda  that  it  became  impossible 
to  admit  publich’  one’s  readiness  to  accept  such  lesser  aims  as  anv  ne¬ 
gotiated  peace  would  require.  .Moreover,  as  the  tide  of  battle  w'axed  and 
waned,  giving  alternate  periods  of  elation  and  discouragement  to  both 
sides,  the  side  which  w'as  temporarily  elated  became  increasingly  at¬ 
tached  to  the  fetish  of  total  victory  and  unwilling  to  accept  the  lesser 
aim  of  a  negotiated  peace.  Accordingly,  peace  became  possible  only 
when  w'ar  weariness  had  reached  the  point  where  one  side  concluded 
that  even  defeat  was  preferable  to  continuation  of  the  w'ar.  This  point 
was  reached  in  Russia  in  1917  and  in  Germany  and  Austria  in  1918.  In 
Germany  this  point  of  view  w'as  greatly  reinforced  by  the  realization 
that  military  defeat  and  political  change  w'ere  preferable  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  revolution  and  social  upheaval  w'hich  wmuld  accompany  any  ef¬ 
fort  to  continue  the  war  in  pursuit  of  an  increasingly  unattainable  vic¬ 
tory. 

From  the  various  efforts  to  negotiate  peace  it  is  clear  that  Britain  w^as 
unwfilling  to  accept  any  peace  which  w'ould  not  include  the  restoration 
of  Belgium  or  w'hich  w'ould  leave  Germany  supreme  on  the  Continent 
or  in  a  position  to  resume  the  commercial,  naval,  and  colonial  rivalry 
which  had  e.xisted  before  1914;  France  was  unwilling  to  accept  any  solu¬ 
tion  w^hich  did  not  restore  Alsace-Lorraine  to  her;  the  German  High 
Command  and  the  German  industrialists  were  determined  not  to  give 
up  all  the  occupied  territory  in  the  west,  but  were  hoping  to  retain  Lor¬ 
raine,  part  of  Alsace,  Luxembourg,  part  of  Belgium,  and  Longwy  in 
France  because  of  the  mineral  and  industrial  resources  of  these  areas. 
The  fact  that  Germany  had  an  excellent  supply  of  coking  coal  wdth  an 
inadequate  supply  of  iron  ore,  while  the  occupied  areas  had  plenty  of 
the  latter  but  an  inadequate  supply  of  the  former,  had  a  great  deal  to 
do  wfith  the  German  objections  to  a  negotiated  peace  and  the  ambiguous 
terms  in  which  their  war  aims  were  discussed.  Au.stria  w^as,  until  the 
death  of  Emperor  Francis  Joseph  in  1916,  unwilling  to  accept  any  peace 
which  W'ould  leave  the  Slavs,  especialh'  the  Serbs,  free  to  continue  their 
nationalistic  agitations  for  the  disintegration  of  the  Habsburg  Empire- 
On  the  other  hand,  Italy  was  determined  to  exclude  the  Habsburg  Em¬ 
pire  from  the  shores  of  the  Adriatic  Sea,  while  the  Serbs  were  even 
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•^lore  determined  to  reach  those  shores  by  the  acquisition  of  Habsburg- 
ruled  Slav  areas  in  the  western  Balkans.  After  the  Russian  revolutions  of 


*9 >71  many  of  these  obstacles  to  a  negotiated  peace  became  weaker. 
The  Vatican,  w  orking  through  Cardinal  Pacelli  (later  Pope  Pius  XII) 


sought  a  negotiated  r 


sburg  Empire,  the  last  Catholic 


which  would  prevent  the  destruction  of  the 


t  Power  in  Europe.  Prominent 


in  all  countries,  like  Lord  Lansdowne  (British  foreign  secretary  be- 
orc  1914),  became  so  alarmed  at  the  spread  of  Socialism  that  they  were 
'\'illing  to  make  almost  any  concessions  to  stop  the  destruction  of  civi- 
>zed  Ways  of  life  by  continued  warfare.  Humanitarians  like  Henry  Ford 
or  Romain  Rolland  became  increasingly  alarmed  at  the  continued  slaugh- 
But,  for  the  reasons  w'e  have  already  mentioned,  peace  remained  elu- 
Until  the  great  German  offensives  of  1918  had  been  broken. 

After  what  Ludendorff  called  “the  black  day  of  the  German  Army” 
lAugust  8,  1918),  a  German  Crown  Council,  meeting  at  Spa,  decided 
^‘ctory  w’as  no  longer  possible,  and  decided  to  negotiate  for  an  armistice, 
■"s  Was  not  done  because  of  a  controversy  between  the  crown  prince 
Ludendorff  in  which  the  former  advised  an  immediate  retreat  to 
0  ‘Hindenburg  Line”  tw'enty  miles  to  the  rear,  while  the  latter  wished 
0  make  a  slow'  withdrawal  so  that  the  Entente  could  not  organize  an 
^t:tack  on  the  Hindenburg  Line  before  winter.  Two  Entente  victories, 
^^.^^^pt-Quentin  (August  31st)  and  in  Flanders  (September  2nd)  made 
’s  dispute  moot.  The  Germans  began  an  involuntary  retreat,  drenching 
ground  they  evacuated  with  “mustard  gas”  in  order  to  slow  up  the 
'^tente  pursuit,  especially  the  tanks.  The  German  High  Command  re- 
^oved  the  chancellor,  Hertling,  and  put  in  the  more  democratic  Prince 
of  Baden  w  ith  orders  to  make  an  immediate  armistice  or  face  mili- 
disaster  (September  29-October  i,  1918).  On  October  5th  a  Ger- 
note  to  President  Wilson  asked  for  an  armistice  on  the  basis  of  the 


ourteen  Points  of  January  8,  1918,  and  his  subsequent  principles  of 
,  ^pternber  27,  1918.  These  statements  of  Wilson  had  captured  the 
|J^3ginations  of  idealistic  persons  and  subject  peoples  evcryw'here.  The 
ourteen  Points  promised  the  end  of  secret  diplomacy;  freedom  of  the 
freedom  of  commerce;  disarmament;  a  fair  settlement  of  colonial 
3inis,  with  the  interests  of  the  native  peoples  receiving  equal  w'eight 
"  the  titles  of  imperialist  Powers;  the  evacuation  of  Russia;  the  evacu- 
^hon  and  restoration  of  Belgium;  the  evacuation  of  France  and  the  res- 
oration  to  her  of  Alsace-Lorraine  as  in  1870;  the  readjustment  of  the 
3  lan  frontiers  on  nationality  lines;  free  and  autonomous  development 
the  peoples  of  the  Habsburg  Empire;  the  evacuation,  restoration,  and 
S'tatantee  of  Romania,  Montenegro,  and  Serbia,  with  the  last-named  se- 
uuring  ffeg  access  to  the  sea;  international  guarantees  to  keep  the  Straits 
ptrnanently  opened  to  the  ships  and  commerce  of  all  nations;  freedom 
the  autonomous  development  of  the  non-Turkish  nationalities  of  the 
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Ottoman  Empire,  along  with  a  secure  sovereignty  for  the  Turks  them¬ 
selves;  an  independent  Polish  state  with  free  access  to  the  sea  and  with 
international  guarantees;  a  League  of  Nations  to  afford  “mutual  guaran¬ 
tees  of  political  independence  and  territorial  integrity  to  great  and  small 
states  alike”;  and  no  destruction  of  Germany  or  even  any  alteration  of 
her  institutions  except  those  necessary  to  make  it  clear  when  her  spokes¬ 
men  spoke  for  the  Reichstag  majority  and  when  they  “speak  for  the 
military  party  and  the  men  whose  creed  is  imperial  domination.” 

In  a  series  of  notes  between  Germany  and  the  United  States,  Wilson 
made  it  clear  that  he  would  grant  an  armistice  only  if  Germany  would 
withdraw  from  all  occupied  territory,  make  an  end  to  submarine  at¬ 
tacks,  accept  the  Fourteen  Points,  establish  a  responsible  government, 
and  accept  terms  which  would  preserve  the  existing  Entente  military  su¬ 
periority.  He  was  most  insistent  on  the  responsible  government,  warning 
that  if  he  had  to  deal  “with  military  masters  or  monarchical  autocrats” 
he  would  demand  “not  negotiations  but  surrender.”  The  German  consti¬ 
tution  was  changed  to  give  all  powers  to  the  Reichstag;  Ludendorff  ws® 
fired;  the  German  Navy  at  Kiel  mutinied,  and  the  Kaiser  fled  from  Ber¬ 
lin  (October  29th).  In  the  meantime,  the  Entente  Supreme  War  Council 
refused  to  accept  the  Fourteen  Points  as  the  basis  for  peace  until  Colonel 
House  threatened  that  the  United  States  would  makes  a  separate  peace 
with  Germany.  They  then  demanded  and  received  a  definition  of 
meaning  of  each  term,  made  a  reservation  on  “the  freedom  of  the  seas, 
and  expanded  the  meaning  of  “restoration  of  invaded  territory”  to  in¬ 
clude  compensation  to  the  civilian  population  for  their  war  losses.  0*’ 
this  basis  an  armistice  commission  met  German  negotiators  on  November 
7th.  The  German  Revolution  was  spreading,  and  the  Kaiser  abdicated 
on  November  9th.  The  German  negotiators  received  the  Entente  mil' 
itary  terms  and  asked  for  an  immediate  ending  of  hostilities  and  of  tl’^^ 
economic  blockade  and  a  reduction  in  the  Entente  demand  for  machiu*^ 
guns  from  30,000  to  25,000  on  the  grounds  that  the  difference  of  5,00^ 
was  needed  to  suppress  the  German  Revolution.  The  last  point  was  con¬ 
ceded,  but  the  other  two  refused.  The  armistice  vv'as  signed  on  Novcfli' 
ber  1 1,  1918,  at  5.00  .a..m.  to  take  effect  at  1 1:00  a..m.  It  provided  that  the 
Germans  must  evacuate  all  occupied  territory  (including  Alsace- 
Lorraine)  within  fourteen  days,  and  the  left  bank  of  the  Rhine 
three  bridgeheads  on  the  right  bank  within  thirty-one  days,  that  they 
surrender  huge  specified  amounts  of  war  equipment,  trucks,  locomotive^ 
all  submarines,  the  chief  naval  vessels,  all  prisoners  of  war,  and  capture 
merchant  ships,  as  well  as  the  Baltic  fortresses,  and  all  valuables  and  se¬ 
curities  taken  in  occupied  territory,  including  the  Russian  and  Romani*''^ 
gold  reserv^es.  The  Germans  were  also  required  to  renounce  the  treaties 
of  Brest-Litovsk  and  of  Bucharest,  which  they  had  impo.sed  on  Russi-’ 
and  on  Romania,  and  to  promise  to  repair  the  damage  of  occupied  tcrH' 
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Tories.  Tliis  Insr  point  was  of  considerable  importance,  as  the  Germans 
':Hi  systematicailN’  looted  or  destroyed  the  areas  the\'  evacuated  in  tlie 
*‘’st  few'  montlis  of  the  war. 

T^hc  negotiations  with  Wulson  leading  up  to  the  Armistice  of  1918 
of  great  significance,  since  they  formed  one  of  the  chief  factors  in 
subsequent  German  resentment  at  the  Treaty  of  V'ersailles.  In  these 


’’ugotiations  \A'ilson  liad  clearly  promised  that  the  peace  treaty  with 
^uriTiany  would  he  negotiated  and  would  be  based  on  the  Fourteen 
”'uts;  as  we  sliall  see,  the  Treaty  of  \Trsaillcs  was  imposed  without 
'^ugotiation,  and  the  Fourteen  Points  fared  very  poorly  in  its  provisions. 

u  additional  factor  connected  with  these  events  lies  in  the  subsequent 
^  ''un  of  the  German  militarists  that  the  German  Arnw  was  never  de¬ 
bated  but  was  “stabbed  in  the  back”  by  the  home  front  through  a  com- 
’ination  of  international  Catholics,  international  Jew’s,  and  international 
ucialists.  There  is  no  merit  whatever  in  these  contentions.  The  German 
^'uiy  Was  clearly  beaten  in  the  field;  the  negotiations  for  an  armistice 
commenced  by  the  civilian  government  at  the  insistence  of  the 
. 'gb  Command,  and  the  Treaty  of  V'ersailles  itself  was  subsequently 
fgned,  rather  than  rejected,  at  the  insistence  of  the  same  High  Command 
‘^I'der  to  avoid  a  military  occupation  of  Germany.  By  these  tactics 
German  Army  was  able  to  escape  the  military  occupation  of  Ger- 
J^2uy  w'hich  they  so  dreaded.  Although  the  last  enemy  forces  did  not 
3ve  German  soil  until  1931,  no  portions  of  Germany  w'ere  occupied 
*^y<>nd  tho.se  signified  in  the  armistice  itself  (the  Rhineland  and  the 
^^ce  bridgeheads  on  the  right  bank  of  the  Rhine)  except  for  a  brief 
‘’‘^‘^upation  of  the  Ruhr  district  in  1923. 


The  Home  Front,  1914-1918 

f^irst  World  War  w’as  a  catastrophe  of  such  magnitude  that,  even 
in  iniagination  has  some  difficulty  grasping  it.  In  the  year  19  r6, 

battles  (Verdun  and  the  Somme)  casualties  of  over  1,700,000 
P  suffered  by  both  sides.  In  the  artillery  barrage  which  opened  the 
Pencil  attack  on  Chemin  des  Dames  in  April  1917,  11,000,000  shells 
^ure  firej  ^  30-mile  front  in  10  days.  Three  months  later,  on  an  ii- 
front  at  Passchendaele,  the  British  fired  4,250,000  shells  costing 
^2,000,000  in  a  preliminary  barrage,  and  lost  400,000  men  in  the  ensu- 
S  infantry  assault.  In  the  German  attack  of  March  1918,  62  divisions 
^  4'Soo  heavy  guns  and  1,000  planes  w'ere  hurled  on  a  front  only 
2  miles  wide.  On  all  fronts  in  the  whole  war  almost  1 3,000,000  men  in 
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the  various  armed  forces  died  from  wounds  and  disease.  It  has  been  es¬ 
timated  by  the  Carnegie  Endowment  for  International  Peace  that  the 
war  destroyed  over  §400,000,000,000  of  property  at  a  time  when  the 
value  of  everj^  object  in  France  and  Belgium  was  not  worth  over  $75’" 
000,000,000. 

Obviously,  expenditures  of  men  and  wealth  at  rates  like  these  required 
a  tremendous  mobilization  of  resources  throughout  the  world,  and  could 
not  fail  to  have  far-reaching  effects  on  the  patterns  of  thought  and  modes 
of  action  of  people  forced  to  undergo  such  a  strain.  Some  states 
destroyed  or  permanently  crippled.  There  were  profound  modifications 
in  finance,  in  economic  life,  in  social  relations,  in  intellectual  outlook, 
and  in  emotional  patterns.  Nevertheless,  two  facts  should  be  recognized. 
The  war  brought  nothing  really  new  into  the  world;  rather  it  sped  up 
processes  of  change  which  had  been  going  on  for  a  considerable  period 
and  would  have  continued  anyway,  with  the  result  that  changes  wltick 
would  have  taken  place  over  a  period  of  thirty  or  even  fifty  years  m 
peacetime  were  brought  about  in  five  years  during  the  war.  Also,  the 
changes  were  much  greater  in  objective  facts  and  in  the  organization  c 
society  than  they  were  in  men’s  ideas  of  these  facts  or  organization. 
was  as  if  the  changes  were  too  rapid  for  men’s  minds  to  accept  them,  oti 
what  is  more  likely,  that  men,  seeing  the  great  changes  which  were  oc¬ 
curring  on  all  sides,  recognized  them,  but  assumed  that  they  were  merely 
temporary  wartime  aberrations,  and  that,  when  peace  came,  they  would 
pass  away  and  everyone  could  go  back  to  the  slow,  pleasant  world  of 
1913.  This  point  of  view,  which  dominated  the  thinking  of  the  19J0S, 
was  widespread  and  very  dangerous.  In  their  efforts  to  go  back  to  i9’5’ 
men  refused  to  recognize  that  the  wartime  changes  were  more  or  1<^®® 
permanent,  and,  instead  of  mdng  to  solve  the  problems  arising  fto*^ 
these  changes,  set  up  a  false  facade  of  pretense,  painted  to  look  like  19’ 5’ 
to  cover  up  the  great  changes  which  had  taken  place.  Then,  by  acting 
as  if  this  facade  were  realir\%  and  by  neglecting  the  maladjusted  reali^V 
which  was  moving  beneath  it,  the  people  of  the  1920’s  drifted  in  a  hectic 
world  of  unreality  until  the  world  depression  of  1929-1935,  and  the  i''" 
temational  crises  which  followed,  tore  away  the  facade  and  showed  the 
horrible,  long-neglected  realin-  beneath  it. 

The  magnitude  of  the  war  and  the  fact  that  it  might  last  for 
than  six  months  were  quite  unexpected  for  both  sides  and  were  impresse 
upon  them  only  gradually.  It  first  became  clear  in  regard  to  consuiup' 
tion  of  supplies,  especially  ammunition,  and  in  the  problem  of  hoW  to 
pay  for  these  supplies.  In  July  1914,  the  military  men  were  confide’’’’ 
that  a  decision  would  be  reached  in  six  months  because  their  milit^*^) 


plans  and  the  examples  of  1866  and  1870  indicated 
sion.  This  belief  was  supported  by  the  financial 
greatly  underestimating  the  cost  of  fighting,  were 


an  immediate  dec*' 


experts  who,  "'hil^ 
confident  that  the 
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financial  resources  of  all  states  would  be  exhausted  in  six  months.  By 
financial  resources”  they  meant  the  gold  resen^es  of  the  various  nations. 
These  were  clearly  limited;  all  the  Great  Powers  were  on  the  gold  stand¬ 
ard  under  which  bank  notes  and  paper  money  could  be  converted  into 
Sold  on  demand.  However,  each  country  suspended  the  gold  standard 
the  outbreak  of  war.  This  removed  the  automatic  limitation  on  the 
supply  of  paper  money.  Then  each  country  proceeded  to  pay  for  the 
'var  by  borrowing  from  the  banks.  The  banks  created  the  money  which 
’^fiey  lent  by  merely  giving  the  government  a  deposit  of  any  size  against 
which  the  government  could  draw  checks.  The  banks  were  no  longer 
imited  in  the  amount  of  credit  they  could  create  because  they  no  longer 
3d  to  pay  out  gold  for  checks  on  demand.  Thus  the  creation  of  money 
*•3  the  form  of  credit  by  the  banks  was  limited  only  by  the  demands  of 
Its  borrowers.  Naturally,  as  governments  borrowed  to  pay  for  their 
t>ceds,  private  businesses  borrowed  in  order  to  be  able  to  fill  the  govern¬ 
ment’s  orders.  The  gold  which  could  no  longer  be  demanded  merely 
tested  in  the  vaults,  e.xcept  where  some  of  it  was  exported  to  pay  for 
supplies  from  neutral  countries  or  from  fellow  belligerents.  As  a  result, 
the  percentage  of  outstanding  bank  notes  covered  by  gold  reserves  stead- 
t  y  fell,  and  the  percentage  of  bank  credit  covered  by  either  gold  or 
notes  fell  even  further. 

Naturally,  when  the  supply  of  money  was  increased  in  this  fashion 
3ster  than  the  supply  of  goods,  prices  rose  because  a  larger  supply  of 
money  was  competing  for  a  smaller  supply  of  goods.  This  effect  was 
made  Worse  by  the  fact  that  the  supply  of  goods  tended  to  be  reduced 
y  Wartime  destruction.  People  received  money  for  making  capital 
S°ods,  consumers’  goods,  and  munitions,  but  they  could  spend  their 
money  only  to  buy  consumers’  goods,  since  capital  goods  and  munitions 
not  offered  for  sale.  Since  governments  tried  to  reduce  the  supply 
Consumers’  goods  while  increasing  the  supply  of  the  other  two  prod- 
'^cts,  the  problem  of  rising  prices  (inflation)  became  acute.  At  the  same 
*-*me  the  problem  of  public  debt  became  steadily  worse  because  govern- 


_  ms  were  financing  such  a  large  part  of  their  activities  by  bank  credit, 
hese  two  problems,  inflation  and  public  debt,  continued  to  grow,  even 
ct  the  fighting  stopped,  because  of  the  continued  disruption  of  eco- 
"^mic  life  and  the  need  to  pay  for  past  activities.  Only  in  the  period 
did  these  two  stop  increasing  in  most  countries,  and  they 
m^ained  problems  long  after  that. 

fiflation  indicates  not  only  an  increase  in  the  prices  of  goods  but  also 
.  ccrease  in  the  value  of  money  (since  it  will  buv  less  goods).  Accord- 
»V,  people  in  an  inflation  seek  to  get  goods  and  to  get  rid  of  money, 
inflation  increases  production  and  purchases  for  consumption  or 
°3rding,  but  it  reduces  saving  or  creation  of  capital.  It  benefits  debtors 
''“y  making  a  fixed-money  debt  less  of  a  burden)  but  injures  creditors  (by 
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reducing  the  value  of  their  savings  and  credits).  Since  the  middle  classes 
of  European  society,  with  their  bank  savings,  checking  deposits,  mort¬ 
gages,  insurance,  and  bond  holdings,  were  the  creditor  class,  they  were 
injured  and  even  ruined  bv  the  wartime  inflation.  In  Germany,  Poland, 
Hungary,  and  Russia,  where  the  inflation  went  so  far  that  the  monetary 
unit  became  completely  valueless  by  1924,  the  middle  cla.sses  were 
largely  destroyed,  and  their  members  were  driven  to  desperation  or  at 
least  to  an  almost  psychopatltic  hatred  of  the  form  of  government  or 
the  social  class  that  they  believed  to  be  responsible  for  their  plight.  Since 
the  last  stages  of  inflation  which  dealt  the  fatal  blow  to  the  middle  cla.sses 
occurred  after  the  war  rather  than  during  it  (in  1923  in  Germany),  this 
hatred  was  directed  against  the  parliamentar\'  governments  which  were 
functioning  after  1918  rather  than  against  the  monarchical  governments 
y  hich  functioned  in  1914-1918.  In  France  and  Italy,  where  the  inflation 
went  so  far  that  the  franc  or  lire  was  reduced  permanently  to  one-hfth 
of  its  prewar  value,  the  hatred  of  the  injured  middle  classes  was  directed 
against  the  parliamentary  regime  which  had  functioned  both  during  and 
after  the  war  and  against  the  working  class  which  they  felt  had  profited 
by  their  misfortunes.  These  things  were  not  true  in  Britain  or  the  United 
States,  w'here  the  inflation  was  brought  under  control  and  the  monetary 
unit  restored  to  most  of  its  prewar  value.  Even  in  these  countries,  prices 
rose  by  200  to  300  percent,  while  public  debts  rose  about  1,000  percent- 

The  economic  effects  of  the  war  were  more  complicated.  Resources  oi 
all  kinds,  including  land,  labor,  and  raw  materials,  had  to  be  diverted 
from  peacetime  purposes  to  wartime  production;  or,  in  some  cases, 
sources  previously  not  used  at  all  had  to  be  brought  into  the  productive 
system.  Before  the  war,  the  allotment  of  resources  to  production  had 
been  made  by  the  automatic  processes  of  the  price  system;  labor  and 
raw  materials  going,  for  example,  to  manufacture  those  goods  wiiivd’ 
w'ere  most  profitable  rather  than  to  those  goods  which  were  most  service¬ 
able  or  socially  beneficial,  or  in  best  taste.  In  wartime,  howeyer,  govern¬ 
ments  had  to  have  certain  specific  goods  for  military  purposes;  theV 
tried  to  get  these  goods  produced  by  making  them  more  profitable  than 
nonmiiitary  goods  using  the  same  resources,  but  they  u'ere  not  always 
successful.  The  excess  of  purchasing  power  in  the  hands  of  consumers 
caused  a  great  rise  in  demand  for  goods  of  a  semiluxury  nature, 
white  cotton  shirts  for  laborers.  This  frequently  made  it  more  profit¬ 
able  for  manufacturers  to  use  cotton  for  making  shirts  to  sell  at  high 
prices  than  to  use  it  to  make  explosives. 

Situations  such  as  these  made  it  necessarv  for  governments  to  inter¬ 
vene  directly  in  the  economic  process  to  secure  those  results  which 
could  not  be  obtained  by  the  free  price  system  or  to  reduce  those  evi 
effects  which  emerged  from  wartime  disruption.  They  appealed  to  the 
patriotism  of  manufacturers  to  make  things  that  were  needed  rather  tha*' 
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things  which  were  profitable,  or  to  the  patriotism  of  consumers  to  put 
their  money  into  government  bonds  rather  than  into  goods  in  short  sup- 
Pb^-  They  began  to  build  government-o\\  ned  plants  for  war  production, 
either  using  them  for  such  purposes  themselves  or  leasing  them  out  to 
private  manufacturers  at  attractive  terms.  They  began  to  ration  con- 
suniers’  goods  \\'hich  were  in  short  supplv,  like  articles  of  food.  They 
began  to  monopolize  essential  raw  materials  and  allot  them  to  manufac- 
*^urers  who  had  war  contracts  rather  than  allow  them  to  flow  where 
prices  were  highest.  The  materials  so  treated  were  generally  fuels,  steel, 
rubber,  copper,  wool,  cotton,  nitrates,  and  such,  although  they  varied 
^rom  country  to  country,  depending  upon  the  supplv.  Governments  be- 
to  regulate  imports  and  exports  in  order  to  ensure  that  necessary 
J^nrerials  stayed  in  the  country  and,  above  all,  did  not  go  to  enemy  states. 

his  led  to  the  British  blockade  of  Europe,  the  rationing  of  exports  to 
neutrals,  and  complicated  negotiations  to  see  that  goods  in  neutral  coun- 
'^ries  Were  not  reexported  to  enemy  countries.  Bribery,  bargaining,  and 
^'^en  force  came  into  these  negotiations,  as  when  the  British  set  quotas 
un  the  imports  of  Holland  based  on  the  figures  for  prewar  years  or  cut 
own  necessary  shipments  of  British  coal  to  Sweden  until  they  obtained 


the 


conce.ssions  they  w’ished  regarding  sales  of  Swedish  goods  to  Ger- 


Shipping  and  railroad  transportation  had  to  be  taken  over  almost 
^ompletely  in  most  countries  in  order  to  ensure  that  the  inadequate  space 
or  cargo  and  freight  would  be  used  as  effectively  as  possible,  that  load- 
and  unloading  would  be  speeded  up,  and  that  goods  essential  to  the 
effort  would  be  shipped  earlier  and  faster  than  less  essential  goods, 
-abor  had  to  be  regulated  and  directed  into  essential  activities.  The  rapid 
in  prices  led  to  demands  for  raises  in  wages.  This  led  to  a  growth 
strengthening  of  labor  unions  and  increasing  threats  of  strikes.  There 
as  no  guarantee  that  the  wages  of  essential  workers  would  go  up  faster 
^be  wages  of  nonessential  workers.  Certainly  the  w'ages  of  soldiers, 
u  Were  the  most  essential  of  all,  went  up  very  little.  Thus  there  was 
^^^^“^tantee  that  labor,  if  left  solely  to  the  influence  of  xvage  levels,  as 
s  usual  before  1914,  would  flov  to  the  occupations  where  it  was  most 
lab  Accordingh',  the  gov^ernments  began  to  intervene  in 

problems,  seeking  to  avoid  strikes  but  also  to  direct  the  flow  of 
to  more  essential  activities.  There  were  general  registrations  of 
n  in  niost  countries,  at  first  as  part  of  the  draft  of  men  for  military 
Vice,  but  later  to  control  serv  ices  in  essential  activities.  Generally,  the 
dir  ^  '‘^^ve  an  essential  job  was  restricted,  and  eventually  people  w  ere 

an  essential  jobs  from  nonessential  activities.  The  high  wages 

'\v*^  shortage  of  labor  brought  into  tiie  labor  market  many  persons  who 
d  not  have  been  in  it  in  peacetime,  such  as  old  persons,  youths, 
and,  above  all,  women.  This  flow  of  women  from  homes  into 
^*^oncs  or  other  services  had  the  most  profound  effects  on  social  life 


26o  tragedy  and  hope 

and  modes  of  living,  revolutionizing  the  relations  of  the  sexes,  bringing 
women  up  to  a  level  of  social,  legal,  and  political  equality  closer  than 
previously  to  that  of  men,  obtaining  for  them  the  right  to  vote  in  some 
countries,  the  right  to  pvvn  or  dispose  of  property  in  other  more  back¬ 
ward  ones,  changing  the  appearance  and  costume  of  women  by  such 
innovations  as  shorter  skirts,  shorter  hair,  less  frills,  and  generally  a  dras¬ 
tic  reduction  in  the  amount  of  clothing  they  wore. 

Because  of  the  large  number  of  enterprises  involved  and  the  small  sii^e 
of  many  of  them,  direct  regulation  by  the  government  was  less  likely  , 

in  the  field  of  agriculture.  Here  conditions  were  generally  more  coni-  | 

petitive  than  in  industry,  with  the  result  that  farm  prices  had  shown  a 
growing  tendency  to  fluctuate  more  widely  than  industrial  prices.  This 
continued  during  the  war,  as  agricultural  regulation  w-as  left  more  com¬ 
pletely  to  the  influence  of  price  changes  than  other  parts  of  the  ecom)my-  | 
As  farm  prices  soared,  farmers  became  more  prosperous  than  they  had 
been  in  decades,  and  sought  madly  to  increase  their  share  of  the  ram 
of  money  by  bringing  larger  and  larger  amounts  of  land  under  cultiva¬ 
tion.  This  w’as  not  possible  in  Europe  because  of  the  lack  of  men,  equip' 
ment,  and  fertilizers;  but  in  Canada,  the  United  States,  Australia,  and 
South  America  land  w'as  brought  under  the  plow  which,  because  of  lack 
of  rainfall  or  its  inaccessibility  to  peacetime  markets,  should  never  have 
been  brought  under  cultivation.  In  Canada  the  increase  in  wheat  acreage 
was  from  9.9  million  in  the  years  1909-1913  to  22.1  million  in  the  years 
1921-25.  In  the  United  States  the  increase  in  wheat  acreage  was  fror" 

47.0  million  to  58.1  million  in  the  same  period.  Canada  increased  her 
share  of  the  world’s  wheat  crop  from  14  percent  to  39  percent  in  this 
decade.  Farmers  went  into  debt  to  obtain  these  lands,  and  by  1920  w'ere  | 

buried  under  a  mountain  of  mortgages  which  w'ould  have  been  con-  i 

sidered  unbearable  before  1914  but  which  in  the  boom  of  wartime  prns' 
perity  and  high  prices  was  hardly  given  a  second  thought. 

In  Europe  such  c.xpansion  of  acreage  w'as  not  possible,  although  grass¬ 
lands  were  plowed  up  in  Britain  and  some  other  countries.  In  Europe 
as  a  whole,  acreage  under  cultivation  declined,  by  15  percent  for  cereals  | 

in  1913-1919.  Livestock  numbers  w'ere  also  reduced  (swine  by  22 
cent  and  cattle  by  7  percent  in  1913-1920).  Woodlands  were  cut  f^r 
fuel  when  importation  of  coal  w'as  stopped  from  England,  Germanyi  1 
Poland.  Since  most  of  Europe  w'as  cut  off  from  Chile,  wdiich  had  bee*' 
the  chief  prewar  source  of  nitrates,  or  from  North  Africa  and  GennanVi 
w'hich  had  produced  much  of  the  prewar  supply  of  phosphates,  the  usr 
of  these  and  other  fertilizers  was  reduced.  This  resulted  in  an  exhaustio^ 
of  the  soil  so  great  that  in  some  countries,  like  Germany,  the  soil  ha 
not  recovered  its  fertilitv’^  by  1930.  When  the  German  chemist  Hah^'" 
discovered  a  method  for  extracting  nitrogen  from  the  air  which  mad^  **' 
possible  for  his  country  to  surv-ive  the  cutting  off  of  Chilean  nitrates’ 


the 
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t>ew  supply  was  used  almost  entirelv  to  produce  explosives,  with 
'We  left  over  for  fertilizers.  The  declining  fertility  of  the  soil  and  the 
"ct  that  new  lands  of  lesser  natural  fertility  were  brought  under  culti- 
''•'tion  led  to  drastic  declines  in  agriculturai  output  per  acre  (in  cereals 
out  percent  in  1914-1919). 

These  adverse  influences  were  most  evident  in  Germany,  where  the 
"Umber  of  hogs  fell  from  25.3  million  in  1914  to  5.7  million  in  1918; 

0  average  weight  of  slaughtered  cattle  fell  from  250  kilos  in  1913  to 
in  igi8;  the  acreage  in  sugar  beets  fell  from  592,843  hectares  in  1914 
in  1919,  while  the  yield  of  sugar  beets  per  hectare  fell  from 
3'i8oo  kilos  in  1914  to  16,350  kilos  in  1920.  German’s  prewar  imports  of 
out  6 1/2  rnillion  tons  of  cereals  each  year  ceased,  and  her  home  pro- 
^^otion  of  these  fell  by  3  million  tons  per  year.  Her  prewar  imports 
over  2  million  tons  of  oil  concentrates  and  other  feed  for  farm  ani- 
for^  f^°PPod.  The  results  of  the  blockade  were  devastating.  Continued 
nine  months  after  the  armistice,  it  caused  the  deaths  of  800,000  per- 
s,  according  to  Max  Sering.  In  addition,  reparations  took  about  108,000 
205,000  cattle,  426,000  sheep,  and  240,000  fow  l, 
ore  damaging  than  the  reduction  in  the  number  of  farm  animals 
of  made  up  in  six  or  seven  years),  or  the  drain  on  the  fertility 

(which  could  be  made  up  in  twelve  or  fifteen  years),  was  the 
Wption  of  Europe’s  integration  of  agricultural  production  (which 
^  as  never  made  up).  The  blockade  of  the  Central  Powers-  tore  the  heart 
of  the  prewar  integration.  When  the  war  ended,  it  was  impossible 
^  replace  this,  because  there  were  many  new  political  boundaries;  these 
^oundaries  were  marked  by  constantly  rising  tariff  restrictions,  and  the 
■European  w'orld  had  increased  both  its  agricultural  and  industrial 
put  to  a  point  w  here  it  w'as  much  less  dependent  on  Europe, 
ity  casualties,  the  grow'ing  shortages,  the  slow  decline  in  qual- 

^  y  uf  goods,  and  the  gradual  growth  of  the  use  of  substitutes,  as  well  as 
,  .  ^utistantly  increasing  pressure  of  governments  on  the  activities  of 
citizens— all  these  placed  a  great  strain  on  the  morale  of  the  various 
jljJ^P^'ui  peoples.  The  importance  of  this  question  w'as  just  as  great  in 
f  I,  ^"Wcratic  and  semidemocratic  countries  as  it  was  in  the  ones  w'ith 
^  .^*^U'ocratic  and  parliamentary  regimes.  The  latter  did  not  generally 
the  "uy  general  elections  during  the  w'ar,  but  both  types  required 
and  ^"Pport  of  their  peoples  in  order  to  maintain  their  battle  lines 
economic  activities  at  full  effectiveness.  At  the  beginning,  the  fever 
and  national  enthusiasm  was  so  great  that  this  was  no  prob- 
the  uud  deadly  political  rivals  clasped  hands,  or  even  sat  in 

f  ,  Cabinet,  and  pledged  a  united  front  to  the  enemy  of  their 
\v'  But  disillusionment  was  quick,  and  appeared  as  early  as  the 

tin  This  change  w'as  parallel  to  the  growth  of  the  realiza- 

that  '  •  ■  ■  .  ' 


the  war  w^as  to  be  a  long  one  and  not  the  lightning  stroke  of 
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a  single  campaign  and  a  single  battle  which  all  had  expected.  The  in¬ 
adequacies  of  the  preparations  to  deal  with  the  heavy  casualties  or  to 
provide  munitions  for  the  needs  of  modern  war,  as  well  as  the  shortage 
or  disruption  of  the  supply  of  civilian  goods,  led  to  public  agitation. 
Committees  were  formed,  but  proved  relatively  ineffective,  and  in  most 
activities  in  most  countries  were  replaced  by  single-headed  agencies 
equipped  w’ith  extensive  controls.  The  use  of  voluntary  or  semivoluntary 
methods  of  control  generally  vanished  with  the  committees  and  were 
replaced  by  compulsion,  how^ever  covert.  In  governments  as  wholes  a 
somewhat  similar  shifting  of  personnel  took  place  until  each  Cabinet 
came  to  be  dominated  by  a  single  man,  endowed  with  greater  energ)’' 
or  a  jgreater  willingness  to  make  quick  decisions  on  scanty  information 
than  his  fellow’s.  In  this  way  Lloyd  George  replaced  Asquith  in  England; 
Clemenceau  replaced  a  series  of  lesser  leaders  in  France;  Wilson  strength' 
ened  his  control  on  his  ow’n  government  in  the  United  States;  and,  m 
distinctly  German  way,  Ludendorff  came  to  dominate  the  government  01 
his  country.  In  order  to  build  up  the  morale  of  their  own  peoples  and 
to  lower  that  of  their  enemies,  countries  engaged  in  a  variety  of  activities 
designed  to  regulate  the  flow  of  information  to  these  peoples.  This  in' 
volved  censorship,  propaganda,  and  curtailment  of  civil  liberties.  These 
were  established  in  all  countries,  without  a  hitch  in  the  Central  Powers 
and  Russia  where  there  were  long  traditions  of  extensive  police  author¬ 
ity,  but  no  less  effectively  in  France  and  Britain.  In  France  a  State  0 
Siege  was  proclaimed  on  August  2,  1914.  This  gave  the  government  the 
right  to  rule  by  decree,  established  censorship,  and  placed  the  poh^^® 
under  military  control.  In  general,  French  censorship  was  not  so  severe 
as  the  German  nor  so  skillful  as  the  British,  while  their  propaganda  wi'S 
far  better  than  the  German  but  could  not  compare  w'ith  the  British.  The 
complexities  of  French  political  life  and  the  slow  movement  of  its 
reaucracy  allowed  all  kinds  of  delays  and  evasions  of  control,  especial 
by  influential  persons.  When  Clemenceau  w'as  in  opposition  to  the  go' 
ernment  in  the  early  days  of  the  war,  his  paper,  L'honnne  lilne,  was  sus 
pended;  he  continued  to  publish  it  with  impunity  under  the  Daif^ 
Uhomme  enchaine.  The  British  censorship  w’as  established  on  AugO*^ 
5,  1914,  and  at  once  intercepted  all  cables  and  private  mail  w'hich 
could  reach,  including  that  of  neutral  countries.  These  at  once  became 
important  source  of  military  and  economic  intelligence.  A  Defence 
the  Realm  Act  (familiarly  knowm  as  DORA)  w’as  passed  giving  the  go''^ 
ernment  the  pow'er  to  censor  all  information.  A  Press  Cen.sorship 
mittee  w'as  set  up  in  1914  and  w'as  replaced  by  the  Press  Bureau  nn  ^ 
Frederick  E.  Smith  (later  Lord  Birkenhead)  in  1916.  Established  ' 
Crew’e  House,  it  was  able  to  control  all  new's  printed  in  the  press,  net)  ^ 
as  the  direct  agent  of  the  Admiralty  and  War  Offices.  The  censorship 
printed  books  w'as  fairly  lenient,  and  was  much  more  so  for  books  to 


THK  I'lRST  \Vi 


OKLO  WAR  1914-1918  263 

read  in  England  than  for  books  for  export,  with  the  result  that  “best 
tellers”  in  England  were  unknown  in  America.  Parallel  witlt  the  censor- 
stiip  nas  tlic  War  Propaganda  Bureau  under  Sir  Charles  Alasternian, 
"'hich  had  an  American  Bureau  of  Information  under  Sir  Gilbert  Parker 
5"^  ^^  ellington  House.  This  last  agency  was  able  to  control  almost  all 
!'^^°rination  going  to  the  American  press,  and  b\'  1916  was  acting  as  an 
“irernational  news  service  itself,  distributing  European  news  to  about 
35  American  papers  which  had  no  foreign  reporters  of  their  own. 

Tile  Censorship  and  the  Propaganda  bureaus  worked  together  in 
ritain  as  well  as  elsew  here.  The  former  concealed  all  stories  of  Entente 
'’eolations  of  the  laws  of  war  or  of  the  rules  of  humanitv,  and  reports 
their  own  military  mistakes  or  their  ow  n  war  plans  and  less  altruistic 
"'at  aims,  while  the  Propaganda  Bureau  widelv  publicized  the  violations 
^■^tl  crudities  of  tlic  Central  Powers,  their  prewar  schemes  for  niobiliza- 
and  tltcir  agreements  regarding  war  aims.  The  German  violation  of 
^‘gian  neutrality  was  constantly  bewailed,  while  nothing  w'as  said  of 
Entente  violation  of  Greek  neutrality.  A  great  deal  was  made  of 
^  Austrian  ultimatum  to  Serbia,  while  the  Russian  mobilization  which 
precipitated  the  w'ar  was  hardly  mentioned.  In  the  Central  Powers  a 
Sreat  deal  w'as  made  of  the  Entente  “encirclement,”  while  nothing  w'as 
of  the  Kaiser’s  demands  for  “a  place  in  the  sun”  or  the  High  Corn¬ 
ed  s  refusal  to  renounce  annexation  of  any  part  of  Belgium.  In  gen- 
®  >  manufacture  of  outright  lies  by  propaganda  agencies  w'as  infre- 
and  the  desired  picture  of  the  enemy  was  built  up  by  a  process 
^election  and  distortion  of  evidence  until,  by  1918,  many  in  the  West 
^S^rded  the  Germans  as  bloodthirsty  and  sadistic  militarists,  while  the 
^  ^riTians  regarded  the  Russians  as  “subhuman  monsters.”  A  great  deal 
Q  *  made,  especially  by  the  British,  of  “atrocity”  propaganda;  stories  of 
^rnian  mutilation  of  bodies,  violation  of  women,  cutting  off  of  children’s 
s,  desecration  of  churches  and  shrines,  and  crucifixions  of  Belgians 
w  idely  believed  in  the  West  by  1916.  Lord  Bryce  headed  a  com- 
w  hich  produced  a  volume  of  such  stories  in  1915,  and  it  is  quite 
the  *^*^^*^  w’ell-educated  man,  “the  greatest  English  authority  on 
^  Cnited  States,”  was  completely  taken  in  by  his  own  stories.  Here, 
eral'^'  manufacture  of  falsehoods  was  infrequent,  although  Gen- 

.^^'iry  Charteris  in  1917  created  a  story  that  the  Germans  w’ere 
mg  human  bodies  to  extract  glycerine,  and  produced  pictures  to 
0  ^  Again,  photographs  of  mutilated  bodies  in  a  Russian  anti-Semitic 

m  1^05  were  circulated  as  pictures  of  Belgians  in  1915.  There 
the  fi  reasons  for  the  use  of  such  atrocity  stories:  (a)  to  build  up 

gjj^^Sming  spirit  of  the  mass  army;  (b)  to  stiffen  civilian  morale;  (c)  to 
enlistments,  especially  in  England,  where  volunteers  were 
^t>r  one  and  a  half  years;  (d)  to  increase  subscriptions  for  war 
(e)  to  justify  one’s  own  breaches  of  international  law'  or  the  cus- 
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toms  of  war;  (f)  to  destroy  the  chances  of  negotiating  peace  (as  in  De¬ 
cember  1916)  or  to  justify  a  severe  final  peace  (as  Germany  did  in  re¬ 
spect  to  Brest-Litovsk);  and  (g)  to  win  the  support  of  neutrals.  On  the 
whole,  the  relative  innocence  and  credulity  of  the  average  person,  who 
was  not  yet  immunized  to  propaganda  assaults  through  mediums  of 
mass  communication  in  1914,  made  the  use  of  such  stories  relatively  ef¬ 
fective.  But  the  discovery,  in  the  period  after  1919,  that  they  had  been 
hoa.xed  gave  rise  to  a  skepticism  toward  all  government  communications 
which  was  especially  noticeable  in  the  Second  World  War. 
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The  Peace  Settlements, 
1919-1923 


The  First  World  War  was  ended  by  dozens  of  treaties  signed  in 
the  period  1919-1923.  Of  these,  the  five  chief  documents  were  the 
h''c  treaties  of  peace  with  the  defeated  Powers,  named  from  the 
in  the  neighborhood  of  Paris  \\  here  they  were  signed.  These  were: 


tcaty  of  Versailles  with  Gernianv,  June  28,  1919 
teatv  of  Saint-Germain  with  .\ustria,  September  10,  1919 
^  tcaty  of  Neuilly  w  ith  Bulgaria,  November  27,  1919 
tcaty  of  Trianon  w  ith  Hungary,  June  4,  1920 
of  Sevres  u  ith  Turkey,  August  20,  1920 


j  he  last  of  tliese,  the  Trcat\-  of  Sevres  with  Turkey,  was  never  ratified 


The 


replaced  b\’  a  new  treaty,  signed  at  Lausanne  in  1923. 


and  ^  settlements  made  in  this  period  were  subjected  to  vigorous 

ltd  criticism  in  the  two  decades  1919-1939.  This  criticism  was  as 

'hetors  as  from  the  vanquished.  Although  this  attack 
tack  ^hned  at  the  terms  of  the  treaties,  the  real  causes  of  the  at- 

Wgf  hi  these  terms,  which  were  neither  unfair  nor  ruthless, 

^“tr  more  lenient  than  anv  settlement  which  might  have  emerged 
^  German  victory,  and  which  created  a  new  Europe  which  was,  at 
^  t  politically,  more  just  than  the  Europe  of  1914.  The  causes  of  the 
"ith  the  settlements  of  1919-1923  rested  on  the  procedures 
1  Were  used  to  make  these  settlements  rather  than  on  the  terms  of 
'cs.  Above  all,  there  was  discontent  at  the  con- 
Ptet  the  procedures  which  were  used  and  the  procedures  w  hich 

"liicl  he  used,  as  well  as  between  the  high-minded  principles 

’  "ere  supposed  to  be  .applied  and  those  which  really  w  ere  applied. 

267 


TRAGEDY'  AND  HOPE 


268 

The  peoples  of  the  victorious  nations  had  taken  to  heart  tlieir  wut- 
time  propaganda  about  the  rights  of  small  nations,  making  the  worM 
safe  for  democracy,  and  putting  an  end  both  to  power  politics  and  w 
secret  diplomacy.  These  ideals  had  been  given  concrete  form  in  Wilsons 
Fourteen  Points.  W'hether  the  defeated  Powers  felt  the  same  enthusiasm 
for  these  high  ideals  is  subject  to  dispute,  but  they  had  been  promised, 
on  November  5,  1918,  that  the  peace  settlements  would  be  negotiated 
and  tvould  be  based  on  the  Fourteen  Points.  When  it  became  clear  that 
the  settlements  were  to  be  imposed  rather  than  negotiated,  that  the  Four¬ 
teen  Points  had  been  lost  in  the  confusion,  and  that  the  terms  of  th£ 
settlements  had  been  reached  by  a  process  of  secret  negotiations  front 
which  the  small  nations  had  been  e.xcluded  and  in  which  power  politic* 
played  a  much  larger  role  than  the  safety  of  democracy,  there  was  a 
revulsion  of  feeling  against  the  treaties. 

In  Britain  and  in  Germany,  propaganda  barrages  were  aimed  again*’- 
these  settlements  until,  by  1929,  most  of  the  Western  World  had  feel¬ 
ings  of  guilt  and  shame  v  henever  they  thought  of  the  Treaty  of  Ve’'" 
sailles.  There  was  a  good  deal  of  sincerity  in  these  feelings,  especially  m 
Mgland  and  in  the  United  States,  but  there  was  also  a  great  deal  of  in¬ 
sincerity  behind  them  in  all  countries.  In  England  the  same  groups,  often 
the  same  people,  who  had  made  the  wartime  propaganda  and  the  peace 
settlements  were  loudest  in  their  complaint  that  the  latter  had  fallen  fa^ 
below  the  ideals  of  the  former,  while  all  the  while  their  real  aims  were 
to  use  power  politics  to  the  benefit  of  Britain.  Certainly  there  wem 
grounds  for  criticism,  and,  equalh'  certainh’,  the  terms  of  the  peace  set¬ 
tlements  were  far  from  perfect;  but  criticism  should  have  been  directe 
rather  at  the  hypocrisY'  and  lack  of  realism  in  the  ideals  of  the  wartim'- 
propaganda  and  at  the  lack  of  honesty  of  the  chief  negotiators  in  carry 
ing  on  the  pretense  that  these  ideals  were  .still  in  effect  while  tliey  '"'n' 
lated  them  daily,  and  necessarily  violated  them.  The  settlements  were 
clearly  made  by  secret  negotiations,  by  the  Great  Powers  e.xclusivc*.''’ 
and  by  power  politics.  They  had  to  be.  No  settlements  could  ever  h®''® 
been  made  on  any^  other  bases.  The  failure  of  the  chief  negotiators 
least  the  Anglo-Americans)  to  admit  this  is  regrettable,  but  behind  the*| 
reluctance  to  admit  it  is  the  even  more  regrettable  fact  that  the  lack  0 
political  e.xperience  and  political  education  of  the  American  and  Eirg' 
iish  electorates  made  it  dangerous  for  the  negotiators  to  admit  the 
of  life  in  international  political  relationships. 

It  is  clear  that  the  peace  settlements  were  made  by  an  organizatiu’| 
which  was  chaotic  and  by  a  procedure  Y\'hich  was  fraudulent.  None  0 
this  was  deliberate.  It  arose  rather  from  weakness  and  from  ignoranc*^’ 
from  a  failure  to  decide,  before  the  peace  was  made,  who  would 
it,  how  it  was  to  be  made,  and  on  v  hat  principles  it  would  be  based. 
normal  way  to  make  peace  after  a  war  in  which  the  victors  form  a  cOii” 
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Would  be  for  the  victors  to  hold  a  conference,  agree  on  the  terms 
hope  to  get  from  the  defeated,  then  have  a  congress  with  these  lat- 
to  impose  these  terms,  either  with  or  without  discussion  and  com- 
Ptomise.  It  was  tacitly  assumed  in  October  and  November,  1918,  that 
ttiethod  was  to  be  used  to  end  the  existing  war.  But  this  congress 


this 

[I'tthod  could  not  be  used  in  1919  for  several  reasons.  The  members  of 
the  ■ 

Asso( 


'‘"d  after 
Nation  I 


Victorious  coalition  were  so  numerous  (thirt)’-two  Allied  and 
'ciated  Powers)  that  they  could  have  agreed  on  terms  only  slowly 


considerable  preliminary  organization.  This  preliminary  organi- 
never  occurred,  largely  because  President  ^V'ilson  was  too  busy 
participate  in  the  process,  was  unwilling  to  delegate  any  real  author- 
jV  to  others,  and,  with  a  relatively  few,  intensely  held  ideas  (like  the 
fot^^  Nations,  democracy,  and  self-determination),  had  no  taste 
the  details  of  organization.  Wilson  tvas  convinced  that  if  he  could 
y  get  the  League  of  Nations  accepted,  any  undesirable  details  in  the 
Q  the  treaties  could  be  remedied  later  through  the  League.  Lloyd 
^otge  and  Clemenceau  made  use  of  this  conviction  to  obtain  numerous 
j  .  '^'ons  in  the  terms  which  were  undesirable  to  Wilson  but  highly 
'■'•■Me  to  ■ 

c  time  necessary  for  a  preliminary  conference  or  preliminary  plan- 
hl  H  lacking.  Lloyd  George  wanted  to  carry  out  his  campaign 

his  innnediate  demobilization,  and  Wilson  w'anted  to  get  back  to 

“s  President  of  the  United  States.  Aloreover,  if  the  terms  had 
fro  '^P  3t  a  preliminary  conference,  they  would  have  resulted 

PriT*  .*^^*’”Ptomises  betw'een  the  many  Powxrs  concerned,  and  these  com- 
nep  'vould  have  broken  down  as  soon  as  any  effort  was  made  to 
the  Germans  later.  Since  the  Germans  had  been  promised 

*^0  negotiate,  it  became  clear  that  the  terms  could  not  first  be 
(j  /  subject  of  public  compromise  in  a  full  preliminary  conference, 
and  'yv  ’^he  time  the  victorious  Great  Powers  realized  all  this, 

'Pvit  niake  the  tenns  by  secret  negotiations  among  themselves, 

to  already  been  sent  to  all  the  victorious  Powers  to  come 

to  ”*^cr-Allied  Conference  to  make  preliminary  terms.  As  a  solution 
Uvel  situation,  the  peace  was  made  on  two  levels.  On  one 

thg  full  glare  of  publicity,  the  Inter-Allied  Conference  became 

iiig  Peace  Conference,  and,  with  considerable  fanfare,  did  noth- 

in  other  level,  tlie  Great  Powers  worked  out  their  peace  terms 

the  .  "  lien  they  were  read\’,  imposed  them  simultaneously  on 

and  on  the  Germans.  This  had  not  been  intended.  In 
I'ehe,  uot  clear  to  anyone  just  x\’hat  was  being  done.  As  late  as 

Were  '-ud,  Balfour,  the  British  foreign  secretary,  still  believed  they 
''Orking  on  “preliminary  peace  terms,”  and  the  Germans  believed 
VV?™'  »n  April  ihrl,.  ' 

V  the  Great  Powers  were  negotiating  in  secret  the  full  confer- 


thc 
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several  times  under  rigid  rules  designed  i 


These  sessions  were  governed  by  the  iron  hand  of  Clemenceau,  " 
heard  the  motions  he  wanted,  jammed  through  those  he  desired,  and 
swxred  protests  by  outright  threats  to  make  peace  without  any  consia'^^^ 
tion  with  the  Lesser  Powers  at  all  and  dark  references  to  the  milHo”* 
men  the  Great  Powers  had  under  arms.  On  February  14th  the  con 
ence  was  given  the  draft  of  the  Covenant  of  the  League  of  Nations, 
on  April  i  ith  the  draft  of  the  International  Labor  Office;  both 
cepted  on  April  28th.  On  .May  6th  came  the  te.xt  of  the  Treaty  of  Y  j 
sailles,  only  one  day  before  it  was  given  to  the  Germans;  at  the  eo 
May  came  the  draft  of  the  Treaty  of  Saint-Germain  with  Austria' 
While  this  futile  show  was  going  on  in  public,  the  Great  Power-s ' 
making  peace  in  secret.  Their  meetings  were  highly  informal, 
military  leaders  were  present  the  meetings  were  known  as  the 
War  Council;  when  the  military  leaders  were  absent  (as  they  j 


were  after  January  12th)  the  group  was  known  as  the  Supreme 
or  the  Council  of  Ten.  It  consisted  of  the  head  of  the  government 
the  foreign  minister  of  each  of  the  five  Great  Powers 
United  States,  France,  Italy,  and  Japan).  This  group  met  forty-si't 
from  January  12th  to  .March  24,  1919.  It  worked  very  ineffective)'^ 
the  middle  of  March,  because  a  sharp  dispute  over  the  German- 
frontier  leaked  to  the  press,  the  Council  of  Ten  was  reduced  to  a 
cil  of  Four  (Llovd  George,  Wilson,  Clemenceau,  Orlando).  The.sc 
with  Orlando  frequently  absent,  held  over  two  hundred  meetings 
period  of  thirteen  weeks  (.March  27th  to  June  28th).  They  1^'^, 
Treaty  of  Versailles  into  form  in  three  weeks  and  did  the  prclin"' 


work  on  the  treaty  with  .\ustria.  i 

When  the  treaty  with  Germany  was  signed  on  June  28, 
heads  of  governments  left  Paris  and  the  Council  of  Ten  ended,  h  ^ 
did  the  Plenary  Conference.  The  five  foreign  ministers  (Balfour, 

Pichon,  Tittoni,  and  Makino)  were  left  in  Paris  as  the  Council  of 
of  Delegations,  with  full  powers  to  complete  the  peace  settlements' 
group  finished  the  treaties  with  Austria  and  Bulgaria  and  had 
signed.  They  disbanded  on  January  10,  1920,  leaving  behind  an  ex^ 
committee,  the  Conference  of  Ambassadors.  This  consisted  of  ^ '  -- 
bassadors  of  the  four  Great  Powers  in  Paris  plus  a  French  ,,(1 

tive.  This  group  held  two  hundred  meetings  in  the  next  three 
continued  to  meet  until  1931.  It  supervised  the  execution  of  tl'*- 
peace  treaties  alreadv  signed,  negotiated  the  peace  treaty  with 
and  performed  many  purely  political  acts  w  hich  had  no  treat) 
such  as  drawing  the  .Albanian  frontier  in  November  1921.  In  gV’ 
the  decade  after  the  Peace  Conference,  the  Conference  of  Amb^^  ; 
was  the  organization  by  which  the  Great  Powers  ruled  EuropC' 
with  power,  speed,  and  secrecy  in  all  issues  delegated  to  it.  \Vhctt 
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\\'hich  were  too  important  to  be  treated  in  this  way,  the  Supreme 
"'as  occasionally  reunited.  This  was  done  about  t\\ent\'-five 
‘6S  m  the  three  years  1920-1922,  usualK’  in  regard  to  reparations,  eco- 
of  1'^  ^^^onstruction,  and  acute  political  problems.  The  most  important 
San  R  ’Meetings  of  the  Supreme  Council  were  held  at  Paris,  London, 
at  p  ^o"l'^gne,  and  Spa  in  1920;  at  Paris  and  London  in  1921;  and 

atis,  Genoa,  The  Hague,  and  London  in  1922.  This  valuable  practice 
to  ^.V  Britain  in  1923  in  protest  against  the  French  determination 

ptac^^  compel  Germany  to  fulfill  the  reparations  clauses  of  the 

Itad*^  these  meetings,  as  at  the  Peace  Conference  itself,  the  political 
"  assisted  bv'  groups  of  experts  and  interested  persons,  some- 
ciatej  ‘'^lany  of  these  “e.xperts”  w  ere  members  or  asso- 

fe-  international-banking  fraternit\-.  At  the  Paris  Peace  Con- 

^^sffs^h  ^^pcrts  numbered  thousands  and  were  organized  into  official 
of  niost  countries,  even  before  the  war  ended.  These  experts  were 
and  *■  importance.  They  were  formed  into  committees  at  Paris 

problem  after  problem,  especially  boundary  problems,  usually 
The  indication  as  to  what  principles  should  guide  their  decisions, 

that  of  these  committees  of  experts  can  be  seen  in  the  fact 

case  but  one  where  a  committee  of  experts  submitted  a 
fcport,  the  Supreme  Council  accepted  its  recommendation  and 
it  in  the  treaty.  In  cases  where  the  report  xvas  not  unani- 
was  generally  resubmitted  to  the  experts  for  further 
^^^rion.  The  one  case  where  a  unanimous  report  was  not  accepted 
thg  Polish  Corridor,  the  same  issue  w'hich  had  forced 

and  Council  to  be  cut  down  to  the  Council  of  Four  in  1919 

In  which  led  to  the  Second  VV'orld  War  twenty  years  later. 

de(.;„-  ^*ae  experts  were  much  harsher  on  Germany  than  the  final 

hlin„  "'ith  Germany  was  made  by  the  Council  of  Four  assem- 

and  ■  ^^Ports  of  the  various  committees,  fitting  the  parts  together, 
ovej.  cut  various  disagreements.  The  chief  disagreements  were 

disaj.  ^  nature  of  German  reparations,  the  nature  of  German 

spfo  '"^nt,  the  nature  of  the  League  of  Nations,  and  the  territorial 


Saar  specific  areas;  the  Polish  Corridor,  Upper  Silesia,  the 

tear-iae^^'^^’  Bhineland,  and  Shantung.  VV'hen  the  dispute  over  Fiume 
of  rpg  ^  peak,  Wilson  appealed  to  the  Italian  people  over  the  heads 
delegation  at  Paris,  in  the  belief  that  the  people  were  less 
tatiarr  1*^'^*^  more  favorable  to  his  idealistic  principles  than  their 
deletr  .^‘^^‘^'*)oilcd  delegat  ion.  This  appeal  was  a  failure,  but  the  Italian 
\Vilsjj  y"'  conference  and  returned  to  Rome  in  protest  against 

that  thc^  action.  Thus  the  Italians  were  absent  from  Paris  at  the  time 
German  colonial  territories  were  being  distributed  and,  accord- 
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ingly,  did  not  obtain  any  colonies.  Thus  Italy  failed  to  obtain  comp^''^ 
tion  in  Africa  for  the  French  and  British  gains  in  territory  on  that  coH 
tinent,  as  promised  in  the  Treaty  of  London  in  1915.  This  disappointflieD^ 
was  given  by  Mussolini  as  one  of  the  chief  justifications  for  the 
attack  on  Ethiopia  in  1935. 

The  Treaty’  of  Versailles  was  presented  to  the  Plenary  Conference  0" 
May  6,  1919,  and  to  the  German  delegation  the  next  day.  The  conie 
ence  was  supposed  to  accept  it  without  comment,  but  General  ro 
commander  in  chief  of  the  French  armies  and  of  the  Entente 
the  war,  made  a  sev’ere  attack  on  the  treaty  in  regard  to  its  provisions 
enforcement.  These  provisions  gave  little  more  than  the  occupat’^'^  ^ 
the  Rhineland  and  three  bridgeheads  on  the  right  bank  of  the 
already  e.xisted  under  the  Armistice  of  November  ii,  1918.  Accor  » 


to  the  treaty,  these  areas  were  to  be  occupied  for  from  five  to 


years  to  enforce  a  treaty  whose  substantive  provisions  required  Germ^”' 
to  pay  reparations  for  at  least  a  generation  and  to  remain  disarmed 
ever.  Foch  insisted  that  he  needed  the  left  bank  of  the  Rhine  and  ^ 
three  bridgeheads  on  the  right  bank  for  at  least  thirty  years.  Clemenc 
as  soon  as  the  meeting  was  over,  rebuked  Foch  for  disrupting  the 
mony  of  the  assembly,  but  Foch  had  put  his  finger  on  the  weakest, ) 
most  vital,  portion  of  the  treaty.  .  . 

The  presentation  of  the  te.xt  of  the  treaty  to  the  Germans  the  I 

was  no  happier.  Having  received  the  document,  the  chief  of  the  ^ 
man  delegation.  Foreign  Minister  Count  Ulrich  von  Brockdorff-R‘'^^ 
made  a  long  speech  in  which  he  protested  bitterly  against  the 
negotiate  and  the  violation  of  the  prearmistice  commitments.  As  a  “ 
erate  insult  to  his  listeners,  he  spoke  from  a  seated  position. 

The  German  delegation  sent  the  victorious  Powers  short  notes  0  ; 

tailed  criticism  during  May  and  exhaustive  counterproposals  on 
29th.  Running  to  443  pages  of  German  text,  these  counterproposals,  ^ 
icized  the  treaty,  clause  by  clause,  accused  the  victors  of  bad 


,01^' 


violating  the  Fourteen  Points,  and  offered  to  accept  the  League  ° 
tions,  the  disarmament  sections,  and  reparations  of  100  thousand  ^ 
marks  if  the  Allies  would  withdraw  anv  statement  that  Germany 


alone,  caused  the  war  and  would  readmit  Germanv  to  the  world  s 


kets.  Most  of  the  territorial  changes  were  rejected  e.xcept  where 


could  be  shown  to  be  based  on  self-determination  (thus  adopting 


yVi'- 


son’s  point  of  view). 


These  proposals  led  to  one  of  the  most  severe  crises  of  the  confef^'.^ 


as  Lloyd  George,  who  had  been  reelected  in  December  on  his  j 

to  the  British  people  to  squeeze  Germany  dry  and  had  done  his  1 

this  direction  from  December  to  May,  now  began  to  fear  that  Gcr*’^,^  I 
would  refuse  to  sign  and  adopt  a  passive  resistance  which  would  ■ 
the  Allies  to  use  force.  Since  the  British  armies  were  being  disba’i^ 
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h^n  ^  force  would  fall  largely  on  the  French  and  would  be 

o'‘y  Welcome  to  people  like  Foch  who  favored  duress  against  Ger- 
p  Y-  Lloyd  George  was  afraid  that  any  occupation  of  Germany  by 
ncnt^'  ^''niics  would  lead  to  complete  French  hegemony  on  the  conti- 
dta*^  Europe  and  that  these  occupation  forces  might  never  be  with- 
fo  achieved,  with  British  connivance,  what  Britain  had 

In  °  u  ^‘gorously  to  prevent  at  the  time  of  Louis  XIV  and  Napoleon. 

Words,  the  reduction  in  German’s  power  as  a  consequence  of 
Unri  leading  Britain  back  to  her  old  balance-of-power  policies 

Britain  opposed  the  strongest  Power  on  the  continent  by 
Llo  strength  of  the  second  strongest.  At  the  same  time, 

to  ^  •  ^^°Ege  was  eager  to  continue  the  British  demobilization  in  order 
d\e  British  people  and  to  reduce  the  financial  burden  on  Brit¬ 
on  country  could  balance  its  budget,  deflate,  and  go  back 

the  ^  standard.  For  these  reasons,  Lloyd  George  suggested  jchat 
be  weakened  by  reducing  the  Rhineland  occupation  from  fif- 
heen^^^*^^  that  a  plebiscite  be  held  in  Upper  Silesia  (which  had 

to  Poland),  that  Germany  be  admitted  to  the  League  of  Na- 
onlv  ^1*'  reparations  burden  be  reduced.  He  obtained 

VVil'  Plebiscite  in  Upper  Silesia  and  certain  other  disputed  areas, 
ter  '"‘ejecting  the  other  suggestions  and  upbraiding  the  prime  minis- 
his  sudden  change  of  attitude. 

Allied  answer  to  the  German  counterproposals 
hons  Philip  Kerr,  later  Lord  Lothian)  made  only  minor  modifica- 
Pet  sT  original  terms  (chiefly  the  addition  of  five  plebiscites  in  Up- 
"'hich^h^’  Marienwerder,  North  Schleswig,  and  the  Saar,  of 

accyjj,  I'lst  was  to  be  held  in  1935,  the  others  immediately).  It  also 
Pract'*^  Germans  of  sole  guilt  in  causing  the  war  and  of  inhuman 
t^oring  it,  and  gave  them  a  five-day  ultimatum  for  signing  the 
and  The  German  delegation  at  once  returned  to  Germany 

sig^  ^f'^^^oiended  a  refusal  to  sign.  The  Cabinet  resigned  rather  than 
th(.  ’  ^  new  Cabinet  was  formed  of  Catholics  and  Socialists.  Both  of 

were  fearful  that  an  Allied  invasion  of  Germany  would 
eas(  confusion  which  would  encourage  Bolshevism  in  the 

guilt  ^‘^paratism  in  the  w'est;  they  voted  to  sign  if  the  articles  on  war 
lies  r^f  "  criminals  could  be  struck  from  the  treaty.  When  the  Al- 
Uot  these  concessions,  the  Cathohe  Center  Party  voted  64-14 

liipl  At  this  critical  moment,  when  rejection  seemed  certain,  the 

QtQg  °nimand  of  the  German  Army,  through  Chief  of  Staff  Wilhelm 
cupj^i*^*^’  ordered  the  Cabinet  to  sign  in  order  to  prevent  a  military  oc- 
sassij^  Germany.  On  June  28,  1919,  exactly  five  years  after  the  as- 
Qej.  Sarajevo,  in  the  Hall  of  Mirrors  at  Versailles  where  the 

Was  ^rnpire  had  been  proclaimed  in  1871,  the  Treaty  of  Versailles 
Soed  by  all  the  delegations  except  the  Cliinese.  The  latter  refused. 
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in  protest  against  tiic  disposition  of  the  prewar  German  concessions " 
Shantung. 

I'he  Austrian  Treatv  M  as  signed  hv  a  delegation  headed  b\’  Karl  Hd’ 
ner  but  only  after  the  victors  had  rejected  a  claim  that  Austria  ' 
succession  state  rather  than  a  defeated  PoM'er  and  had  forced  the  fon' 
try  to  change  its  name  from  the  newly  adopted  “German  Austria 
the  title  “Republic  of  Austria.”  The  new  country  M  as  forbidden  to  nw  ^ 
any  movement  toM'ard  union  w'ith  Germany  without  the  approval 
the  League  of  Nations. 

The  Treaty  of  Neuilly  M  as  signed  by  a  single  Bulgarian  delegate.  ^ 
Peasants’  Party  leader  Aleksandr  Stamboliski.  By  this  agreement  | 
lost  M-estern  Thrace,  her  outlet  to  the  Aegean,  Mhich  had  been  aniie^'-’^ 
from  Turkey  in  1912,  as  M’ell  as  certain  mountain  passes  in  the  " 
which  were  ceded  from  Bulgaria  to  Yugoslavia  for  strategic  reasons. 

The  Treaty  of  Trianon  signed  in  1920  M'as  the  most  severe  of  the  p* 
treaties  and  the  mo.st  rigidly  enforced.  For  these  and  other  reasons  p 
gary  M  as  the  most  active  political  force  for  revision  of  treaties  d-  ^ 
the  period  1924-1934  and  Mas  encouraged  in  this  attitude  by  Italy 
1927  to  1934  in  the  hope  that  there  might  be  profitable  fishing  in  1 
troubled  waters.  Hungary  had  good  reason  to  be  discontented. 
of  the  Habsburg  dynasty  in  1918  and  the  uprisings  of  the  subject 
pies  of  Hungary,  like  the  Poles,  Slovaks,  Romanians,  and 
brought  to  poM'cr  in  Budapest  a  liberal  government  under  Count 
Karolyi.  This  government  was  at  once  threatened  by  a  Bolslicvik 
rising  under  Bela  Kun.  In  order  to  protect  itself,  the  Karolyi 
asked  for  an  Allied  occupation  force  until  after  the  elections  sche 
for  April  1919.  This  request  M'as  refused  by  General  Franchet 
under  the  influence  of  a  reactionary  Hungarian  politician.  Count 
Bethlen.  The  Karolyi  regime  fell  before  the  attacks  of  Bela  Kun  a'’ 
Romanians  in  consequence  of  lack  of  support  from  the  West. 

Kun’s  reign  of  Red  terrorism,  which  lasted  six  months  (.yfarch-AU^s^^ 
1920),  and  his  flight  before  a  Romanian  invasion  of  Hungary,  vl’® 
tionaries  came  to  power  M'ith  Admiral  .Miklos  Horthy  as  regent  an 
of  the  state  (1920-1944)  and  Count  Bethlen  as  prime  minister 
1931).  Count  Karoh'i,  who  was  pro-Allied,  anti-German,  pacifist.  , 
cratic,  and  liberal,  realized  that  no  progress  w'as  posiiible  in 
without  some  solution  of  the  agrarian  question  and  the  peasant 
tent  arising  from  the  monopolization  of  the  land.  Because  the  AC 
fused  to  support  this  program,  Hungary  fell  into  the  hands  of  ^.0- 
and  Bethlen,  M’ho  were  anti-Allied,  pro-German,  undemocratic, 
istic,  and  unprogre.ssive.  This  group  was  persuaded  to  sign  the 
of  Trianon  by  a  trick  and  ever  afterward  repudiated  it.  j 

leologue,  secretary-general  of  the  French  Ministry  of  Foreign 
(but  acting  on  behalf  of  France’s  greatest  industrialist,  Eugene  . 


der), 
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"lade  a  deal  with  the  Hungarians  that  if  they  w^ould  sign  the  Treaty 


Trianon 


railw 


>  it  stood  and  give  Schneider  control  of  the  Hungarian  state 


the  port  of  Budapest,  and  the  Hungarian  General  Credit  Bank 
''  had  a  stranglehold  on  Hungarian  industry)  France  would  even- 
y  make  Hungary  one  of  the  mainstays  of  its  anti-German  bloc  in 
Europe,  would  sign  a  military  convention  with  Hungary,  and 
•j, .  at  tlie  proper  time,  obtain  a  drastic  revision  of  the  Treaty  of 
^^‘anon.  The  Hungarian  side  of  this  complex  deal  was  largely  carried 
h  but  British  and  Italian  objections  to  the  extension  of  French  eco- 
^  control  into  central  Europe  disrupted  the  negotiations  and  pre- 
Hungary  from  obtaining  its  reward.  Paleologue,  although  forced 
pro'?"  "nd  replaced  at  the  Quai  d’Orsay  by  the  anti-Hungarian  and 
2ech  Philippe  Berthelot,  received  his  reward  from  Schneider.  He 

made  £  -  ------  .  ... 


Was 


lit  its  London  Conference  of  February  1920,  and  continued  at 
m  April.  It  w  as  signed  by  the  sultan’s  government  on  August 


director  of  Schneider’s  personal  holding  company  for  his 
Th  interests,  the  Union  europeene  industrielle  et  financiere. 

^  Treaty  of  Sevres  with  Turkey  was  the  last  one  made  and  the 
Unce  never  ratified.  There  were  three  reasons  for  the  delay:  (1)  the 
"iinut  the  role  of  the  United  States,  which  was  expected  to 
3  biff'  of  the  Straits  and  a  mandate  for  Armenia,  thus  forming 

'tietit  Soviet  Russia;  (2)  the  instability  of  the  Turkish  govern- 

"  *iich  was  threatened  by  a  nationalist  uprising  led  bv  Mustafa 
^‘^cret '  ^  ^  ^  scandal  caused  by  the  Bolshevik  publication  of  the 

hasr  regarding  the  Ottoman  Empire,  since  these  treaties  con- 

tbat  I  'vith  the  e.\pressed  war  aims  of  the  Allies.  The  news 

United  States  refused  to  participate  in  the  Near  East  settlement 
^"Unc'l  draw  up  a  treaty.  This  was  begun  b\’  the  Supreme 

^;;Remoi, 

the  Nationalists  under  Mustafa  Kemal  refused  to  accept  it 
''itli  AiL^  insurgent  government  at  Ankara.  The  Greeks  and  Italians, 
oa  support,  invaded  Turkey  and  attempted  to  force  the  treaty 

the  f  ‘'*^'onalists,  but  they  were  much  weakened  by  dissension  behind 
'''miic  ^  ^  Entente  solidarity.  The  French  believed  that  greater  eco- 
"bilc  i^'^^^^vssions  could  be  obtained  from  the  Kemalist  government, 
^^vitish  felt  that  richer  prospects  were  to  be  obtained  from  the 
^’■I'ndarl  the  French  were  prepared  to  support  the  clai.ns  of 

^'^Pport'  concessions,  while  the  British  were  prepared  to 

these  dis  'y Hutch  Shell.  The  Nationalist  forces  made  good  use  of 
buying  off  the  Italians  and  French  with  economic 
tliougij  e'^  launched  a  counteroffensive  against  the  Greeks.  Al- 

the  came  to  the  rescue  of  the  Greeks,  it  received  no  support 

sia.  Powers,  while  the  Turks  had  the  support  of  Soviet  Rus- 

destroyed  the  Greeks,  burned  Smyrna,  and  came  face-to- 
t  the  British  at  Chanak.  At  this  critical  moment,  the  Dominions, 
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with 


in  answer  to  Curzon’s  telegraphed  appeal,  refused  to  support  a  war 
Turkey.  The  Treatv  of  ^vres,  already  in  tatters,  had  to  be  discard^ 
A  ne\y  conference  at  Lausanne  in  November  1922  produced  a  moderate 
and  negotiated  treaty  which  was  signed  by  the  Kemalist  government  ° 
July  24,  1923.  This  act  ended,  in  a  formal  way,  the  First  World  Wat 
It  also  took  a  most  vital  step  toward  establishing  a  new  Turkey  wtiic 
would  serve  as  a  powerful  force  for  peace  and  stability  in  the  Near  East 
The  decline  of  Turkey,  which  had  continued  for  four  hundred  y<tatS’ 
w'as  finally  ended. 

By  this  Treatv  of  Lausanne,  Turkey  gave  up  all  non-Turkish  tett' 
tor)’  except  Kurdistan,  losing  Arabia,  Mesopotamia,  the  Levant, 
Thrace,  and  some  islands  of  the  Aegean.  The  capitulations  xvere  a’ 
ished  in  return  for  a  promise  of  judicial  reform.  There  were  no  repat*’ 
tions  and  no  disarmament,  except  that  the  Straits  were  demilitarized 
were  to  be  open  to  all  ships  except  those  of  belligerents  if  Turkey  ^ 
at  war.  T urkey  accepted  a  minorities  treaty  and  agreed  to  a 
exchange  with  Greece  of  Greek  and  Turkish  minorities  judged  on 
basis  of  membership  in  the  Greek  Orthodox  or  Muslim  religions.  En 
this  last  provision,  over  1,250,000  Greeks  were  removed  from  Tur 
by  1930.  Unfortunately,  most  of  these  had  been  urban  shopkeepef^^ 
Turkey  and  were  settled  as  farmers  on  the  unhospitable  soil  of  Macedo  ^^^ 


The  Bulgarian  peasants  who  had  previously  lived  in  Macedonia 


unceremoniously  dumped  into  Bulgaria  where  they  w'ere  tinder  a  | 
sparks  of  a  revolutionary  Bulgarian  secret  society  called  the  j  j 
Macedonian  Revolutionary  Organization  (I.VIRO),  whose  chief  f 

of  political  action  was  assassination. 

As  a  result  of  the  rising  tide  of  aggression  in  the  1930’s,  the  clause 


garding  the  demilitarization  of  the  Straits  w'as  revoked  at  the 


Convention  of  July  1936.  This  gave  Turkey  full  sovereignty  over 
Straits,  including  the  right  to  fortify  them. 

All  the  original  peace  treaties  consisted  of  five  chief  parts:  {^)  ,  j 
Covenant  of  the  League  of  Nations;  {b)  the  territorial  provisions; 
the  disarmament  provision;  {d)  the  reparations  provisions;  and  (r)  j 
aides  and  guarantees.  The  first  of  these  must  be  reserved  until  later, 
the  others  should  be  mentioned  here. 

In  theory,  the  territorial  provisions  of  the  treaties  were  based  on  | 
detennination,”  but  in  fact  thc\'  were  usually  based  on  other  const  j 
tions:  strategic,  economic,  punitive,  legal,  power,  or  compensation^  j 
“self-determination”  the  peacemakers  usually  meant  “nationality,”  an  j 
“nationality”  they  usually  meant  “language,”  except  in  the  Ottoman 
pire  where  “nationality”  usually  meant  “religion.”  The  six  cases  j 
self-deteimination  (that  is,  plebiscites)  was  actually  used  showed  ^ 

peoples  of  these  areas  were  not  so  nationalistic  as  the  peacemaker  ^ 
lieved.  Because  in  Allenstein,  where  Polish-speaking  people  were  40  P 
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of  the  population,  only  2  percent  voted  to  join  Poland,  the  area 
returned  to  Germany;  in  Upper  Silesia,  where  the  comparable  fig- 
es  Were  65  percent  and  40  percent,  the  area  was  split,  the  more  indus- 
^  eastern  portion  going  to  Poland,  while  the  more  rural  western  part 
returned  to  Germany;  in  Klagenfurt,  where  Slovene-^eakers  formed 
Pereent  of  the  population,  only  40  percent  wanted  to  join  Yugoslavia, 
area  was  left  in  Austria.  Somewhat  similar  results  occurred  in 
^rieuwerder,  but  not  in  northern  Schleswig,  which  voted  to  join  Den- 
/*<•  In  each  case,  the  voters,  probably  for  economic  reasons,  chose  to 
J  ^  the  economically  more  prosperous  state  rather  than  the  one  sharing 
language. 

and  areas  mentioned,  Germany  had  to  return  Alsace 

to  France,  give  three  small  districts  to  Belgium,  and  aban- 
northern  edge  of  East  Prussia  around  Memel  to  the  Allied  Pow- 
p  '  ^‘Us  last  area  was  given  to  the  new  state  of  Lithuania  in  1924  by  the 
°jf^=rcnce  of  Ambassadors. 

land  ^  territorial  disputes  arose  over  the  Polish  Corridor,  the  Rhine- 
ind  ’  Fourteen  Points  had  promised  to  establish  an 

p  Poland  with  access  to  the  Baltic  Sea.  It  had  been  French 

bv  about  1500,  to  oppose  any  strong  state  in  central  Europe 

the  allies  in  eastern  Europe.  With  the  collapse  of  Russia  in  1917, 

to  •  sought  a  substitute  ally  in  Poland.  Accordingly,  Foch  wanted 
pto^p^  f ^  of  East  Prussia  to  Poland.  Instead,  the  experts  (who  were  very 
the'  Poland  access  to  the  sea  by  severing  East  Prussia  from 

rest  of  Germany  by  creating  a  Polish  Corridor  in  the  valley  of  the 
\yjtJ^p  of  the  area  was  Polish-speaking,  and  Gentian  commerce 

the  largely  bv  sea.  How'ever,  the  city  of  Danzig,  at 

of  the  Vistula,  was  clearly  a  German  city.  Lloyd  George  re- 
Pro  Poland.  Instead,  it  was  made  a  Free  City  under  the 

_^^cction  of  the  League  of  Nations. 

Rh'  ^^‘^och  wished  to  detach  the  whole  of  Germany  west  of  the 
p  so-called  Rhineland)  to  create  a  separate  state  and  increase 

^  ^  security  against  Germany.  They  gave  up  their  separatist  agita- 
An  1*''  ^^*^orn  for  Wilson’s  promise  of  iMarch  14,  1919  to  give  a  joint 
sign  ^  guarantee  against  a  German  attack.  This  promise  was 

bj  treaty  form  on  June  28,  1919,  but  fell  through  when  the 

been*^  ^'^^tes  Senate  did  not  ratify  the  agreement.  Since  Clemenceau  had 
onlv  E  ^  persuade  Foch  and  Poincare  to  accept  the  Rhine  settlement 
ical  of  this  guarantee,  its  failure  to  materialize  ended  his  polit- 

Pto  Tire  Riiineland  settlement  as  it  stood  had  two  quite  separate 

the  the  one  hand,  the  Rhineland  and  three  bridgeheads  on 

fro  *^*te  Rhine  were  to  be  occupied  by  Allied  troops  for 

years.  On  the  other  hand  the  Rhineland  and  a  zone 
'  ometers  wide  along  the  right  bank  were  to  be  permanently  de- 
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militarized  and  any  violation  of  this  could  be  regarded  as  a  hostile 
by  the  signers  of  the  treaty.  This  meant  that  any  German  troops  or  f^*^' 
tifications  were  excluded  from  this  area  forever.  This  iras  the  most  ii'j' 
portant  clause  of  the  Treaty  of  Versailles.  So  long  as  it  remained 
effect,  the  great  industrial  region  of  the  Ruhr  on  the  right  bank  of 
Rhine,  the  economic  backbone  of  Germany’s-  ability  to  wage  warfat^' 
was  exposed  to  a  quick  French  military  thrust  from  the  west,  and  Ger¬ 
many  could  not  threaten  France  or  move  eastward  against  Czechoslo¬ 
vakia  or  Poland  if  France  objected. 

Of  these  two  clauses,  the  militaiA-  occupation  of  the  Rhineland  and  tho 
bridgeheads  was  ended  in  1930,  five  years  ahead  of  schedule.  This  made 
it  possible  for  Hitler  to  destroy  the  second  provision,  the  demilitan^®' 
tion  of  western  Germany,  by  remilitarizing  the  area  in  March  193d- 

The  last  disputed  territorial  change  of  the  Treaty  of  Versailles 
concerned  with  the  Saar  Basin,  rich  in  industry  and  coal.  Although 
population  was  clearly  German,  the  French  claimed  most  of  it  in  <9 ‘9 
on  the  grounds  that  two-thirds  of  it  had  been  inside  the  French  fm'’ 
tiers  of  1814  and  that  they  should  obtain  the  coal  mines  as  compensation 
for  the  French  mines  destroyed  by  the  Germans  in  1918.  They  did 
the  mines,  but  the  area  was  separated  politically  from  both  countries  to 
be  ruled  by  the  League  of  Nations  for  fifteen  years  and  then  gi''^” 
plebiscite.  MTen  the  plebiscite  was  held  in  1935,  after  an  admira 
League  administration,  only  about  2,000  out  of  about  528,000  voted  to 
join  France,  while  about  90  percent  wished  to  join  Germany,  the  m 
mainder  indicating  their  desire  to  continue  under  League  rule.  The  Get 
mans,  as  a  result  of  this  vote,  agreed  to  buy  back  the  coal  mines  fro'” 
France  for  900  million  francs,  payable  in  coal  over  a  five-year  period- 

The  territorial  provisions  of  the  treaties  of  Saint-Germain  and  Trimo” 
were  such  as  to  destroy  completely  the  Austro-Hungarian  Empire.  Ati*" 
tria  was  reduced  from  1 1 5,000  square  miles  with  30  million  inhabium 
to  32,000  square  miles  with  6.5  million  inhabitants.  To  CzechoslovV 
went  Bohemia,  Moravia,  parts  of  Lower  Austria,  and  .^itstrian  Silesia- 
Yugoslavia  went  Bosnia,  Herzegovina,  and  Dalmatia.  To  Romania  '' 
Bukovina.  To  Italy  went  South  Tyrol,  Trentino,  Istria,  and  an  extensi'^ 
area  north  of  the  Adriatic,  including  Trieste. 

The  Treaty  of  Trianon  reduced  Hungary  from  125,000  square  m>  ^ 
with  21  million  inhabitants  to  35,000  square  miles  with  8  million  1 
habitants.  To  Czechoslovakia  went  Slovakia  and  Ruthenia;  to  Rom^ 
went  Transylvania,  part  of  the  Hungarian  plain,  and  most  of  the  ' 
to  Yugoslavia  went  the  rest  of  the  Banat,  Croatia-Slavonia,  and  so 
other  districts. 

The  treaties  of  peace  set  the  boundaries  of  the  defeated  states  but 
those  of  the  new  states.  These  latter  w-ere  fixed  by  a  number  of 
made  in  the  years  following  1918.  The  process  led  to  disputes  and  o' 
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violent  clashes  of  arms,  and  some  issues  are  still  subjects  of  discord  to 
®  present  time. 

p  I  most  violent  controversies  arose  in  regard  to  the  boundaries  of 
Y°®nd.  Of  these,  only  that  with  Germany  was  set  by  the  Treaty  of 
^rsailles.  The  Poles  refused  to  accept  their  other  frontiers  as  suggested 
y  ^e  Allies  at  Paris,  and  bv  1920  were  at  war  with  Lithuania  over 
with  Russia  over  the  eastern  border,  with  the  Ukrainians  over 
be^  "  Czechoslovakia  over  Teschen.  The  struggle  over  Vilna 

^  in  when  the  Poles  took  the  district  from  the  Russians  but 
anT  again.  The  Russians  yielded  it  to  the  Lithuanians  in  1920, 

this  Was  accepted  by  Poland,  but  within  three  months  it  was  seized 
''as  1  freebooters.  A  plebiscite,  ordered  by  the  League  of  Nations, 
in  •  January  1922  under  Polish  control  and  gave  a  Polish  ma- 

Lithuanians  refused  to  accept  the  validity  of  this  vote  or  a 
area^'^'^  Conference  of  Ambassadors  of  March  1923,  giving  the 

witii  T  Instead,  Lithuania  continued  to  consider  itself  at  war 

p  j  t^'and  until  December  1927. 

jp  °  not  fare  so  well  at  the  other  end  of  its  frontier.  There  fight- 

6  toke  out  between  Czech  and  Polish  forces  over  Teschen  in  January 
clai^  ^  Conference  of  Ambassadors  divided  the  area  between  the  two 
'920)'*'^'^^’  valuable  coal  mines  to  Czechoslovakia  (July 

the ^  eastern  frontier  was  settled  only  after  a  bloody  war  with 
do\v  Supreme  Council  in  December  1919  had  laid 

so-called  “Curzon  Line”  as  the  eastern  boundary  of  Polish 
and  but  within  six  months  the  Polish  armies  had  crossed  this 

Pol  '’^nced  beyond  Kiev.  A  Russian  counterattack  soon  drove  the 

pealed  Polish  territory  was  invaded  in  its  turn.  The  Poles  ap- 

Vene  P^nic  to  the  Supreme  Council,  which  was  reluctant  to  inter- 

'vitlt  Prench,  Iiowever,  did  not  hesitate,  and  sent  General  Weygand 

'he  to  defend  Warsaw.  The  Russian  offensive  was  broken  on 

af  i^j  and  peace  negotiations  began.  Tlie  final  settlement,  signed 

the  (f  '  March  1921,  gave  Poland  a  frontier  150  miles  farther  east  than 

eludi  't'M  brought  into  Poland  many  non-Polish  peoples,  in- 

6  one  million  M'hite  Russians  and  four  million  Ukrainians. 

dispute  witli  Russia  arising  from  the  Romanian 
^rnb  Bessarabia  in  1918.  In  October  1920,  the  Conference  of 

arid  recognized  Bessarabia  as  part  of  Romania.  Russia  protested, 

tUfi^  ^  United  States  refused  to  accept  the  transfer.  In  view  of  these  dis- 
in  Poland  and  Romania  signed  a  defensive  alliance  against  Russia 

ittiportant  dispute  of  this  kind  arose  over  the  disposition  of 
volygj  problem  was  acute  because  one  of  the  Great  Powers  was  in- 
he  Italians  had  yielded  Fiunte  to  Yugoslavia  in  the  Treaty  of 
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London  of  1915  and  had  promised,  in  November  1918,  to  draw  tlie 
Italian-Yugoslav  boundar\"  on  lines  of  nanonality.  Thus  they  had  little 
claim  to  Fiumc.  Nevertheless,  at  Paris  they  insisted  on  it,  for  politiC‘^1 
and  economic  reasons.  Having  just  e.xcluded  the  Habsburg  Empire  froi” 
the  Adriatic  Sea,  and  not  wishing  to  see  any  new  Pow  er  rise  in  its  placCi 
they  did  all  thev  could  to  hamper  Yugoslavia  and  to  curtail  its  access  to 
the  Adriatic.  .Moreover,  the  Italian  acquisition  of  Trieste  gave  them  a 
great  seaport  with  no  future,  since  it  was  separated  bv  a  political  boun¬ 
dary  from  the  hinterland  whence  it  could  draw  its  trade.  'r(j  proteet^ 
Trieste,  Itai\'  wanted  to  control  all  the  possible  competing  ports  in 
area.  The  city  of  Fiume  itself  was  largely  Italian,  but  the  suburbs  an 
surrounding  countryside  were  overwhelmingly  Slav.  The  e.xponf^ 
Paris  wished  to  give  Italy  neither  Fiumc  nor  Dalmatia,  but  Colonel  Hous‘d 
tried  to  overrule  the  e.xperts  in  order  to  obtain  Italian  support  for  tn 
League  of  Nations  in  return.  Wilson  overruled  House  and  issued  1''^ 
famous  appeal  to  the  Italian  people  which  resulted  in  tlie  tempotaO 
withdrawal  of  the  Italian  delegation  from  Paris.  After  their  return, 
issue  was  left  unsettled.  In  September  1919  an  erratic  Italian  poet,  Ga¬ 
briele  D’Annunzio,  with  a  band  of  freebooters,  seized  Fiume  and  set  up 
an  independent  government  on  a  comic-opera  basis.  The  dispute  betweeu 
Italy  and  Yugoslavia  continued  with  decreasing  bitterness  until  NoveiU 
ber  1920,  when  they  signed  a  treaty  at  Rapallo  dividing  the  area 
leaving  Fiume  itself  a  free  city.  This  settlement  was  not  satisfactory’ 
group  of  Fascists  from  Italy  (where  this  party  wus  not  yet  in  office/ 
seized  the  city  in  .March  1922  and  were  removed  by  the  Italian  Arm' 
three  wrecks  later.  The  problem  was  finally  settled  by  the  Treaty  u 
Rome  of  January  1924,  by  which  Fiume  was  granted  to  Italy,  but  tn 
suburb  of  Port  Baros  and  a  fifty-year  lease  on  one  of  the  three  harho’^ 
basins  went  to  Yugoslavia. 

These  territorial  disputes  are  of  importance  because  they  continued  m 
lacerate  relationships  betw-een  neighboring  states  until  well  into  the 
riod  of  World  ^V’ar  II  and  even  later.  The  names  of  Fiume,  Thrace, 
sarabia,  Epirus,  Transylvania,  .Memel,  \^ilna,  Teschen,  the  Saar,  Dauz'S’ 
and  Macedonia  were  still  echoing  as  battlecries  of  overheated  national's'^ 
twenty  years  after  the  Peace  Conference  assembled  at  Paris.  The  "U' 
of  that  conference  had  undoubtedly  reduced  the  numbers  of  inino''''^) 


peoples,  but  this  had  only  serx^ed  to  increase  the  intensity  of  feeling  " 
the  minorities  remaining.  The  numbers  of  these  remained  large.  The'^ 
were  over  1,000,000  Germans  in  Poland,  550,000  in  LIungary, 


in  Czechoslovakia,  about  joo.o* 
250,000  in  Italy.  There  were 
in  Czechoslovakia,  and  about 


—  in  Romania,  500,000  in  Yugoslavui,  a 
450,000  .Magyars  in  Yugoslavia, 
1,500,000  in  Romania.  There  were  anU 


5,000,000  WTiite  Russians  and  Ukrainians  in  Poland  and  about  1,10'’’°^ 


of  these  in  Romania.  To  protect  these  minorities  the  Allied  and  Asso<" 
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Powers  forced  the  new  states  of  central  and  eastern  Europe  to  sign 
Jvv'Rority  treaties,  by  which  these  minorities  were  granted  a  certain  min- 
of  cultural  and  political  rights.  These  treaties  were  guaranteed  by 
of^  Nations,  but  there  was  no  potcer  to  enforce  obsert^ation 

heir  terms.  The  most  that  could  be  done  was  to  issue  a  public  repri- 
vd  against  the  offending  government,  as  was  done,  more  than  once, 
°^c.\ample,  against  Poland. 

to  d  v^'^'3'iiiRnient  provisions  of  the  peace  treaties  were  much  easier 
ratv  up  than  to  enforce.  It  was  clearly  understood  that  the  disarma- 
dis.”^*^  defeated  Powers  was  but  the  first  step  toward  the  general 

|.l^i^*‘^^'vvcnt  of  the  victor  nations  as  well.  In  the  case  of  the  Germans 
Connection  was  e.\plicitly  made  in  the  treaty  so  that  it  w’as  necessary, 
order  to  keep  Germany  legally  disarmed,  for  the  other  signers  of  the 
work  constantly  toward  general  disarmament  after  1919  lest 
crnians  claim  that  tiiev  were  no  longer  bound  to  remain  disarmed. 

R  all  of  the  treaties,  certain  weapons  like  tanks,  poisonous  gas,  air- 
in  artillery,  and  warships  over  a  certain  size,  as  well  as  all 

gj^^|j^®*^'v)nal  trade  in  arms,  were  forbidden.  Germany  was  allowed  a 
3Rd  number  and  size  of  vessels,  while  Austria,  Hungary, 

Rlgaria  were  allowed  no  navy  worthy  of  the  name.  Each  army  was 
to  ^^*^*^*^  Germany  to  100,000  men,  Austria  to  30,000,  Hungary 

35^000,  and  Bulgaria  to  20,000.  Moreover,  these  men  had  to  be  vol- 
s  on  twelve-year  enlistments,  and  all  compulsory  military  training, 
vi  •  staffs,  or  mobilization  plans  were  forbidden.  These  training  pro- 
vif>  ^  ^  mistake,  forced  through  by  the  Anglo-Americans  over  the 

b  tons  protests  of  the  French.  The  Anglo-Americans  regarded  com- 
Rar  tnilitary  training  as  “militaristic’’;  the  French  considered  it  the 
tions''  ^”‘^v:omitant  of  universal  manhood  suffrage  and  had  no  objec- 
^  its  use  in  Germany,  since  it  would  proyide  only  a  large  number 
trained  men;  they  did,  however,  object  to  the  twelve-year 
a  la  ^RV’ored  by  the  British,  since  this  would  provide  Germany  with 
^tvniber  of  liighly  trained  men  who  could  be  used  as  officers  in 
pj.'  ^^''*v’cd  German  Ajmy.  On  this,  as  in  so  many  issues  where  the 
tile  P  ^  overruled  by  the  Anglo-Americans,  time  was  to  prove  that 
position  was  correct. 

viol  ^  ^^P^tations  provisions  of  the  treaties  caused  some  of  the  most 
con  ''^ffotnents  at  the  Peace  Conference  and  were  a  prolific  source  of 
The  ^°r  more  than  a  dozen  years  after  the  conference  ended, 

tin  ^  Americans  to  establish  some  rational  basis  for  repara- 

by  an  engineering  survey  of  the  actual  damage  to  be  re- 
V'’cre  economic  survey  of  Germany's  capacity  to  pay  reparations, 

ffriie  aside,  largely  because  of  k'rench  objections.  At  the  same 

3II0W  efforts  to  restrict  reparations  to  \\  ar  damages,  and  not 

'  ’^ffem  to  be  extended  to  cover  the  much  larger  total  of  war  costs. 
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were  blocked  by  the  British,  who  would  have  obtained  much  less  under 
damages  than  under  costs.  By  proving  to  the  French  that  the  Gerinai 
capacity  to  pay  was,  in  fact,  limited,  and  that  the  French  would  get  ^ 
much  larger  fraction  of  Germany’s  payments  under  “damages”  than  un¬ 
der  “costs,”  the  Americans  were  able  to  cut  down  on  the  British  de¬ 
mands,  although  the  South  African  delegate.  General  Smuts,  was  able 
to  get  military  pensions  inserted  as  one  of  the  categories  for  wdiich  Ger¬ 
many  had  to  pay.  The  French  were  torn  bersveen  a  desire  to  obtain 
large  a  fraction  as  possible  of  Germany’s  payments  and  a  desire  to  pu^ 
on  Germany  such  a  crushing  burden  of  indebtedness  that  German) 
would  be  ruined  be\  ond  the  point  where  it  could  threaten  French  se¬ 


curity  again. 

The  British  delegation  was  sharply  divided.  The  chief  British  financw 
delegates.  Lords  Cunliffe  and  Sumner,  were  so  astronomically  unrea- 
istic  in  their  estimates  of  Germany’s  ability  to  pay  that  they  w'cre  calk 
the  “heavenly  twins,”  w^hile  manv  younger  members  of  the  delegatin'’ 
led  by  John  Maynard  (later  Lord)  Keynes,  either  saw’  important  eno 
nomic  limits  on  Germany’s  ability  to  pay  or  felt  that  a  policy  of  fello" 
ship  and  fraternity  should  incline  Britain  toward  a  low  estimate 
Germany’s  obligations.  Feeling  w’as  so  high  on  this  issue  that  it 
impossible  to  set  an  exact  figure  for  Germany’s  reparations  in  the  treat) 
itself.  Instead  a  compromise,  originally  suggested  by  the  American  Jon 
Foster  Dulles,  was  adopted.  By  this,  German)'  was  forced  to  admit  ‘ 
unlimited,  theoretical  obligation  to  pay  but  w'as  actually  bound  to  p".' 


for  only  a  limited  list  of  ten  categories  of  obligations.  The  former  ; 
mission  has  gone  dow-n  in  history  as  the  “w'ar-guilt  clause”  (Article  23 
of  the  treaty).  Bv  it  Germany  accepted  “the  responsibility  of  Gcrma”) 
and  her  allies  for  causing  all  the  loss  and  damage  to  which  the 
and  Associated  Governments  and  their  nationals  have  been  subjected 
a  consequence  of  the  w-ar  imposed  upon  them  by  the  aggression  of 


many  and  her  allies.” 


The  following  clause.  Article  232,  was  concerned  w’ith  the 
tions  obligation,  listing  ten  categories  of  damages  of  which  the  ten  ^ 
concerned  with  pensions  and  inserted  by  General  Smuts,  repie.sente 
liability  larger  than  the  aggregate  of  the  preceding  nine  categoi'ie!’ 
gether.  Since  a  considerable  period  w’as  needed  for  the  Reparations 
mission  to  discover  the  value  of  these  categories,  the  Germans  were  ^ 
quired  to  begin  immediate  delivery  to  the  victors  of  large  quantities 
property,  chiefly  coal  and  timber.  Only  in  May  192 1  w  as  the  full  tep"  ^ 
tions  obligation  presented  to  the  Germans.  Amounting  to  132 
million  gold  marks  (about  32.5  billion  dollars),  this  bill  was  accepte 
Germany  under  pressure  of  a  si.\-day  ultimatum,  which  threateue 
occupy  the  Ruhr  Valley. 

The  reparations  clauses  of  the  other  treaties  were  of  little  signifieai' 


Was  unable  to  pay  anv  reparations  because  of  the  w  eakened  eco- 
^  condition  of  that  stump  of  the  Habsburg  Empire.  Bulgaria  and 
^'ngary  pgjj  small  fractions  of  their  obligations  before  all  repara- 
s  "ere  wdped  out  in  the  financial  debacle  of  1931-1932. 
the  ’■^‘^^tics  made  at  Paris  had  no  enforcement  provisions  w'orthy  of 
hav  c.xcept  for  the  highly  inadequate  Rhineland  clauses  which  we 
be  ^  ”'e'ntioned.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  defeated  Powers  could 

to  fulfill  the  provisions  of  these  treaties  only  if  the  coalition 
*^®tl  w'on  the  war  were  to  continue  to  work  as  a  unit.  This  did 
|j^^^'*^t'ur.  The  United  States  left  the  coalition  as  a  result  of  the  Repub- 
Ptes’  '  tiver  Wilson  in  the  congressional  elections  of  1918  and  the 

'  t'ntial  election  of  1920.  Italv  was  alienated  by  the  failure  of  the 
'ver>'  ■■'^tisfy  her  ambitions  in  the  Mediterranean  and  Africa.  But  these 
details.  If  the  Anglo-French  Entente  had  been  maintained,  the 
•talv'*^^  Ivave  been  enforced  without  either  the  United  States  or 

Poi'  '■'i^intidned.  Britain  and  France  saw'  the  world  from 

the  different  that  it  w’as  almost  impossible  to  believe  that 

alth  looking  at  the  same  w'orld.  The  reason  for  this  was  simple, 

ough  it  Jiaj  many  comple.x  consequences  and  implications. 

Ip  th  w'hile  France  felt  completely  insecure 

Trc'^  Germany.  As  a  consequence  of  the  war,  even  before  the 

biti'  Versailles  was  signed,  Britain  had  obtained  all  her  chief  am- 

of  respect  to  Germany.  The  Gennan  Navy  was  at  the  bottom 

‘■'liant^fl'^  I'lo"’,  .scuttled  by  the  Germans  themselves;  the  German  mer- 
dvfit  "  scattered,  captured,  and  destroyed;  the  German  colonial 
"'as  .  P'rded  and  its  areas  occupied;  the  German  commercial  rivalry 
dest  !’>'  ’^lie  loss  of  its  patents  and  industrial  techniques,  the 

thj.  of  all  its  commercial  outlets  and  banking  connections 

kgtj  ’•''‘P  "’orld,  and  the  loss  of  its  rapidly  growing  prewar  mar- 

trpoi  Iwd  obtained  these  aims  by  December  1918  and  needed  no 

to  retain  them. 

the  other  hand,  had  not  obtained  the  one  thing  it  wanted; 
than  p’  population  and  industrial  strength  Germany  was  far  stronger 
to  tance,  and  still  growing.  It  was  evident  that  France  had  been  able 
capjg  ^t;rmany  only  by  a  narrow'  margin  in  1914-1918  and  only  be- 
P]-3i  °  help  of  Britain,  Russia,  Italy,  Belgium,  and  the  United  States. 

■  ,  e  had  no  truaranroo  rhar  -ill  rhpQp  or  pvrn  anv  of  rhpm  woiiIH  he  nr 


Its  ^  guarantee  t 

^^Ussia  "  ‘tf 

and  B  ^vould  not 

Werg  tlubious  that  they 
that  p^^^P^t'ed  to  come  to 
futnr  "''Jtild  be  able 


guarantee  that  all  these  or  even  any  of  them  would  be  at 
future  w  ar  with  Germany.  In  fact,  it  w  as  quite  clear  that 
y'  W'ould  not  be  at  its  side.  The  refusal  of  the  United  States 
give  any  guarantee  to  France  against  German  aggression 
IS  that  they  would  be  ready  to  help  either.  Even  if  they 
to  come  to  the  rescue  ultimately,  there  was  no  guarantee 
luld  be  able  to  withstand  the  initial  German  assault  in  any 
she  had  withstood,  by  the  barest  margin,  the  assault  of 
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1914.  Even  if  it  could  be  withstood,  and  if  Britain  ultimately  came  to  tlie 
rescue,  France  would  hav'e  to  fight,  once  again,  as  in  the  period  ipH" 
1918,  with  the  richest  portion  of  France  under  enemy  military  occups" 
tion.  In  such  circumstances,  what  guarantee  would  there  be  even  of  ulti" 
mate  success?  Doubts  of  this  kind  gave  France  a  feeling  of  insecurity 
which  practically  became  a  psychosis,  especially  as  France  found  its  efi 
forts  to  increase  its  security  blocked  at  every  turn  by  Britain.  It  seernco 
to  France  that  the  Treaty'  of  Versailles,  which  had  given  Britain  every¬ 
thing  it  could  want  from  Germanv,  did  not  give  France  the  one  thing  "• 
wanted.  As  a  result,  it  proved  impossible  to  obtain  any  solution  to 
two  other  chief  problems  of  international  politics  in  the  period  i9’9' 
1929.  To  these  three  problems  of  security',  disarmament,  and  reparations, 
we  now  turn. 


Security,  1919-1935 

France  sought  security  after  1918  by  a  scries  of  alternatives.  As  a 
choice,  it  wanted  to  detach  the  Rhineland  from  Germany;  this  was  pr®' 
vented  by  the  xAnglo-Americans.  As  a  second  choice,  France  uaintcd  « 
■‘League  with  teeth,”  that  is,  a  League  of  Nations  with  an  intcrnationn 
police  force  empowered  to  take  automatic  and  immediate  action  agi’”^^ 
an  aggressor;  this  was  blocked  by  the  Anglo-Americans.  As  componj’'’' 
tion  for  the  loss  of  these  first  two  choices,  France  accepted,  as  a  tnn‘‘ 
choice,  an  Anglo-American  treaty  of  guarantee,  but  this  was  lost  in  >9 '9 
by  the  refusal  of  the  United  States  Senate  to  ratify  the  agreement 
the  refusal  of  Britain  to  assume  the  burden  alone.  In  consequence,  t''*" 
French  were  forced  back  on  a  fourth  choice— allies  to  the  east  of 
many'.  The  chief  steps  in  this  were  the  creation  of  a  ‘‘Little  Entente 
enforce  the  Treaty  of  Trianon  against  Hungary  in  1920-1921  and 
bringing  of  France  and  Poland  into  this  s\  stem  to  make  it  a  coalition  0 
“satisfied  Powers.”  The  Little  Entente  was  formed  b\'  a  series  of  bilater 
alliances  between  Romania,  Czechoslovakia,  and  Yugosknia.  This 
w'idened  by  a  French-Polish  Treaty  (February  1921)  and  a  Freno 
Czechoslovak  Treaty  (January  1924).  This  system  contributed  relati''®.' 
little  to  French  security  because  of  the  weakness  of  these  allies  (e.sc®P^ 
Czechoslovakia)  and  the  opposition  of  Britain  to  any  French 
against  Germany  along  the  Rhine,  the  only  way  in  which  France  con^ 
guarantee  Poland  or  Czechoslovakia  against  Germany.  In  conscqnef’®®’ 
France  continued  its  agitation  both  for  a  British  guarantee  and  to 
teeth”  into  the  League  of  Nations. 
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Thus  France  wanted  security,  w^hile  Britain  had  security.  France 
^^eded  Britain,  while  Britain  regarded  France  as  a  rival  outside  Europe 
v^speeially  in  the  Near  East)  and  the  chief  challenge  to  Britain’s  cus- 
niary  balance-of-power  policy  in  Europe.  After  1919  the  British,  and 
some  Americans,  spoke  of  “French  hegemony”  on  the  Continent  of 
rope.  The  first  rule  of  British  foreign  policy  for  four  centuries  had 
to  oppose  a?iy  hegemony  on  the  Continent  and  to  do  so  by  seeking 
strengthen  the  second  strongest  Power  against  the  strongest;  after 
Britain  regarded  Germany  as  the  second  strongest  Pow'er  and 
tance  as  the  strongest,  a  quite  mistaken  view’  in  the  light  of  the  popu- 
co  productivity,  and  general  organizations  of  the  two 

because  France  lacked  security,  its  chief  concern  in  every  issue  was 
Britain  had  security,  its  chief  concern  was  economic, 
^political  desires  of  France  required  that  Germany  should  be  w'eak- 
®  ;  the  economic  desires  of  Britain  required  that  Germany  should  be 
,  in  order  to  increase  the  prosperity  of  all  Europe.  While  the 

political  threat  to  France  w’as  Gennany,  the  chief  economic  and 
cial  threat  to  Britain  w-as  Bolshevism.  In  any  struggle  with  Bolshevist 
Britain  tended  to  regard  Germany  as  a  potential  ally,  especially 
Lord"*^'^^  prosperous  and  powerful.  This  was  the  primary  concern  of 
^^bernon,  British  ambassador  in  Berlin  in  the  critical  years  1920- 
other  hand,  w'hile  France  w’as  completely  opposed  to  the 


rnic  and  social  system  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  could  not  easily 
^ J'get  the  immense  French  investments  which  had  been  lost  in  that 
an  tended  to  regard  the  Russians  as  potential  allies  against 

Germany  (although  France  did  not  make  an  alliance  with 
'"^gSoviet  Union  until'  1935). 

saillc^^^^^  of  its  insecurity  France  tended  to  regard  the  Treaty  of  Ver- 
'*rran  ^  Permanent  settlement,  w'hile  Britain  regarded  it  as  a  temporary 
he  subject  to  modification.  Although  dissatisfied  with  the 

in  ' felt  that  it  w’as  the  best  it  could  hope  to  get,  especially 
it  tile  narrow’  margin  by  w’hich  Germany  had  decided  to  sign 

’^^ined^  "hen  faced  with  a  worldwide  coalition.  Britain,  w’hich  had  ob- 
to  desires  before  the  treaty  was  signed,  had  no  reluctance 

°  Ty  it,  although  it  w  as  onlv  in  1935  (w'ith  the  Anglo-German  naval 
that  it  attempted  to  modify  the  colonial,  naval,  or  merchant- 
^l‘'i'ses  from  which  it  had  benefited.  But  in  1935  it  had,  for  more 
lu,i  1  .vears,  been  seeking  to  modify  the  clauses  from  w’hich  France 

'!j,^5cnefitcd.  ^ 

Uj,- .  ^  Trench  believed  that  peace  in  Europe  w’as  indivisible,  w’hile  the 
that  it  was  divisible.  That  means  that  the  French  believed 
"est  ^  P^^t:e  of  eastern  Europe  w’as  a  primary  concern  of  the  states  of 
^Hi  Europe  and  that  the  latter  states  could  not  allow'  Germany  to 
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move  eastw  ard  because  that  would  permit  her  to  gain  strength  to  strik'-' 
back  w'estward.  The  British  believed  that  the  peace  of  eastern  Europ*^^ 
and  that  of  western  Europe  were  quite  separate  things  and  that  it 
their  concern  to  maintain  peace  in  the  west  but  that  any  effort  to  s'*' 
tend  this  to  eastern  Europe  would  merely  involve  the  West  in  “every 
little  squabble”  of  these  continually  squabbling  “backward”  peoples 
and  could,  as  happened  in  1914,  make  a  world  w'ar  out  of  a  local  diS' 
pute.  The  Locarno  Pacts  of  19:5  were  the  first  concrete  achieveine'’^ 
of  this  British  point  of  view,  as  we  shall  see.  To  the  French  argun'*^''| 
that  Germany  would  get  stronger  and  thus  more  able  to  strike  westw'iit‘ 
if  allowed  to  grow  eastward  the  British  usually  replied  that  the  Germi'f'® 
were  equally  likely  to  become  satisfied  or  get  mired  down  in  the  gr^^’’ 
open  spaces  of  the  East. 

France  believed  that  Germanv  could  be  made  to  keep  the  peace  1>) 
duress,  while  Britain  believed  that  Germany  could  be  persuaded  to  kc^P 
the  peace  by  concessions.  The  French,  especially  the  political  Righ'^  | 
France,  could  see  no  difference  between  the  Germans  of  the  empire  . 
the  Germans  of  the  Weimar  Republic:  “Scratch  a  German  and  you 
find  a  Hun,”  they  said.  The  British,  especially  the  political  Left,  t® 
garded  the  Germans  of  the  Weimar  Republic  as  totally  different  fr^^' 
the  Germans  of  the  empire,  purified  by  suffering  and  freed  from  w 
tyranny  of  the  imperial  autocracy;  they  were  prepared  to  clasp  th^^ 
new  Germans  to  their  hearts  and  to  make  any  concession  to  encourage 
them  to  proceed  on  the  path  of  democracy  and  liberalism.  When 
British  began  to  talk  in  this  fashion,  appealing  to  high  principles  of  int^*^ 
national  cooperation  and  conciliation,  the  French  tended  to  regard 
as  hypocrites,  pointing  out  that  the  British  appeal  to  principles 
appear  until  British  interests  had  been  satisfied  and  until  these  ,  I 

could  be  used  as  obstacles  to  the  satisfaction  of  French  interests.  1 
British  tended  to  reply  to  the  French  remarks  about  the  dangers  of  Eng^ 
lish  hypocrisy  with  a  few  remarks  of  their  owm  about  the  dangers 
French  militarism.  In  this  sad  fashion,  the  core  of  the  coalition  which 
beaten  Germany  dissolved  in  a  confusion  of  misunderstandings  and  re 
criminations.  ,  j 

This  contrast  between  the  French  and  the  British  attitudes  on 
policy  is  an  oversimplification  of  both.  iVbout  1935  there  appeare 
considerable  change  in  both  countries,  and,  long  before  that  date,  t 
were  differences  between  different  groups  within  each  country. 

In  both  Britain  and  France  (before  1935)  there  was  a  difference  ^ 
opinion  in  international  pohtics  which  followed  general  political 
looks  (and  even  class  lines)  rather  closely.  In  Britain,  persons  who 
of  the  Left  tended  to  believe  in  revision  of  the  Treaty  of  Versailles  ^ 
favor  of  Germany,  collective  security,  general  disarmament,  and  ^ 
ship  with  the  Soviet  Union.  In  the  same  period,  the  Right  were  imp“*^‘ 
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'"th  policies  based  on  humanitarianism,  idealism,  or  friendship  for  the 
Viet  Union,  and  wanted  to  pursue  a  policy  of  “national  interest,”  by 
they  meant  emphasis  on  strengthening  the  empire,  conducting  an 
fSgtessive  commercial  policy  against  outsiders,  and  adopting  relative 
®*^ionism  in  general  policy  with  no  European  political  commitments 
^cept  west  of  the  Rhine  (where  Britain’s  interests  were  immediate). 
.  ^  groups  of  the  Left  were  in  office  in  Britain  for  only  about  two  years 
twenty  years  1919-1939  and  then  only  as  a  minority  government 
1929-1931);  the  groups  of  the  Right  were  in  power  for  eighteen 
®  ^hese  twenty  years,  usually  with  an  absolute  majority.  However,  dur- 
these  tM'enty  years  the  people  of  Britain  w  ere  generally  sympathetic 
°  the  point  of  view  of  the  Left  in  foreign  policy,  although  they  gener- 
•  /  Voted  in  elections  on  the  basis  of  domestic  rather  than  foreign  pol- 
^l^s-  This  means  that  the  people  were  in  favor  of  revision  of  Versailles, 
Collective  security,  of  international  cooperation,  and  of  disarmament, 
tvnowing  this,  the  British  governments  of  the  Right  began  to  follow  a 
Uole  policy:  a  public  policy  in  which  they  spoke  loudly  in  support  of 
,  "'e  have  called  the  foreign  policy  of  the  Left,  and  a  secret  policy  in 

tch  they  acted  in  support  of  wffiat  we  have  called  the  foreign  policy 
of  R  Thus  the  stated  policy  of  the  government  and  the  policy 

^  British  people  were  based  on  support  of  the  League  of  Nations, 
international  cooperation,  and  of  disarmament.  Yet  the  real  policy  vvas 
/  ilifferent.  Lord  Curzon,  wffio  was  foreign  secretary  for  four  years 
919-1923)  called  the  League  of  Nations  “a  good  joke”;  Britain  re- 
every  effort  of  France  and  Czechoslovakia  to  strengthen  the  sys- 
’’1  of  collective  security;  while  openly  supporting  the  Naval  Disarma- 
f^ent  Conference  at  Geneva  (1927)  and  the  World  Disarmament  Con- 
"Wcl^^  ^ '0’*5-i935),  Britain  signed  a  secret  agreement  with  France 
disarmament  on  land  as  well  as  on  the  sea  (July  1928) 
an  agreement  with  Germany  w  hich  released  her  from  her 
Pol'*  ^‘^“vniamcnt  ( 1935).  After  1935  the  contrast  between  the  public 
tanl  ^  secret  policy  became  so  sharp  that  the  authorized  biog- 

Lord  Halifax  (foreign  secretary  in  1938-1940)  coined  the  name 
for  it.  Also,  after  1935,  the  policies  of  both  Right  and  Left 
’^'vged,  becoming  antirevisionist  as  early  as  1934,  con- 

support  disarmament  until  (in  some  cases)  1939,  and  strength- 
insisf  '’vsistcnce  on  collective  security,  while  the  Right  became  more 
cion  revisioni.sm  (by  that  time  called  “appeasement”)  and  opposi- 

Ii/f  Soviet  Union. 

in  g  .  ^“vice  the  contrasts  betw-een  Right  and  Left  w'ere  less  sharp  than 
Con,  *  exceptions  more  numerous,  not  only  because  of  the 

ogy  "l^vative  complexity  of  French  political  parties  and  political  ideol- 
seco’nj*^*^  ®Lo  because  foreign  policy  in  France  was  not  rn  academic  or 
®ry  issue  but  was  an  immediate,  frightening  concern  of  every 
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Frenchman.  Consequently,  differences  of  opinion,  however  noisy 
intense,  were  really  rather  slight.  One  thing  all  Frenchmen  agreed  upoii- 
“It  must  not  happen  again.”  Never  again  must  the  Hun  be  permitted  to  bc' 
come  strong  enough  to  assault  France  as  in  1870  and  in  1914.  To  prevent 
this,  the  Right  and  the  Left  agreed,  there  were  two  methods:  by  tb^ 
collective  action  of  all  nations  and  bv  France’s  own  military  power, 
two  sides  differed  in  the  order  in  which  these  two  should  be  used,  the 
Left  wanting  to  use  collective  action  first  and  France’s  own  power  as  '•> 
supplement  or  a  substitute,  the  Right  wanting  to  use  France’s  own  powef 
first,  with  support  from  the  League  or  other  allies  as  a  supplement. 
addition,  the  Left  tried  to  distinguish  between  the  old  imperial  GenuanV 
and  the  new  republican  Germans',  hoping  to  placate  the  latter  and  tur” 
its  mind  awav  from  revisionism  by  cooperative  friendship  and  collecti'^ 
action.  The  Right,  on  the  other  hand,  found  it  impossible  to  distinguish 
one  Germany  from  another  or  even  one  German  from  another,  belie'’" 
ing  that  all  were  equally  incapable  of  understanding  any  policy  but 
Accordingly,  the  Right  ss'anted  to  use  force  to  compel  Germany  to  fU' 
fill  the  Treaty  of  \Trsai!les,  even  if  France  had  to  act  alone. 


The  policy  of  the  Right  was  the  policy  of  Poincare  and  Barthou; 


the 


policy  of  the  Left  was  the  policy  of  Briand.  The  former  was  useJ 
1918-1924  and,  briefly,  in  1934-1935;  the  latter  was  used  in  1924-19^9' 
The  policy  of  the  Right  failed  in  1924  when  Poincare’s  occupation  of  th® 
Ruhr  in  order  to  force  Germany  to  pay  reparations  was  ended.  This 
showed  that  France  could  not  act  alone  even  against  a  weak  Germii''y 
because  of  the  opposition  of  Britain  and  the  danger  of  alienating 
opinion.  Accordingly,  France  turned  to  a  policy  of  the  Left 
1929).  In  this  period,  -which  is  known  as  the  “Period  of  FulfiUm^^b 
Briand,  as  foreign  minister  of  France,  and  Stresemann,  as  foreign  mii'is'^^ 
of  Germany,  cooperated  in  friendly  terms.  This  period  ended  in  i9'9’ 
not,  as  is  usually  said,  because  Stresemann  died  and  Briand  fell 
office,  but  because  of  a  growing  realization  that  the  whole  policy  of  1'’ 
fillment  (1924-1929)  had  been  based  on  a  misunderstanding.  Briand  w 
lowed  a  policy  of  conciliation  toward  Germany  in  order  to  win 
many  from  any  desire  to  revise  Versailles;  Stresemann  followed  ' 
policy  of  fulfillment  toward  France  in  order  to  win  from  France  a 
vision  of  the  treaty.  It  was  a  relationship  of  cross-purposes,  because  0 
the  crucial  issue  (revision  of  Versailles)  Briand  stood  adamant,  like  m 
Frenchmen,  and  Stresemann  was  irreconcilable,  like  most  Germans. 

In  France,  as  a  result  of  the  failure  of  the  policy  of  the  Right  in  '9jj 
and  of  the  policy  of  the  Left  in  1929,  it  became  clear  that  France  coU 
not  act  alone  toward  Germany.  It  became  clear  that  France  did  not  ha^^ 
freedom  of  action  in  foreign  affairs  and  was  dependent  on  Britain  fo' 
security.  To  win  this  support,  which  Britain  always  held  out  as 


but  did  not  give  until  1939,  Britain  forced  France  to  adopt  the  p< 


bji‘ 

,oiicy 
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appeasement  of  the  British  Right  after  1935.  This  policy  forced 
^nce  to  give  away  every  advantage  M'hich  it  held  over  Germany:  Ger- 
ny  Was  allowed  to  rearm  ( 1935);  Germany  was  allow  ed  to  remilitarize 
Rhineland  (1936);  Italy  was  alienated  (1935);  France  lost  its  last 
east*^*^  frontier  (Spain,  1936-1939);  France  lost  all  her  allies  to  the 
Germany,  including  her  one  strong  ally  (Czechoslovakia,  1938- 
she  h  ^^'ccpt  the  union  of  Austria  with  Germany  which 

P  ad  vetoed  in  1931  (March  1938);  the  power  and  prestige  of  the 
T'^gue  of  Nations  was  broken  and  the  whole  system  of  collective  secur- 
abandoned  (1931-1939);  the  Soviet  Union,  which  had  allied  with 
^sice  and  Czechoslovakia  against  Germany  in  1935,  u'as  treated  as  a 
'^nd^^  nations  and  lost  to  the  anti-German  coalition  (i937-i939)- 

finally,  when  all  these  had  been  lost,  public  opinion  in  England 
British  government  to  abandon  the  Right’s  policy  of  appease- 
^  and  adopt  the  old  French  policy  of  resistance.  This  change  was 
p  P®  “  poor  issue  (Poland,  1939)  after  the  possibility  of  using  the 
s-'lft^  resistance  had  been  destroyed  by  Britain  and  after  France  it- 
In  ^^“^ost  abandoned  it. 

^he  Britain,  there  were  changes  in  the  foreign  policies  of 

Th  Flitler  came  to  power  in  Germany  (1933). 

Co  T  .  more  anti-German  and  abandoned  Briand’s  policy  of 

tue "  Right-  ha  some  sections,  sought  to  make  a  vir- 

to  h°^  '^^t:essity  and  began  to  toy  with  the  idea  that,  if  Germany  was 
mi  strong  anyway,  a  solution  to  the  French  problem  of  security 

Wlv  k  ^°tind  by  turning  Germany  against  the  Soviet  Union.  This  idea, 
to  h  “'teady  had  adherents  in  the  Right  in  Britain,  was  more  acceptable 
(.Q  ?  Right  than  to  the  Left  in  France,  because,  while  the  Right  was 

qP  mous  of  the  political  threat  from  Germany,  it  was  equally  conscious 
the  R*"  economic  threat  from  Bolshevism.  Some  members  of 

Q  t^ight  in  France  even  went  so  far  as  to  picture  France  as  an  ally  of 
*^ttnany  in  the  assault  on  the  Soviet  Union.  On  the  other  hand,  many 
the^^*^^  t>f  the  Right  in  France  continued  to  insist  that  the  chief,  or  even 
^  only,  threat  to  France  was  from  the  danger  of  German  aggression. 

,  ranee,  as  in  Britain,  there  appeared  a  double  policy  but  only  after 
'vas  rhen,  it  was  more  of  an  attempt  to  pretend  that  France 

than  ^  polict'  of  her  own  instead  of  a  policy  made  in  Britain 

to  attempt  to  pretend  it  M  as  follov  ing  a  policy  of  loyalty 

securitv  and  French  allies  rather  than  a  policy  of  appease- 
nt.  Mliile  France  continued  to  talk  of  her  international  obligations, 
5gjU^° security,  and  of  the  sanctity  of  treaties  (especially  Ver- 
aur  hrrgelv  for  public  consumption,  for  in  fact  from  the 

ind  spring  of  1940  France  had  no  policy  in  Europe 

pendent  of  Britain’s  policy  of  appeasement. 

'is  French  foreign  policy  in  the  vdiole  period  19 19-1939  M'as  dom- 
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inated  by  the  problem  of  security.  These  twenty  years  can  be  divide^) 
into  five  subperiods  as  follows: 


1919-1924,  Policy  of  the  Right 
1924-1929,  Policy  of  the  Left 
1929-1934,  Confusion  and  Transition 
1934-1935,  Policy  of  the  Right 
•935“I9395  Dual  Policy  of  Appeasement 


The  French  feeling  that  they  lacked  security  was  so  powerful  in  i9’9 
that  they  were  quite  willingr  to  sacrifice  the  sovereignty  of  the  Freo<^ 
state  and  its  freedom  of  action  in  order  to  get  a  League  of  Nations 
sessing  the  powers  of  a  world  government.  Accordingly,  at  the 
meeting  of  the  League  of  Nations  Committee  at  the  Paris  Peace  ConR’"' 
ence  in  1919,  the  French  tried  to  establish  a  League  with  its  own  arm.V’ 
its  own  general  staff,  and  its  own  powers  of  police  action  against  ag' 
gressors  without  the  permission  of  the  member  states.  The  Anglo-Am^^ 
icans  were  horrified  at  what  they  regarded  as  an  inexcusable  example  0 
“power  politics  and  militarism.”  They  rode  roughshod  over  the  Fi'C’^ 
and  drew  up  their  own  draft  Covenant  in  which  there  was  no  siicnn 
of  state  sovereignty  and  where  the  new  world  organization  Ivad 
powers  of  its  own  and  no  right  to  take  action  without  the  consent  0^ 
the  parties  concerned.  War  was  not  outlawed  but  merely  subjected  ^ 
certain  procedural  delays  in  making  it,  nor  were  peaceful  procedures  ^ 
settling  international  disputes  made  compulsory  but  instead  were 
provided  for  those  who  wished  to  use  them.  Finally,  no  real 
sanctions  were  provided  to  force  nations  to  use  peaceful  procedures 
even  to  use  the  delaying  procedures  of  the  Covenant  itself.  Econon 
sanctions  were  expected  to  be  used  by  member  nations  against  aggress^^^ 
states  w'hich  violated  the  delaying  procedures  of  the  Covenant,  but 
military  sanctions  could  be  used  except  as  contributed  by  each  st^^ 
itself.  The  League  was  thus  far  from  being  a  world  government 
though  both  its  friends  and  its  enemies,  for  opposite  reasons, 
pretend  that  it  was  more  powerful,  and  more  important,  than  it  ■ 
was.  The  Covenant,  especially  the  critical  articles  10-16,  had 
worded  by  a  skillful  British  lawyer,  Cecil  Hurst,  who  filled  it  with 
holes  cleverly  concealed  under  a  mass  of  impressive  verbiage,  so 
no  state’s  freedom  of  action  was  vitally  restricted  by  the  document, 
politicians  knew  this,  although  it  was  not  widely  publicized  and, 
the  beginning,  those  states  which  wanted  a  real  international  org^j^ 
tion  began  to  seek  to  amend  the  Covenant,  to  “plug  the  loopholes  1"  , 
Any  real  international  political  organization  needed  three  tilings: 
peaceful  procedures  for  settling  all  disputes,  (2)  outlawry  of  noiip^* 
ful  procedures  for  this  purpose,  and  (3)  effective  military  saiictio’^* 
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use  of  the  peaceful  procedures  and  to  prevent  the  use  of  warlike 

procedures. 

League  of  Nations  consi.sted  of  three  parts:  (1)  the  Assembly  of 
rncnibers  of  the  League,  meeting  generallv  in  Septembr  of  each  year; 
and  Lioimcil,  consisting  of  the  Great  Powers  \\’ith  permanent  seats 
‘‘  'Hiinber  of  Lesser  Powers  holding  elective  seats  for  three-year 
dev^^’  Secretariat,  consisting  of  an  international  bureaucracy 

v'oted  to  all  kinds  of  international  cooperation  and  having  its  head¬ 
ing  Geneva.  The  Assembly,  in  spite  of  its  large  numbers  and  its 

oquent  meeting.s,  proved  to  be  a  lively  and  valuable  institution,  full 
p  '’rd-working  and  ingenious  members,  especially  from  the  secondary 
"■':rs,  like  Sp  ain,  Greece,  and  Czechoslovakia.  The  Council  was  less 
dominated  by  the  Great  Powers,  and  spent  much  of  its 
itiak  prevent  action  without  being  too  obvious  about  it.  Orig- 

the  f’  ^’"'vsisted  of  four  permanent  and  four  nonpermanent  members, 
add  including  Britain,  France,  Italy,  and  Japan.  Germany  was 

"as  Japan  and  Germany  withdrew  in  1933;  the  Soviet  Union 

land  •'v  1934  and  was  expelled  in  1939  after  its  attack  on  Fin- 

this  number  of  nonpermanent  members  was  increased  during 

elev  Council  ended  up  in  1940  with  two  permanent  and 

‘vonpermanent  members. 

than  ^^‘^^'^’■^t'iat  was  slowly  built  up  and,  by  1938,  consisted  of  more 
Itnndred  persons  from  fifty-two  countries.  Most  of  these  were 
di.'iDl''*^*'^'^*'  t^tivoted  to  the  principles  of  international  cooperation,  and 
t;onsidcrablc  ability  and  amazing  loyalty  during  the  brief  ex- 
tile  League.  They  were  concerned  with  every  t\’pe  of  inter- 
drucr  ^  ‘'’t-'tlv'ity,  including  disarmament,  child  welfare,  education,  the 
law  '’1‘tvery,  refugees,  minorities,  the  codification  of  international 

tion  ^  Pt'otection  of  wild  life  and  natural  rc.sources,  cultural  coopera- 
^’^^and  niany  others. 

to  the  l^eague  were  a  number  of  dependent  organizations. 
Labo'  ^t^t'Danent  Court  of  International  Justice  and  the  International 

Pin.,  ■  Were  semiautonomous.  Others  included  the  Economic  and 

si  Organi/a 

T  ’  the  Intern; 

^"f'^'lectual 


Rome. 


on.  the  Organization  for  Communications  and  Tran- 
ational  1  lealth  Organization  with  offices  in  Paris,  and  the 
Cooperation  Organization  with  branches  in  Paris,  Geneva, 


‘plug  *^^°rts  w  ere  made,  chiefly  by  France  and  Czechoslovakia,  to 
Treat  Covenant.”  The  chief  of  these  were  the  Draft 

the  Lq  ^  '^lutual  Assistance  (1923),  the  Geneva  Protocol  (1924),  and 
(1925).  The  Draft  Treatv  bound  its  .signers  to  re- 
^^istance^^^^*^*' ^  international  crime  and  to  bring  military 

of  signer  the  Council  of  the  League  designated  to  be  the 

an  aggression.  This  project  was  destroyed  in  19:4  by  the  veto 


of  the  British  Labour  government  on  the  grounds  that  the  agreeme''^ 
would  increase  the  burden  on  the  British  Empire  witliout  increasing 
security.  The  Assembly  at  once  formulated  a  better  agreement  known  ^ 
the  Geneva  Protocol.  This  sought  to  plug  all  the  gaps  in  the  Covenant. 

It  bound  its  signers  to  settle  international  disputes  by  methods  provide^  , 
in  the  treaty',  defined  as  aggressor  any  state  which  refused  to  use  these  f 
peaceful  procedures,  bound  its  members  to  use  military  sanctions  against 
such  aggressors,  and  ended  the  ‘’veto”  power  in  the  Council  by  providing 
that  the  necessary'  unanimity  for  Council  decisions  could  be  achie'’® 
without  counting  the  voces  of  the  parties  to  the  dispute.  This  agreement 
was  destroyed  by  the  objections  of  a  newly  installed  Conservative  go''" 
ermnent  in  London.  The  chief  British  opposition  to  the  Protocol  cam^ 
from  the  Dominions,  especially  from  Canada,  which  feared  that  t 
agreement  might  force  them,  at  some  time,  to  apply  sanctions  agai>tst 
the  United  States.  This  was  a  very  remote  possibility  in  view  of  the 


that  the  British  Commonwealth  generally 
and  one  at  least  could  use  its  voce  to  pre' 
the  other  was  nullified  by  being  a  party 


event  action  even  if  the  vote 
,'  to  the  dispute. 


cnc  ot/ier  was  nuiuneu  uv  oemg  a  party  lo  me  uispuic.  ,  j 

The  fact  tliat  both  the  Draft  Treaty  and  the  Geneva  Protocol  W 
been  destroyed  by  Britain  led  to  an  adverse  public  opinion  throughout  j 
the  world.  To  counteract  this,  the  British  devised  a  complicated  alterU!' 
tive  known  as  the  Locarno  Pacts.  Conceived  in  the  same  London 
cles  which  had  been  opposing  France,  supporting  Germany. 
sabotaging  the  League,  the  Locarno  Pacts  were  the  result  of  a 
international  intrigue  in  which  General  Smuts  played  a  chief  role- 
the  face  of  it,  these  agreements  appeared  to  guarantee  tiie  Rhine  f'^u 
tiers,  to  provide  peaceful  procedures  for  all  dfsputes  between 
and  her  neighbors,  and  to  admit  Germany'  to  the  League  of  Nations  ^ 
a  basis  of  equality  with  the  Great  Powers.  The  Pacts  consi.stcd  of  u'Uj  | 
documents  of  which  four  yverc  arbitration  treaties  betyveen  Germany  uu 
her  neighbors  (Belgium,  France,  Poland  and  Czechoslovakia);  two  ^ 
treaties  between  France  and  her  eastern  allies  (Poland  and  Czco  j 

Slovakia);  the  seventh  yvas  a  note  releasing  Germany'  from  any  nec  j 


lovakia);  the  seventh  yvas  a  note  releasing  Germany'  from  any  ne’C'^  ^ 
pply  the  sanctions  clause  of  the  Covenant  against  any  aggressor  oao 

m  rhp  l-fvw  r:,.rr.vinv.  rlG  'f-rnnrv  of 


on  the  grounds  that  Germany,  being  disarmed  by  the  Treaty  of 
sailles,  could  not  be  expected  to  assume  the  same  obligations  as  ot 
members  of  the  League;  the  eighth  document  yvas  a  general  inrrofiooO 


members  of  the  League;  the  eighth  document 
to  the  Pacts;  and  the  ninth  document  yvas  t 
heart  of  the  agreement.  This  “Rhine  Pact"  g 
tyy  cen  Germany  and  Belgiiim-France  against  a 
guarantee  yvas  signed  by  Britain  and  Italy,  as 
directly  concerned,  and  covered  the  demilitari- 
land  as  established  in  1919.  This  me.int  that  if 


the  “Rhine  Pact,”  the 
guaranteed  the  frontier 
ittack  from  eitiier  side. 
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Powers  violated  the  frontier  or  the  demilitarized  zone,  this  violation 
"'ould  bring  the  four  other  Powers  into  action  against  the  violator. 

Locarno  Pacts  were  designed  by  Britain  to  give  France  the  se- 
^*inty  against  Germany  on  the  Rhine  which  France  so  urgently  desired 
p  3t  the  same  time  (since  the  guarantee  worked  both  ways)  to  prevent 
from  ever  occupying  the  Ruhr  or  any  other  part  of  Germanv, 
,\,j  ^£cn  done  over  the  violent  objections  of  Britain  in  1923-1924. 
oreover,  by  refusing  to  guarantee  Germany’s  eastern  frontier  with 
and  and  Czechoslovakia,  Britain  established  in  law  the  distinction  be- 
peace  in  the  east  and  peace  in  the  west,  on  which  she  had  been 
jsting  since  1919,  and  greatly  weakened  the  French  alliances  with 
ann  and  Czechoslovakia  by  making  it  almost  impossible  for  France  to 
''or  her  alliances  with  these  two  countries  or  to  put  pressure  on  Ger- 
“Oy  in  the  M'est  if  Germany  began  to  put  pressure  on  these  French 
es  in  the  east,  unless  Britain  consented.  Thus,  the  Locarno  Pacts, 
'oh  Were  presented  at  the  time  throughout  the  English-speaking  world 
®  ^onsational  contribution  to  the  peace  and  stability  of  Europe,  really 
mied  the  background  for  the  events  of  1938  when  Czechoslovakia  was 
p  ''oyed  at  Munich.  The  only  reason  why  France  accepted  the  Locarno 
that  they  guaranteed  e.\plicitly  the  demilitarized  condition  of 
Rhineland.  So  long  as  this  condition  continued,  France  held  a  com- 
0  veto  over  any  movement  of  Germany  either  east  or  west  because 
many’s  chief  industrial  districts  in  the  Ruhr  were  unprotected.  Un- 
natcly,  as  we  have  indicated,  when  the  guarantee  of  Locarno  be- 
'V’a's'^  March  1936  Britain  dishonored  its  agreement,  the  Rhine 

\^,j^j*^^''''lRarized,  and  the  wa\  '  was  opened  for  Germany  to  move  east- 

Pacts  caused  considerable  alarm  in  eastern  Europe,  es- 
Ig  .  .y  Poland  and  Russia.  Poland  protested  violently,  issued  a  long 
"P  r  frontiers,  sent  her  foreign  minister  to  take 

i'l  Paris,  and  signed  three  agreements  with  Czechoslovakia 
an  over  Tcschen,  as  well  as  a  commercial  treaty  and 

tee  convention).  Poland  was  alarmed  by  the  refusal  to  guaran- 

^pedT  weakening  of  her  alliance  with  France,  and  the 

the  r  given  to  Germany  within  the  League  of  Nations  and  on 

the  League  (where  Germany  could  prevent  sanctions 
deal  if  Russia  ever  attacked  Poland).  To  assuage  this  alarm  a 

on  "VRie  with  Poland  by  which  this  country  also  received  a  seat 
j  »f  the  League  for  the  next  twelve  years  (1926-1938). 

alsQ  f-ccarno  Pacts  and  the  admission  of  Germany  into  the  League 
of  •  ®'^t"cd  tlie  Soviet  Union.  This  country  from  1917  had  had  a  feeling 
*^^nla  isolation  which  at  times  assumed  the  dimensions  of 

or  this,  there  was  some  justification.  Subject  to  the  attacks  of 
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propaganda,  diplomatic,  economic,  and  even  military  action,  the  Soviet 
Union  had  struggled  for  sur^dval  for  years.  By  the  end  of  1921,  most  of 
the  invading  armies  had  withdrawn  (e.xcept  the  Japanese),  but  Russi^i 
continued  in  isolation  and  in  fear  of  a  worldwide  anti-Bolshevik  alliance- 
Germany,  at  the  time,  was  in  similar  isolation.  The  two  outcast  Power* 
drifted  together  and  sealed  their  friendship  by  a  treaty  signed  at  Rapalff 
in  April  1922.  This  agreement  caused  great  alarm  in  western  Europei 
since  a  union  of  German  technologv  and  organizing  ability  with  Soviet 
manpower  and  raw  materials  n  ould  make  it  impossible  to  enforce 
Treaty  of  Versailles  and  might  e.xpose  much  of  Europe  or  even 
world  to  the  triumph  of  Bolshevism.  Such  a  union  of  Germany 
Soviet  Russia  remained  the  chief  nightmare  of  much  of  western  Europe 
from  1919  to  1939.  On  this  last  date  it  w  as  brought  into  c,\istence  by 
actions  of  these  same  western  Powers. 

In  order  to  assuage  Russia’s  alarm  at  Locarno,  Stresemann  signed  * 
commercial  treaty  with  Russia,  promised  to  obtain  a  special  position 
Germany  within  the  League  so  that  it  could  block  any  passage  of  troop* 
as  sanctions  of  the  League  against  Russia,  and  signed  a  nonaggress'®'' 
pact  with  the  Soviet  Union  (April  1926).  The  Soviet  Union,  in  its  tut'’’ 
as  a  result  of  Locarno  signed  a  treaty  of  friendship  and  neutrality 
Turkey  in  which  the  latter  country  was  practically  barred  from 
ing  the  League.  , 

The  “Locarno  spirit,”  as  it  came  to  be  called,  gave  rise  to  a  feeling  ® 
optimism,  at  least  in  the  western  countries.  In  this  favorable  atmosph^*'®’ 
on  the  tenth  anniversary  of  America’s  entry  into  the  VV’orld  War,  j 
the  foreign  minister  of  France,  suggested  that  the  United  States 
France  renounce  the  use  of  war  between  the  two  countries.  This  "  ’ 
extended  by  Frank  B.  Kellogg,  the  American  secretary  of  state,  In^ 
a  multilateral  agreement  by  which  all  countries  could  “renounce  the 
of  war  as  an  instrument  of  national  policy.”  France  agreed  to  this 
tension  only  after  a  reservation  that  the  rights  of  self-defense  af>^ 
prior  obligations  were  not  weakened.  The  British  government  resei'^^^ 
certain  areas,  notably  in  the  .Middle  East,  where  it  wished  to  be  ' 
wage  wars  which  could  not  be  termed  self-defense  in  a  strict  sense. 
United  States  also  made  a  reservation  preserving  its  right  to  make 
under  the  .Monroe  Doctrine.  None  of  these  reservations  was  include 
the  text  of  the  Kellogg-Briand  Pact  itself,  and  the  British  reservatio^ 
was  rejected  by  Canada,  Ireland,  Russia,  Egypt,  and  Persia.  The  net 
suit  was  that  onl\'  aggressive  war  was  renounced.  . 

The  Kellogg-Briand  Pact  (1928)  was  a  weak  and  rather  hyp«etit>‘'^ 
document  and  advanced  further  toward  the  destruction  of  internaoo^j 
law  as  it  had  existed  in  1900.  We  have  seen  that  the  First  World  if  |j 
much  to  destroy  the  legal  distinctions  between  belligerents  and 
and  between  combatants  and  noncombatants.  The  Kellogg-Briand  F 
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took  one  of  the  first  steps  toward  destroying  the  legal  distinction  be- 
ccn  War  and  peace,  since  the  Powers,  having  renounced  the  use  of 
''^t,  began  to  wage  wars  without  declaring  them,  as  ^\■as  done  by  Japan 
^  China  in  bv  Italy  in  Spain  in  1936-1939,  and  by  everyone  in 

in  1950.  ■ 

.  Kellogg-Briand  Pact  was  signed  by  fifteen  nations  which  were 
'tted  to  do  so,  while  forty-eight  nations  were  invited  to  adhere  to  its 
Ultimately,  sixty-four  nations  (all  those  invited  except  Argentina 
Brazil)  signed  the  pact.  The  Soviet  Union  was  not  invited  to  sign 
to  adhere.  It  was,  however,  so  enthusiastic  about  the  pact  that 
the  first  country  of  cither  group  to  ratify  and,  when  several 
'’“IS  passed  w  ith  no  ratifications  by  the  original  signers,  it  attempted 
put  the  terms  of  the  pact  into  effect  in  eastern  Europe  by  a  separate 
^_^uient.  Known  as  the  Litvinoff  Protocol  after  the  Soviet  foreign 
agreement  was  signed  by  nine  countries  (Russia,  Poland, 
I  Estonia,  Romania,  Lithuania,  Turkey,  Danzig,  and  Persia,  but  not 
^  inland,  which  refused),  although  Poland  had  no  diplomatic  rela- 
s  With  Lithuania  and  the  Soviet  Union  had  none  with  Romania. 

1.  Litvinoff  Protocol  was  one  of  the  first  concrete  evidences  of  a 
^  in  Soviet  foreign  policy  which  occurred  about  1927-1928.  Previ- 
^7'  Russia  had  refused  to  cooperate  with  any  system  of  collective 
tr‘  /'If  disarmament  on  the  grounds  that  these  were  just  “capitalistic 

and  ^  regarded  foreign  relations  as  a  kind  of  jungle  competition 

j/  Jiad  directed  its  own  foreign  policy  toward  efforts  to  foment  do- 
'^Eturbanccs  and  revolution  in  other  countries  of  the  world.  This 
lascd  on  the  belief  that  these  other  Powers  were  constantly  con¬ 
spiring 
‘uternal 


aniong  themselves  to  attack  the  Soviet  Union.  To  the  Russians, 
V'hil^'^  ’'evolution  within  these  countries  seemed  a  kind  of  self-defense, 
^  the  animosity  of  these  countries  seemed  to  them  to  be  a  defense 
'U  Soviet  plans  for  world  revolution.  In  1927  there  came  a  shift 

mi  “world  revolution”  was  replaced  by  a  policy  of  “Com- 

eur'  ^  single  country”  and  a  growing  support  for  collective  se- 

^ase/  policy  continued  for  more  than  a  decade  and  was 

on  the  belief  that  Communism  in  a  single  country  could  best  be 


point^*^  'vithin  a  s)’stcm  of  collective  security.  Emphasis  on  this  last 
rea  1  n^tor  Hitler  came  to  power  in  Germany  in  1933  and 

‘937'^'  in  the  so-called  “Popular  Front”  movement  of  1935- 

Pe^^f  Eact  gave  rise  to  a  proliferation  of  efforts  to  establish 

the  p.  “I  for  settling  international  disputes.  A  “General  Act  for 

'V'thre  ^  ^ottlcment  of  International  Disputes”  was  accepte^by  twen- 
hilater  1  came  into  force  in  August  1929.  About  a  hundred 

102,  ''St'ocnients  for  the  same  purpose  were  signed  in  the  five  yc^rs 
9-9i  compared  to  a  dozen  or  so  in  the  five  years  1919-1924. 


ears 

A 
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codification  of  international  law  was  begun  in  1927  and  continued  fof 
several  vears,  but  no  portions  of  it  ever  came  into  force  because  of  if' 
sufficient  ratifications. 

The  outlawrv  of  war  and  the  establishment  of  peaceful  procedures  for 
settling  disputes  were  relatively  meaningless  unless  some  sanctions  coul 
be  established  to  compel  the  use  of  peaceful  methods.  Efforts  in 
direction  were  nullified  by  the  reluctance  of  Britain  to  commit  itso 
to  the  use  of  force  against  some  unspecified  country  at  some  indefiwf^ 
date  or  to  allow  the  establishment  of  an  international  police  force  for 
this  purpose.  Even  a  modest  step  in  this  direction  in  the  form  of  nn  if' 
ternational  agreement  providing  financial  assistance  for  any  state  'ifir- 
was  a  victim  of  aggression,  a  suggestion  first  made  by  Finland,  u'fs  ° 
stroved  bv  a  British  amendment  that  it  was  not  to  go  into  effect  uf 
the  achievement  of  a  general  disarmament  agreement.  This  reluctance  to 
use  sanctions  against  aggression  came  to  the  forefront  in  the  fall  of  i93’ 
at  the  time  of  the  Japanese  attack  on  .Manchuria.  As  a  result  the  “pcoo^ 
structure”  based  on  \'ersailles.  which  had  been  extended  by  so  maf) 
well-intended,  if  usually  misdirected,  efforts  for  twelve  years,  bogaf 
a  process  of  disintegration  which  destroyed  it  completely  in  eight  yoar® 
(1931-1939). 


Disarmament,  1919-1935 

The  failure  to  achieve  a  workable  system  of  collective  security  if 
period  1919-1931  prevented  the  achievement  of  any  system  of 
disarmament  in  the  same  period.  Obviously,  countries  w’hich  feei 
cure  are  not  going  to  disarm.  This  point,  houxver  obvious,  was 
the  English-speaking  countries,  and  the  disarmament  efforts  of 
whole  period  1919-1935  were  weakened  by  the  failure  of  these  co 
tries  to  see  this  point  and  their  insistence  that  disarmament  must 
security  rather  than  follow  it.  Thus  disarmament  efforts,  while  5 

ous  in  this  period  (in  accordance  with  the  promise  made  to  the 
in  1919),  were  stultified  by  disagreements  between  the  “pacifists 
the  “realists”  on  procedural  matters.  The  “pacifists,”  including  the  t 
lish-speaking  nations,  argued  that  armaments  cause  wars  and  insccU  . 
and  that  the  proper  way  to  disarm  is  simply  to  disarm.  They 
a  “direct”  or  “technical”  approach  to  the  problem,  and  believed 
armaments  could  be  measured  and  reduced  by  direct  international 
ment.  The  “realists,”  on  the  other  hand,  including  most  of  the  couf 
in  Europe,  led  by  France  and  the  Little  Entente,  argued  that  arruai"^' 
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caused  by  war  and  the  fear  of  war  and  that  the  proper  way  to  disarm 
to  make  nations  secure.  They  advocated  an  “indirect”  or  “political” 
PPtoach  to  the  problem,  and  believed  that  once  security  had  been 
Eved  disarmament  would  present  no  problem, 
that  ^  ^^^^ons  for  this  difference  of  opinion  are  to  be  found  in  the  fact 
^^t  the  nations  which  advocated  the  direct  method,  like  Britain,  the 
oited  States,  and  Japan,  already  had  security  and  could  proceed  di- 
y  the  problem  of  disarmament,  while  the  nations  which  felt  in- 
“te  Were  bound  to  seek  securin’  before  they  would  bind  themselves 
reduce  the  armaments  they  had.  Since  the  nations  with  security  were 
tiv potters,  the  use  of  the  direct  method  proved  to  be  fairly  effec- 
for  'h  ^‘^S^rd  to  naval  disarmament,  while  the  failure  to  obtain  security 
atm  lacked  it  made  most  of  the  international  efforts  for  dis- 

^meut  on  land  or  in  the  air  relatively  futile. 

De  ■  .a  of  naval  disarmament  is  marked  by  four  episodes  in  the 

*^®^t''een  the  wars:  (i)  the  Washington  Conference  of  1922;  (2) 
Geneva  Conference  of  1927;  (3)  the  London  Confer- 
®  of  iqjq.  2nd  rhe  London  Conference  of  1936. 
conf  ^  ^“^hington  Conference  was  the  most  successful  disarmament 
tQ  interwar  period  because  such  a  variety  of  issues  came 

'vish  point  that  it  was  possible  to  bargain  successfully.  Britain 

Unan^-  ^  naval  race  with  the  United  States  because  of  the 

"’hieh^  (2)  to  get  rid  of  the  Anglo-Japanese  alliance  of  1902, 

p  00  longer  needed  in  view  of  the  collapse  of  both  Germany 
'Vest  reduce  the  Japanese  naval  threat  in  the  south- 

Asia^'^'^  Tiic  United  States  wished  (1)  to  get  Japan  out  of  East 

fro  ^^^^ore  the  “open  door”  in  China,  (:)  to  prevent  the  Japanese 


'  fortify 


-  American 


tifying  the  German-mandated  islands  which  stretched  across 


to  j.  ,  communications  rrom  Hawaii  to  the  rmiippmes,  ana 

to  o  Japanese  naval  threat  to  the  Philippines.  Japan  wanted  (i) 

the  U  eastern  Siberia  without  appearing  to  retreat,  (2)  to  prevent 

oi,  States  from  fortifying  Wake  Island  and  Guam,  its  two  bases 

''aval  '^**'^*^*^  Harbor  to  .Manila,  and  (3)  to  reduce  American 

for  P'’"’er  in  tlic  extreme  western  Pacific.  By  bargaining  one  of  these 
thig  "P  three  Powers  were  able  to  obtain  their  wishes,  although 

IJuitod^  only  because  of  the  goodwill  between  Britain  and  the 

fleet-t  ,  above  all,  because  at  that  time,  before  the  use  of 

tango the  present  techniques  of  supplying  a  fleet  at  sea,  the 
"'hich  1'"^'  fleet  was  limited  by  the  position  of  its  bases  (to 

pj.  , eo  return  for  supplies  at  relatively  short  intert'als). 
tiong  of  ■'  y  hole  settlement  rested  in  the  relative  posi- 

*^*'^.^'"'''''1'  and  American  navies.  At  the  end  of  1918,  the  United 
^"ehes- Prity  capital  ships  with  168  guns  of  12  to  14 
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the  building  programs  of  the  two  Powers  would  have  given  the  Unites 
States  practical  equality  by  1926.  In  order  to  avoid  a  naval  race 
would  have  made  it  impossible  for  Britain  to  balance  its  budget  or 
back  on  the  prewar  gold  standard,  that  country  gave  the  United  State* 
equality  in  capital  ships  (with  15  each),  while  Japan  was  given  60 
as  much  (or  9  capital  ships).  This  small  Japanese  fleet,  however,  provide 
the  Japanese  with  naval  supremacy  in  their  home  waters,  because  o( 
agreement  not  to  build  new  fortiiications  or  naval  bases  within  strikifp 
distance  of  Japan.  The  same  10- 10-6  ratio  of  capital  ships  was  a  * 
applied  to  aircraft  carriers.  France  and  Italy  were  brought  into  t 
agreements  by  granting  them  one-third  as  much  tonnage  as  the 
greatest  naval  Powers  in  these  two  categories  of  vessels.  The 
categories  themselves  were  strictly  defined  and  thus  limited.  Capital  si'ip 
were  combat  vessels  of  from  10,000  to  35,000  tons  displacement  "" 
guns  of  not  over  16  inches,  while  carriers  were  to  be  limited  to  ^7’°° 
tons  each  with  guns  of  no  more  than  6  inches.  The  five  great  na\'al 
ers  svere  to  have  capital  ships  and  carriers  as  follows: 

Tons  OF  Nu.mberof 

Country  Ratio  Capit.u.  Ships  Capital  Ships  CaW® 


These  limits  were  to  be  achieved  by  1931.  This  required  that  76  j 
ships,  built  or  projected,  be  scrapped  by  that  date.  Of  these  the 
States  scrapped  15  built  and  13  building,  or  28;  the  British 
scrapped  20  built  and  4  building,  or  24;  and  Japan  scrapped  10  built 
14  building,  or  24.  The  areas  in  which  new  fortifications  in  the  jj^ 
w'ere  forbidden  included  {a)  all  United  States  possessions  west  of 
{b)  all  British  possessions  east  of  110“  East  longitude  except 
New^  Zealand,  and  Australia  with  its  territories,  and  (c)  all  Japanese  p 
sessions  except  the  “home  islands”  of  Japan.  . 

Among  the  sLx  treaties  and  thirteen  resolutions  made  at  Washiog^^^ 
during  the  sLx  weeks  of  the  conference  (November  192 1 -February  ’9^^, 
W'ere  a  Nine-Power  Treaty  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  China,  an 
ment  between  China  and  Japan  over  Shantung,  another  bctwcc'^^ 
United  States  and  Japan  over  the  .Mandated  Pacific  Islands,  an 
agreement  regarding  the  Chinese  customs.  In  consequence  of 
Anglo-Japanese  Treaty  of  1902  was  ended,  and  Japan  evacuated  e 
Siberia. 
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Efforts  to  limit  other  categories  of  vessels  at  W  ashington  failed  be- 
of  France.  This  country  had  accepted  equality  with  Italy  in 
ships  onl)'  on  the  understanding  that  its  possession  of  lesser  vessels 
°uld  not  be  curtailed.  France  argued  that  it  needed  a  larger  navy  than 
because  it  had  a  world  empire  (while  Italy  did  not)  and  required 
action  of  its  home  coasts  both  in  the  Atlantic  and  in  the  Mediter- 
(while  Italy  could  concentrate  its  navy  in  the  Mediterranean), 
i  f  objections  led  both  of  these  Powers  to  refuse  the  American 
3hon  to  the  Geneva  Disarmament  Conference  of  1927. 

E>encva  Conference  of  1927  tried  to  limit  other  categories  of  ves- 
E'apital  ships  and  carriers.  It  failed  because  of  a  violent  dis- 
Un'  Britain  and  the  United  States  regarding  cruisers.  The 

“he  "ffb  few  offshore  bases  and  a  “high-seas”  navy,  wanted 

EfitiJlf  of  about  10,000  tons  each,  carrying  8-inch  guns.  The 

’  with  many  scattered  naval  bases,  wanted  many  “light”  cruisers 
'^oos  eacii  with  6-inch  guns,  and  Mere  eager  to  limit  “heavt  ” 
fast  order  to  increase  the  naval  importance  of  their  million  tons  of 
{M’hich  could  be  armed  with  6-inch  guns  in  an 
into  United  States  accepted  the  British  division  of  cruisers 

\.y  ,  classes,  but  asked  for  limitation  of  both  in  accordance  with  the 
ratios  and  with  the  lowest  possible  maximum  tonnage, 
lute”  "f^bed  to  limit  only  “heavy”  cruisers,  and  fixed  her  own  “abso- 
total  needs  at  70  vessels  aggregating  562,000  tons,  or  twice  the 

by  the  Americans.  The  British  argued  that  their  cruiser 
flegj.  ,  nothing  to  do  with  the  rclat  ive  size  of  the  American  cruiser 
an{j  depended  on  such  “absolute”  values  as  the  size  of  the  earth 
Ehur  shipping  lanes  to  be  patrolcd.  On  this  point  W'inston 

to  adamant  and  was  able  to  force  the  chief  British  delegate 

ijii5e\  Conference  (Lord  Robert  Cecil,  who  wanted  to  compro- 

The^°  from  the  Cabinet. 

i°y  of  broke  up  in  a  recriminatory  atmosphere,  to  the  great 

Thesg  ^“bbyists  of  shipbuilding  companies  and  “patriotic”  societies. 
Auiejj  harassed  the  delegates  throughout  the  conference.  Three 
^54  miir''  **!*P^^*^ding  companies  stood  to  lost  contracts  worth  almost 
tate  to  conference  had  been  a  success,  and  they  did  not  hesi- 

^^ter  of  that  sum  to  ensure  that  it  would  not  be  a  success, 

tonfer  W’ere  sued  for  more  money  by  their  chief  lobbyist  at  the 
%ned  ’^’^'lEam  B.  Shearer.  As  a  sequel  to  the  conference,  Britain 

^Pport  agreement  with  France  by  which  France  promised  to 

and  Brit  Unked  States  on  the  cruiser  and  other  issues, 

trained  Ptomised  to  support  France  in  preventing  limitation  of 
at  the  approaching  W'orld  Disarmament 
‘^'I'eric  agreement,  signed  in  July  1928,  was  revealed  by  pro- 

employees  of  the  French  Foreign  Ministry  to  William  Ran- 
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dolph  Hearst  and  published  in  his  newspapers  within  two  niontlis  oi 
signature.  France  deported  the  Hearst  reporter  in  Paris  at  once,  dcport^^ 
Hearst  himself  on  his  next  visit  to  France  in  1930,  and  published  the  tcNt 
of  the  agreement  with  Britain  (October  1928). 

The  London  Naval  Conference  of  1930  was  able  to  reach  the  agreemc'^^ 
which  Geneva  had  failed  to  achieve.  The  publicity  about  SheareJ’^ 
activities  and  about  the  Anglo-French  agreement,  as  well  as  the  arrival  0 
the  world  depression  and  the  advent  of  a  more  pacifist  Labour  g^' 
ernment  to  office  in  London,  contributed  to  this  success.  Cruisers, 
stroyers,  and  submarines  were  defined  and  limited  for  the  three 
naval  Powers,  and  certain  further  limitations  were  set  in  the  categof 
fixed  at  Washington.  The  agreements  were  as  follows  (in  tons): 


Types  U5.  Britain 

Heavy  cruisers 
with  guns  over 

6.1  inches  180/xx)  146,800 

Light  cruisers 
with  guns 

below  6.1  inches  '43ooo  192,200 

Destroyers  150,000  150,000 

Submarines  52,700  52,700 


jAPAf 

io84«“ 


,00,45“ 

105.5““ 

52.7““ 


This  allowed  the  United  States  to  have  18  heavy  cruisers,  Brita'i^ 


and  Japan  12,  while  in  light  cruisers  the  three  figures  would  allow 


25,  35,  and  18.  Destroyers  were  limited  at  1,850  tons  each  with 
guns,  and  submarines  to  2,000  tons  each  with  5.1-inch  guns.  This  sc  ^ 
ment  kept  the  Japanese  fleet  where  it  was,  forced  Britain  to  reduce, 
allowed  the  L^m'ted  States  to  build  (e.xcept  in  regard  to  submaH'^^^^^ 
Such  a  result  could,  probablv,  have  been  possible  only  at  a  time  " 
Japan  was  in  financial  stringency  and  Britain  was  under  a  Labour  p 
ernment. 

This  treaty  left  unsolved  the  rivalry  in  the  .Mediterranean 
Italy  and  France.  .Mussolini  demanded  that  Italy  have  naval  equality  ' 
France,  although  his  financial  straits  made  it  necessary  to  liu"'^ 
Italian  navy.  The  claim  to  equality  on  such  a  small  basis  could 
accepted  by  France  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  had  tw'o  seacoasts,  a 
wide  empire,  and  Germany’s  new  io,ooT>ton  “pocket  battleships”  m  ^ 
sider.  The  Italian  demands  were  purely  theoretical,  as  both  Powei'’’ 
motives  of  economv,  were  under  treaty  limits  and  making  no  ,j., 
catch  up.  France  was  willing  to  concede  Italian  equality  in  the  ^1^^. 
ranean  only  if  it  could  get  some  kind  of  Briti.sli  support  agaif^*^ 
German  Navy  in  the  North  Sea  or  could  get  a  general  nonaggf^*'^.,. 
agreement  in  the  Mediterranean.  These  were  rejected  by  Britain,  h* 
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syp^^’j  succeeded  in  getting  a  French-Italian  naval  agreement  as  a 

Italv London  agreement  (March  1931).  By  this  agreement 
^en  ^  strength  of  428,000  tons,  while  France  had  a 

Itali  French  fleet  being  less  modern  than  the 

the  T  agreement  broke  down,  at  the  last  moment,  because  of 
sjco  ]^''^’^‘’°'^^rman  customs  union  and  Germany’s  appropriation  for  a 
thg  I'p.  l^^vket  battleship  (March  1931).  No  evil  effects  emerged  from 
Th'>  I  *'^^*^*  continued  to  act  as  if  it  were  in  force, 

the  r  Naval  Conference  of  1936  was  of  no  significance.  In  1931 

TreatT^'^'^^'^  ''tvasion  of  .Manchuria  violated  the  Nine-Power  Pacific 
helots'"  United  States,  which  had  fallen  consider^iKhr 

thoriz  ^  P™''it^cd  in  the  Washington  agreement  of  192 


'tized  rl  ■ .  .  ..  lyi.;,  au- 

iiy  ^ construction  of  132  vessels  to  bring  its  navy  to  treaty  level 
^934  -^lussolini  decided  to  abandon  orthodo.x  financial  pol- 
levei’  h"!  ‘1  building  program  to  carr\>'  the  Italian  fleet  to  treaty 

buiij  decision  was  justified  by  a  recent  French  decision  to 

A1iT°  cruisers  to  cope  with  Germany’s  three  pocket  battleships, 
ever  i'^^^  actions  were  w  ithin  treaty  limitations.  In  December  1934,  how- 
they'ex  its  refusal  to  renew  the  existing  treaties  when 

Host  '9.3*5.  The  Naval  Conference  called  for  that  date  met  in  a 

bilatcr'^?  atmosphere.  On  June  18,  1935,  Britain  had  signed  a 

Up  jq  ^  ■'S'"*^enient  with  Hitler  which  allow  ed  Germany  to  build  a  navv 
percent^  Britain’s  naval  strength  in  each  class  and  up  to  100 

Red  to  ^"*'*'i*itines.  This  w-as  a  terrible  blow  to  France,  w'hich  was  lim- 

to  (jj  percent  of  tlie  British  Nav  y  in  capital  ships  and  carriers  and  had 

^erin  '  lesser  fleet  on  tw'o  coasts  (to  deal  wdth  Italy  as  well  as 

empirp\'  around  the  world  (to  protect  the  French  colonial 

^rcncl  blow-  to  France  was  probably  the  British  answer  to  the 

R^ricc  w  itii  the  Soviet  Union  (.May  2,  1935),  the  increased 
Stance  French  northwest  coast  being  intended  to  deter 

^^ruck  honoring  the  alliance  with  the  Soviet  Union,  if  Germany 
Hi  Brir^-^^*^"  "'^hus  France  was  once  again  reduced  to  dependence 
One  sul)'"^  Licrniany  took  advantage  of  this  situation  to  launch  tw’enty- 
by  October  1935,  and  two  battleships  in  1936. 
achicypj  conditions  the  Naval  Conference  at  London  in  1936 
tesuif  ^^|^  ”'"^hing  of  importance.  Japan  and  Italy  refused  to  sign.  As  a 
‘^lauscj  r  signers  .soon  were  compelled  to  use  the  various  escape 

pQvvero  to  deal  witli  any  extensive  building  b\’  nonsignatory 

p,„  '•  Uie  niaximuni  s 


'938, 


and  the  ) 


of  capital  ships  was  raised  to  45,000  tons  in 
The  "  hole  treaty  was  renounced  in  1939. 

"Rich  aciiieved  in  naval  disarmaments,  limited  as  it  was,  was 

^hc  success  achieved  in  respect  to  other  types  of 
these  required  that  nations  which  felt  politically 
"lust  be  included  in  the  negotiations.  M’e  have  alrcadv  indicated 
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the  controversy  between  the  proponents  of  the  “direct  method”  and  the 
advocates  of  the  “indirect  method”  in  disarmament.  This  distinction 
so  important  that  the  historj’  of  the  disarmament  of  land  and  air  forces 
can  be  divided  into  four  periods:  (a)  a  period  of  direct  action,  1919-19-’’ 
(b)  a  period  of  indirect  action,  i922-i92<S;  (c)  a  new  period  of  direct 
action,  1926-1934;  and  (d)  a  period  of  rearmament,  1934-1939. 

The  first  period  of  direct  action  was  based  on  the  belief  that  the  vic¬ 
tories  of  1918  and  the  ensuing  peace  treaties  provided  security  for  dic 
victorious  Powers.  Accordingly,  the  task  of  reaching  a  disarmament 
agreement  was  turned  over  to  a  purely  technical  group,  the  Permanent 
Advisory"  Commission  on  Disarmament  of  the  League  of  Nations.  Thn 
group,  uhich  consisted  exclusively  of  officers  of  the  various  armet* 
services,  was  unable  to  reach  agreement  on  any  important  issues: 
could  not  find  any  method  of  measuring  armaments  or  even  of  defiti- 
ing  them;  it  could  not  distinguish  actual  from  potential  armaments  of 
defensive  from  offensive.  It  gave  answers  to  some  of  these  questions,  hot 
they  did  not  win  general  assent.  For  example,  it  decided  that  rifles  in  the 
possession  of  troops  were  war  materials  and  so,  also,  were  wood  or  stec 
capable  of  being  used  to  make  such  rifles,  but  rifles  already  made  and  lO 
storage  were  not  war  materials  but  “inoffensive  objects  of  peace.” 

As  a  result  of  the  failure  of  the  Permanent  Advisory  Commissio”' 
the  Assembly  of  the  League  set  up  a  Temporary  Mixed  Comrniss' 
on  which  only  six  of  twenty-eight  members  were  officers  of  the  arii'C‘^ 
services.  This  body  attacked  the  problem  of  disarmament  by  the 
method,  seeking  to  achieve  security"  before  asking  anyone  to  disarnu 
Draft  Treaty  of  .Mutual  Guarantee  (1922)  and  the  Geneva 
(1924)  emerged  from  this  commission.  Both  of  these  were,  as  we  n 
said,  vetoed  by  Britain,  so  that  the  disarmament  portions  of  the  ncg 
nations  were  never  reached.  The  achievement  of  the  Locarno  Pacts,  n°  ^ 
.ever,  provided,  in  the  minds  of  many,  the  necessary  security  to 
return  to  the  direct  method.  Accordingly,  a  Preparatory  Commission  ^ 
the  World  Disarmament  Conference  was  set  up  in  1926  to 
draft  agreement  which  was  to  be  completed  at  a  M^orld  Disarinam 
Conference  meeting  at  Geneva  in  1932.  ,r 

The  Preparatory  Commission  had  delegates  from  all  the 
countries  of  the  world,  including  the  defeated  Powers  and  the 
nonmembers  of  the  League.  It  held  six  sessions  over  three  years  and 
up  three  drafts.  In  general,  it  encountered  the  same  difficulties 
Permanent  Advisory  Committee.  This  latter  group,  acting  as  a  so 
mittee  of  the  Preparator}"  Commission,  used  up  3,750,000  sheets  of 
in  less  than  six  months  but  still  was  not  able  to  find  answers  to  the 
questions  which  had  baffled  it  earlier.  The  chief  problems  arose 
political  disputes,  chiefly  between  Britain  and  France.  These  two 
tries  produced  separate  drafts  which  diverged  on  almost  every  P 
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French  wanted  war  potential  counted  but  wanted  trained  reser\  es 
g  excluded  from  limitation;  the  British  wanted  war  potential 
Rued  but  wanted  to  count  trained  reserves;  the  French  wanted  super- 
*on  by  a  permanent  commission  to  enforce  fulfillment  of  any  agree- 
j  ’  "vhile  the  Anglo-Americans  refused  all  super\'ision.  Eventually  a 
f  Was  prepared  by  including  all  divergences  in  parallel  columns, 
tio  ^^Rparatory  Commission  lost  more  than  one  full  session  in  de- 
5  the  disarmament  suggestions  of  Litvinoff,  the  Soviet  repre¬ 
arm  draft,  providing  for  immediate  and  complete  dis- 

p  every  country,  was  denounced  by  all.  A  substitute  draft, 

cen  *  most  heavily  armed  states  would  disarm  by  50  per- 

h  the  less  heavily  armed  by  33  percent,  the  lightly  armed  by  25 
and  h*^’  “disarmed”  by  o  percent,  with  all  tanks,  airplanes,  gas, 

disc  artillery  completely  prohibited,  was  also  rejected  without 

ussion,  and  Litvinoff  was  beseeched  by  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
Pfessi'v  ^  “constructive  spirit”  in  the  future.  After  an  im- 

Con  of  such  constructive  spirit  by  other  countries,  a  Draft 

Ger  "vas  drawn  up  and  accepted  by  a  vote  which  found  only 

the  Soviet  Union  in  the  negative  (December  1930). 

*n  D  '^°Eld  Disarmament  Conference  which  considered  this  draft  was 
for  six  years  {1926-1932)  and  was  in  session  for  three 
i[j  (.hg '*'®hruary  1932  to  April  1935),  yet  it  achieved  nothing  notable 
public  disarmament.  It  was  supported  by  a  tremendous  wave  of 

cojjjjn  hut  the  attitudes  of  the  various  governments  were  be- 

’-bina-^  less  favorable.  The  Japanese  were  already  attacking 

Vctsy '  u  ^  ^*'®tit;h  and  Germans  were  deadlocked  in  a  violent  contro- 
and  ^  former  insisting  on  security  and  the  latter  on  arms  equality; 
ernmp  depression  was  growing  steadily  worse,  with  several  gov- 

(iuclud'^  believe  that  only  a  policy  of  government  spending 

needed  ^Puoding  on  arms)  could  provide  the  purchasing  power 

'^rnat‘  Roonomic  revival.  Once  again,  the  French  desire  for  an  in- 

siateg.  police  force  was  rebuffed,  although  supported  by  seventeen 
gas  s'  k  ^  f^ritish  desire  to  outlaw  certain  “aggressive”  armaments  (like 
thouph  and  bombing  planes)  was  rejected  by  the  French,  al- 

Disc  hy  thirty  states  (including  the  Soviet  Union  and  Italy), 

ing  de  ’•husR  issues  was  made  increasingly  difficult  by  die  grow- 

'^33  Germans.  When  Hitler  came  to  office  in  January 

sive”’  a  ^  ^manded  immediate  equality  with  France,  at  least  in  “defen- 
'Phis  M  as  refused,  and  Germany  left  the  conference. 

^  Britain  tried,  for  a  time,  to  act  as  an  intermediary  between 
conf  Disarmament  Conference,  nothing  came  of  this,  and 

regard  R'^cntually  dispersed.  France  would  make  no  concessions 
'Vas  show*^*^  R^oiaments  unless  she  obtained  increased  security,  and  this 
R  to  be  impossible  when  Britain,  on  February  3,  1933  (just 
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four  da^•s  after  Hitler  came  to  office),  publicly  refused  to  make  any 
commitments  to  France  beyond  membership  in  the  League  and  tke 
Locarno  Pacts.  In  view  of  the  verbal  ambiguities  of  tliesc  documents  an 
the  fact  that  Germanv  u  ithdrev\'  from  both  the  League  and  tlie  Disarma¬ 
ment  Conference  in  October  1933,  these  offered  little  security  to  FranfC- 
The  Gennan  budget,  released  in  March  1934,  showed  an  appropriation 
of  210  million  marks  for  the  air  force  (which  was  forbidden  entire. 


by  Versailles)  and  an  increase  from  345  million  to  574  million 


marks 


in  the  appropriation  for  the  army.  A  majority  of  the  delegates  wished  m 
shift  the  attention  of  the  Disarmament  Conference  from  disarmament  m 
questions  of  security,  but  this  was  blocked  by  a  group  of  seven  states 
by  Britain.  Disarmament  ceased  to  be  a  practical  issue  after  i934)  ^ 
attention  should  have  been  shifted  to  questions  of  security.  Unfo^ 
nately,  public  opinion,  especially  in  the  democratic  countries,  rcnwmt 
favorable  to  disarmament  and  even  to  pacifism,  in  Britain  until  i93^  ^ 
least  and  in  the  United  States  until  1940.  This  gave  the  aggressor  coim 
tries,  like  Japan,  Italy,  and  Germany,  an  advantage  out  of  all  propor*^' 
to  their  real  strength.  The  rearmament  efforts  of  Italy  and  Germany 
by  no  means  great,  and  the  successful  aggressions  of  these  countries  a  ^ 
1934  were  a  result  of  the  lack  of  will  rather  than  of  the  lack  of  streng^ 
of  the  democratic  states. 

The  total  failure  of  the  disarmament  efforts  of  1919-1935 
Anglo-American  feeling  that  these  efforts  handicapped  them  later  m 
conflicts  with  Hitler  and  Japan  have  combined  to  make  most  p* 


,eopl« 


impatient  with  the  history’  of  disarmament.  It  seems  a  remote  and 
topic.  That  it  may  well  be;  nevertheless,  it  has  profound  lessons  w 
especially  on  the  relationships  among  the  military,  economic,  P° 
and  psychological  aspects  of  our  lives.  It  is  perfectly  clear  today 
French  and  their  allies  (especially  Czechoslovakia)  were  correct^^ 


ail  tl’' 
j  oH 


ment  agreements  must  be  enforced  by  inspection  rather  than  by  S' 
faith.”  That  France  was  correct  in  these  matters  as  well  as  iu 
sistence  that  the  forces  of  aggression  were  still  alive  in  Germany 
though  lying  low,  is  now  admitted  by  all  and  is  supported  by 
evidence.  Moreover,  the  Anglo-Americans  adopted  French  empb 
the  priority  of  securitn-  and  the  need  for  inspection  in  their 
armament  discussions  with  the  Soviet  Union  in  the  early  1960  s. 
French  idea  that  political  questions  (including  military)  are  more  m 
mental  than  economic  considerations  is  now  also  accepted,  even 
United  States,  w-hich  opposed  it  most  vigorously  in  the  1920’s  and  e-* 
1930’s.  The  fact  that  the  secure  states  could  have  made  errors  suo 
these  in  that  earlier  period  reveals  much  about  the  nature  of 


when  they  are  present  (like  o.wgen,  food,  or  security),  but  to 
nothing  else  when  they  are  lacking. 


think 
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Closely  related  to  all  this,  and  another  example  of  the  blindness  of  ex- 
^  (even  in  their  own  areas),  is  the  disastrous  influence  which  eco- 
-*'1^  especially  financial,  considerations  played  in  security,  espe- 
j  y  rearmament,  in  the  Long  Armistice  of  1919-1939.  This  had  a 
over  ^  ^ri  the  one  hand,  balanced  budgets  xvcre  given  priority 

Was  on  the  other  hand,  once  it  was  recognized  that  security 

acute  danger,  financial  considerations  were  ruthlessly  subordinated 
Sr'^^rig  rise  to  an  economic  boom  which  showed  clearly 
sub  ^^en  achieved  earlier  if  financial  consideration  had  been 

Would  w'orld’s  economic  and  social  needs  earlier;  such  action 

mit>h  provided  prosperity  and  rising  standards  of  living  which 

o  have  made  rearming  unnecessary. 


Reparations,  1919-1932 


ten  °  occupied  a  larger  portion  of  statesmen’s  energies  than 

Cause^'^'°'^^  during  the  decade  after  the  war.  For  this  reason,  and  be- 
impact  vdiich  reparations  had  on  other  issues  (such  as 
^^Parafi  economic  recovery  and  international  amity),  the  history  of 

Can  1  ^‘^^R’^cls  a  certain  portion  of  our  attention.  This  histor)”^ 

^  divided  into  six  stages,  as  follows: 


j  preliminary  payments,  19 19-1921 

^  ^  ^  London  Schedule,  .May  192  i-September  1924 
^  Da\ves  Plan,  September  1924-January  1930 

j  Young  Plan,  January  1930-junc  1931 

g  .p,  ^  Hoover  iMoratorium,  June  t93i-July  1932 
®  Lausanne  Convention,  July  1932 

jooJq  P^^^inainary  payments  were  supposed  to  amount  to  a  total  of 
contg°  •’^“rks  by  May  1921.  Although  the  Entente  Powers 

Ggj,  *^hat  only  about  8,000  million  of  this  had  been  paid,  and  sent 
haents  ^  '^rimerous  demands  and  ultimatums  in  regard  to  these  pay- 
igji  .’  going  so  far  as  to  threaten  to  occupy  the  Ruhr  in  .March 
Ajjy  effort  to  enforce  payment,  the  whole  matter  x\’as  dropped  in 
ijjQoo  Germans  were  presented  wfith  the  total  reparations  bill  of 

marks.  Under  pressure  of  another  ultimatum,  Germany 
^haount  victors  bonds  of  indebtedness  to  this 

to  pjy  ^  ^  these,  82  billions  were  set  aside  and  forgotten.  Germany  was 
0,^  h  other  50  billion  at  a  rate  of  2.5  billion  a  year  in  interest  and 

'on  a  year  to  reduce  the  total  debt. 
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Germany  could  pay  these  obligations  only  if  two  conditions 
vailed:  {a)  if  it  had  a  budgetary  surplus  and  {b)  if  it  sold  abroad  niof^ 
than  it  bought  abroad  (that  is,  had  a  favorable  balance  of  trade). 
the  first  condition  there  would  accumulate  in  the  hands  of  the  Geritiajj 
government  a  quantity  of  German  currency  beyond  the  amount  neede 
for  current  expenses.  Under  the  second  condition,  Germany  would  r®' 
ceive  from  abroad  an  excess  of  foreign  exchange  (either  gold  or  foreig’’ 
money)  as  payment  for  the  excess  of  her  exports  over  her  imports.  By 
exchanging  its  budgetary  surplus  in  marks  for  the  foreign-exchange 
surplus  held  by  her  citizens,  the  German  government  would  be  able  t'’ 
acquire  this  foreign  exchange  and  be  able  to  give  it  to  its  creditors  a* 
reparations.  Since  neither  of  these  conditions  generally  e.xisted  in 
period  1921-1931,  Germany  could  not,  in  fact,  pay  reparations. 

The  failure  to  obtain  a  budgetary  surplus  was  solely  the  responsibil'O 
of  the  German  government,  which  refused  to  reduce  its  own  expendimr^ 
or  the  standards  of  living  of  its  own  people  or  to  tax  them  sufficient, 
heavily  to  yield  such  a  surplus.  The  failure  to  obtain  a  favorable  balance 
of  trade  was  the  responsibility  equally  of  the  Germans  and  of  tBe'* 
creditors,  the  Germans  making  little  or  no  effort  to  reduce  their 
chases  abroad  (and  thus  reduce  their  own  standards  of  living),  while  t 
foreign  creditors  refused  to  allow  a  free  flow  of  German  goods  into  the't 
own  countries  on  the  argument  that  this  would  destroy  their  dorne*^'^ 
markets  for  locally  produced  goods.  Thus  it  can  be  said  that  the  Gef 
mans  were  unwilling  to  pay  reparations,  and  the  creditors  were  unWi* 
to  accept  payment  in  the  only  wav  in  which  payments  could  honestly  ’ 
made,  that  is,  by  accepting  German  goods  and  services.  , 

Under  these  conditions,  it  is  not  surprising  that  the  London  Schet 
of  reparations  payments  was  never  fulfilled.  This  failure  was  regarded  ■ 


Britain  as  proof  of  Germany’s  inability  to  pay,  but  was  regarded  f 
France  as  proof  of  Germany’s  unwillingness  to  pay.  Both  were  corr  _ 
but  the  Anglo-Americans,  who  refused  to  allow  P’rance  to  use  the  do 
necessary  to  overcome  German  unwillingness  to  pay,  also  refuse 
accept  German  goods  to  the  amount  necessary  to  overcome  ^ 

inability  to  pay.  As  early  as  1921,  Britain,  for  example,  placed  a  26  per^ 
tax  on  all  imports  from  Germany.  That  Germany  could  have 
real  goods  and  services  if  the  creditors  had  been  willing  to  accept  sii^^ 
goods  and  sendees  can  be  seen  in  the  fact  that  the  real  per  capita 
of  the  'German  people  was  about  one-sixth  higher  in  the  middle  >9' 
than  it  had  been  in  the  very  prosperous  year  1913. 


Instead  of  taxing  and  retrenching,  the  German  government  pet'’’ 


an  unbalanced  budget  to  continue  year  after  year,  making  up  the 
by  borrowing  from  the  Reichsbank.  The  result  was  an  acute  im 


This  inflation  was  not  forced  on  the  Germans  by  the  need  to^P^ 
reparations  (as  they  claimed  at  the  time)  but  by  the  method  they  ‘ 
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more  accurateh',  to  avoid  payment).  The  infla- 
not  injurious  to  the  influential  groups  in  German  society,  al- 
''•■i's  generally  ruinous  to  the  middle  classes,  and  thus  encouraged 
• .  '"'‘’jremist  elements.  Those  groups  whose  property  was  in  real  \\  ealth, 
^cr  in  land  or  in  industrial  plant,  were  benefited  by  the  inflation  which 
Cased  the  value  of  their  properties  and  w  iped  awav  their  debts  (chiefly 
^“Etgages  and  industrial  bonds).  The  German  mark,  which  at  par  was 
^bout  20  to  the  pound,  fell  in  value  from  305  to  the  pound  in 
to  8^**^  ‘9^1  to  1,020  in  November  1921.  From  that  point  it  dropped 
Au  pound  in  January  1923,  to  20  million  to  the  pound  in 

1Q23,  and  to  20  billion  to  the  pound  in  December  1923. 

Qf  July  1922,  Germanv  demanded  a  moratorium  on  all  cash  payments 
i^  ^^P'^*'“C'c)ns  for  the  ne.\t  thirty  months.  Although  the  British  were  will- 
th« at  least  part  of  this,  the  French  under  Poincare  pointed  out 
uiorat  had,  as  yet,  made  no  real  effort  to  pay  and  that  the 

by  >*c  would  be  acceptable  to  France  only  if  it  were  accompanied 

Pos  guarantees.”  This  meant  that  the  creditors  should  take 

35  various  forests,  mines,  and  factories  of  western  Germany, 

3p  ..  us  the  German  customs,  to  obtain  incomes  which  could  be 
V(jtej  reparations.  On  January  9,  1923,  the  Reparations  Commission 
Q  ^  >  (with  Britain  opposing  France,  Belgium,  and  Italy)  that 

Uatioti  default  of  her  payments.  Armed  forces  of  the  three 

Otis  began  to  occupy  the  Ruhr  two  days  later.  Britain  denounced  this 
S^'ORnd*  k  had  threatened  the  same  thing  on  less  valid 

all  r  ^  ^9-’-  Germany  declared  a  general  strike  in  the  area,  ceased 

fhe  rations  payments,  and  adopted  a  program  of  passive  resistance, 
^go'etnnient  supporting  the  strikers  by  printing  more  paper  money. 
l>ut  occupied  was  no  more  than  60  miles  long  b\'  30  miles  wide 

percent  of  German)  ’s  population  and  produced  80 
Germany’s  coal,  iron,  and  steel  and  70  percent  of  her  freight 
railway  s\-stem,  operated  b\'  170,000  persons,  was  the  most 
world.  The  occupation  forces  tried  to  run  this  system 
etabii  p  '-’.^e)o  troops  and  1,380  cooperating  Germans.  The  noncoop- 
the  jj  ^  erinans  tried  to  prevent  this,  not  hesitating  to  use  murder  for 
®rea  \ ,  ^ these  conditions  it  is  a  miracle  that  the  output  of  the 
^“right  up  to  one-third  its  capacitj'  by  the  end  of  1923.  German 
^>too^  ?  Allied  countermeasures  resulted  in  about  400  killed  and  over 
'''dieted  of  the  casualties  (300  and  2,000  respectively)  being 

"'etP  a  ^  Germans  on  Germans.  In  addition  almost  150,000  Germans 
from  the  area. 

^otli  e  resistance  in  the  Ruhr  was  a  great  strain  on  Germany, 

^He  pj.  and  financially,  and  a  great  psychological  strain  on 

i^n  JJc'g'ans.  At  the  same  time  that  the  German  mark  was 
^ne  ,  the  occupying  countries  were  not  obtaining  the  reparations 


they  desired.  Accordinglv,  a  compromise  was  reached  by  which  G^' 
many  accepted  the  Da-\ves  Plan  for  reparations,  and  the  Ruhr  was  evacu¬ 
ated.  The  onlv  victors  in  the  episode  uere  the  British,  who 
demonstrated  that  the  French  could  not  use  force  succe.ssfully  witho’^^ 
British  approval. 

The  Dawes  Plan,  which  was  largely  a  J.  P.  IV'Iorgan  production, 
drawn  up  bv  an  international  committee  of  financial  experts  puc-‘’’‘' 
over  bv  the  American  banker  Charles  G.  Dawes.  It  was  concerned  on 
with  Germany’s  ability  to  pay,  and  decided  that  this  would  mac 
a  rate  of  a. 5  billion  marks  a  year  after  four  years  of  reconstruction. 
ing  the  first  four  years  Germany  would  be  given  a  loan  of  $800 
and  would  pay  a  total  of  only  5.17  billion  marks  in  reparations.  1 
plan  did  not  supersede  the  German  reparations  obligation  as  establis 
in  1921,  and  the  difference  between  the  Dawes  payments  and  the 
ments  due  on  the  London  Schedule  were  added  to  the  total  reparati 
debt.  Thus  Germany  paid  reparations  for  five  years  under  the 
Plan  (1924-1929)  and  owed  more  at  the  end  than  it  had  owed  at 
beginning. 

The  Dawes  Plan  also  established  guarantees  for  reparations  paj'tne 
setting  aside  various  sources  of  income  within  Germany  to  provide 
and  shifting  the  responsibilin^  for  changing  these  funds  from 
foreign  e.vchange  from  the  Gennan  got-ernnient  to  an  agent-genera 
reparations  payments  who  received  marks  within  Germany.  These  m' 
were  transferred  into  foreign  e.vchange  only  when  there  was  a  ( 
supply  of  sucli  e.vchange  within  the  German  foreign-c.vchange  niar 
This  meant  that  the  value  of  the  German  mark  in  the  foreign-e.vcn^ 
market  was  artifically  protected  almost  as  if  Germany  had  even.''  r 
control,  since  every  time  the  value  of  the  mark  tended  to  fall,  the  ag 
general  stopped  selling  marks.  This  allowed  Germany  to  begin  a 
of  wild  financial  extravagance  without  suffering  the  consequences  "  ^ 
would  have  resulted  under  a  system  of  free  international  exchange’  -1^^ 
cifically,  Germany  was  able  to  borrow  abroad  beyond  her  abik^' 
pay,  without  the  normal  slump  in  the  value  of  the  mark  which 
have  stopped  such  loans  under  normal  circumstances.  It  is  worthy  nf 
that  this  system  was  set  up  bv  the  international  bankers  and 
subsequent  lending  of  other  people’s  money  to  Germany  "as 
profitable  to  these  bankers. 

Using  these  American  loans,  Germanv-’s  industry  was  largch 
equipped  with  tho  most  advanced  technical  facilities,  and  almost  e' 
Gennan  municipality  was  provided  v  ith  a  post  office,  a  swimming 
sports  facilities,  or  other  nonproductive  equipment.  With  tliese  ■ 

loans  Germany  was  able  to  rebuild  her  industrial  system  to  make 
second  best  in  the  world  by  a  wide  margin,  to  keep  up  Iicr  j  fo  I 
and  her  standard  of  living  in  spite  of  rfie  defeat  and  reparations, 
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reparations  without  either  a  balanced  budget  or  a  favorable  balance 
By  these  loans  Germany’s  creditors  were  able  to  pay  their 
debts  to  England  and  to  the  Ehiited  States  without  sending  goods 
Foreign  exchange  went  to  Germany  as  loans,  back  to  Italy, 
France,  and  Britain  as  reparations,  and  finally  back  to  the  United 
®  es  as  payments  on  war  debts.  The  only  tilings  WTong  -wdth  the 
^.^steni  Were  (a)  that  it  would  collapse  as  soon  as  the  United  States 
^  ^sed  to  lend,  and  (b)  in  the  meantime  debts  were  merely  being  shifted 
to  account  to  another  and  no  one  xvas  really  getting  any  nearer 

ovency.  In  the  period  1924-1931,  Germany  paid  10.5  billion  marks 
but  borrowed  abroad  a  total  of  18.6  billion  marks.  Nothing 
j.  settled  by  all  this,  but  the  international  bankers  sat  in  heaven,  under  a 
and  commissions. 

j  ®  Da^ves  Plan  w  as  replaced  by  the  Young  Plan  at  the  beginning  of 
'vas  ^  variety  of  reasons.  It  w-as  recognized  that  the  Dawes  Plan 

eari  ^  temporary  expedient,  that  Germany’s  total  reparations  obli- 

Mas  increasing  even  as  she  paid  billions  of  marks,  because  the 
Lo  payments  w'ere  less  than  the  payments  required  by  the 

Wd^*^  ^t:hedule;  that  the  German  foreign-exchange  market  had  to  be 
bn  '"I  order  that  Germany  might  face  the  consequences  of  her  orgy  of 
Pav  ’^Bat  Germany  “could  not  pay”  the  standard  Dawes 

and  f billion  marks  a  year  which  w'as  required  in  the  fifth 
had  I  years  of  the  Dawes  Plan.  In  addition,  France,  wdiich 

the  forced  to  pay  for  the  reconstruction  of  her  devastated  areas  in 
for  ‘919-1926,  could  not  afford  to  wait  for  a  generation  or  more 

tions  ’•o  repay  the  cost  of  this  reconstruction  through  repara- 

“co  France  hoped  to  obtain  a  larger  immediate  income  by 

p^^inj.^^^^'uBzing”  some  of  Germany’s  reparations  obligations.  Until  this 
in?  K  ^  reparations  obligations  w'ere  owed  to  governments.  By  sell- 
priv  (Backed  by  German’s  promise  to  pay  reparations)  for  cash  to 
Con  ^  France  could  reduce  the  debts  she  had  incurred  for  re- 

“I'd  could  prevent  Britain  and  Germany  from  making 
pg  deductions  in  the  reparations  obligations  (since  debts  to  private 
govern*  be  less  likely  to  be  repudiated  than  obligations  between 

hilVion'^A'’  Bad  funded  her  war  debts  to  the  United  States  at  4.6 

tQ  dollars  in  1923,  w'as  quite  prepared  to  reduce  German  reparations 
'''hich  necessary  to  meet  the  payments  on  this  war  debt.  France, 

Pcnse  debts  of  4  billion  dollars  as  xvell  as  reconstruction  ex- 

British  commercialize  the  costs  of  the  latter  in  order  to  obtain 

'^cms  .I'^PP®^  refusing  to  reduce  reparations  below  the  total  of  both 
to  “  problem  was  how'  to  obtain  German  and  British  permission 

misji^^^^^dcializc”  part  of  the  reparations.  In  order  to  obtain  this  per- 
tance  made  a  gross  error  in  tactics:  she  promised  to  evacuate 
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all  of  the  Rhineland  in  1930,  five  years  before  the  date  fixed  in  the 
Treaty  of  Versailles,  in  return  for  permission  to  commercialize  part  of  the 
reparations  payments. 

This  deal  was  embodied  in  the  Young  Plan,  named  after  the  America'’ 
Owen  D.  Young  (a  .Morgan  agent),  who  served  as  chairman  of  the  coif' 
mittee  which  drew  up  the  new  agreements  (February  to  June  1929)’  j 
Twenty  governments  signed  these  agreements  in  January  1930.  "The  j 
agreement  with  Germany  provided  for  reparations  to  be  paid  for  59 
years  at  rates  rising  from  1.7  billion  marks  in  1931  to  a  peak  of  2.4  billic” 
marks  in  1966  and  then  declining  to  less  than  a  billion  marks  in  1988.  The 
earmarked  sources  of  funds  in  Germany  were  abolished  e.xcept  lor  660 
million  marks  a  year  which  could  be  “commercialized,”  and  all  prote^' 
tion  of  Germany’s  foreign-exchange  position  was  ended  by  placing  ! 
responsibility  for  transferring  reparations  from  marks  to  foreign  cur 
rencies  squarely  on  Germany.  To  assist  in  this  task  a  new  private  ban 
called  the  Bank  for  International  Settlements  was  established  in  Switzer 
land  at  Basle.  Owned  by  the  chief  central  banks  of  the  world  and  hoi 
ing  accounts  for  each  of  them,  the  Bank  for  International  ScttlcmC’^* 
w'as  to  serve  as  “a  Central  Bankers’  Bank”  and  allow  international  p") 
ments  to  be  made  by  merely  shifting  credits  from  one  country’s  acfoui’^ 
to  another  on  the  books  of  the  bank. 

The  Young  Plan,  w'hich  w'as  to  have  been  a  final  .settlement  of  "  ^ 
reparations  question,  lasted  for  less  than  eighteen  months.  The  cra-sh  0 
the  New  York  stock  market  in  October  1929  marked  the  end  of 
decade  of  reconstruction  and  opened  the  decade  of  destruction  bettv 
the  two  wwrs.  This  crash  ended  the  American  loans  to  Germany  ® 
thus  cut  off  the  flow  of  foreign  exchange  xvhich  made  it  possible  ° 
Germany  to  appear  as  if  it  were  paying  reparations.  In  seven  y®  w 
1924-1931,  the  debt  of  the  German  federal  government  went  up 
billion  marks  while  the  debts  of  German  local  governments  went  f 
11.6  billion  marks.  Germany’s  net  foreign  debt,  both  public  and 
was  increased  in  the  same  period  by  18.6  billion  marks,  exclusi'^® 
reparations.  Germany  could  pay  reparations  only  so  long  as  her  u® 
continued  to  grow  because  only  by  increasing  debts  could  the  necess  / 
foreign  exchange  be  obtained.  Such  foreign  loans  almost  ceased  in  '93  | 
and  by  1931  Germans  and  others  had  begun  a  “flight  from  the  ' 
selling  this  currency  for  other  monies  in  w'hich  they  had  greater 
fidence.  This  created  a  great  drain  on  the  German  gold  reserve.  A*  t 
gold  reserve  dwindled,  the  volume  of  money  and  credit  erected  on  "  _ 
reserve  had  to  be  reduced  by  raising  the  interest  rate.  Prices  fell 
of  the  reduced  supply  of  money  and  the  reduced  demand,  so  that  n 
came  almost  impossible  for  the  banks  to  sell  collateral  and  other  p^^F 
ties  in  order  to  obtain  funds  to  meet  the  growing  demand  for  nio” 

At  this  point,  in  April  1931,  Germany  announced  a  cu.stoni.s  u 
with  Austria.  France  protested  that  such  a  union  was  illegal  under 
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Treaty  of  Saint-Germain,  bv  which  Austria  had  promised  to  maintain 
*  independence  from  Germanv.  The  dispute  was  referred  to  the  World 
hut  in  the  meantime  the  French,  to  discourage  such  attempts  at 
'^Rion,  recalled  French  funds  from  both  Austria  and  Germany.  Both 
^ORntries  were  vulnerable.  On  iVIay  8,  1931,  the  largest  Austrian  bank, 
T^redit-Anstalt  (a  Rothschild  institution),  with  extensive  interests, 
lost^^*^  ^iintrol,  in  70  percent  of  Austria’s  industry,  announced  that  it  had 
bill'  '^’ilbon  schillings  (about  S20  million).  The  true  loss  was  over  a 
‘  n  sthillitigs,  and  the  bank  had  really  been  insolvent  for  years.  The 
ischilds  and  the  Austrian  government  gave  the  Credit-Anstalt  160 
iiover  the  loss,  but  public  confidence  had  been  destroyed.  A 
the  bank.  To  meet  this  run  the  Austrian  banks  called  in  all 

Coll  German  banks.  The  German  banks  began  to 

^  '^pse.  7  hese  latter  began  to  call  in  all  their  funds  in  London.  The  Lon- 
banks  began  to  fall,  and  gold  flowed  outward.  On  September  zist 
^  g  and  was  forced  off  the  gold  standard.  During  this  crisis  the  Reichs- 
tliefi'°*^  ^00  million  marks  of  its  gold  i 


i  reserve  and  foreign  exchange  in 


The  of  June  and  about  1,000  million  in  the  second  week  of  June, 

the^l  raised  step  by  step  to  15  percent  without  stopping 

OSS  of  reserves  but  destroying  the  activities  of  the  German  industrial 

almost  CO, „pl„ely. 

P  begged  for  relief  on  her  reparations  payments,  but  her 

^gr  reluctant  to  act  unless  they  obtained  similar  relief  on  their 

und'  P3\'nicnts  to  the  United  States.  The  United  States  had  an 
and  ■  reluctance  to  become  the  end  of  a  chain  of  repudiation, 

rbere  was  no  connection  between  war  debts  and  repara- 
to  0  "'''s  true)  and  that  the  European  countries  should  be  able 

not  ■  debts  if  they  could  find  money  for  armaments  (which  was 

teno^^T  TVhen  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Mellon,  w'ho  was  in  Europe, 
inin  A'  President  Hoover  that  unless  relief  w'as  given  to  Germany 
t'ountr'^'^'^ ''  public  obligations,  the  whole  financial  system  of  the 

claim^*^''  collapse  with  verv  great  loss  to  holders  of  private 

gove  ^  Germany,  the  President  suggested  a  moratorium  on  inter- 

debts  for  one  year.  Specifically,  America  offered  to  post¬ 
debtor  owed  to  it  for  the  year  following  July  i,  1931,  if  its 

^urs  W  ould  extend  the  same  privilege  to  their  debtors. 

Until  P'‘^”  many  nations  concerned  w'as  delayed 

com  'fuddle  of  July  by  French  efforts  to  protect  the  payments  on 
for  ,  uiahzcd  reparations  and  to  secure  political  concessions  in  return 
^erma'n^'^"^®  ’^be  moratorium.  It  sought  a  renunciation  of  the  Austro- 
^^Rlesh'  union,  suspension  of  building  on  the  second  pocket 

^'■detion^’  by  Germany  of  her  eastern  frontiers,  and  re- 

d  bese  d  training  of  “private”  military  organizations  in  Germany, 
many  were  rejected  by  the  United  States,  Britain,  and  Ger- 

T’  uut  during  the  del  av  the  German  crisis  became  more  acute.  The 
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Reichsbank  had  its  worst  run  on  July  7th;  on  the  following  day  the 
North  German  Wool  Company’^  failed  with  a  loss  of  200  million  marks, 
this  pulled  down  the  Schroder  Bank  (with  a  loss  of  24  million  marks  to 
the  city  of  Bremen  where  its  office  was)  and  the  Darmstadter  Bank  (ot>e 
of  Germany’s  “Big  Four  Banks”)  which  lost  20  million  in  the  Woo 
Company.  Except  for  a  credit  of  400  million  marks  from  the  Bank  for 
International  Settlements  and  a  “standstill  agreement”  to  reneav  all  short¬ 
term  debts  as  they  came  due,  Germany  obtained  little  assistance.  Set' 
era]  committees  of  international  bankers  discussed  the  problem,  hot 
the  crisis  became  worse,  and  spread  to  London. 

By  November  1931  all  the  European  Powers  except  France  and  her 
supporters  were  determined  to  end  reparations.  At  the  Lausanne  CoO' 
ference  of  June  1932  German  reparations  were  cut  to  a  total  of  on) 
3  billion  marks,  but  the  agreement  was  never  ratified  because  of  t  ^ 
refusal  of  the  United  States  Congress  to  cut  w'ar  debts  equally  drasticau}- 
Technically  this  meant  that  the  Young  Plan  was  still  in  force,  but  no 
effort  was  made  to  restore  it  and,  in  1933,  Hitler  repudiated  all  reps'’®' 
tions.  By  that  date,  reparations,  which  had  poisoned  international  relation* 
for  so  many  years,  were  being  swallowed  up  in  other,  more  terrio  > 
problems.  . , 

Before  we  turn  to  the  background  of  these  other  problems,  we  sho" 
say  a  few  words  about  the  question  of  how  much  was  paid  in 
tions  or  if  any  reparations  were  ever  paid  at  all.  The  question  arose 
cause  of  a  dispute  regarding  the  value  of  the  reparations  paid  before 
Dawes  Plan  of  1924.  From  1924  to  1931  the  Germans  paid  about  10  5  ” 
lion  marks.  For  the  period  before  1924  the  German  estimate  of  rop-'t''^ 
tions  paid  is  56,577  billion  marks,  while  the  Allied  estimate  is 
billion.  Since  the  German  estimate  covers  everything  that  could  i 

be  put  in,  including  the  value  of  the  naval  vessels  they  themselves  scutt 
in  1918,  it  cannot  be  accepted;  a  fair  estimate  would  be  about  30  t” 
marks  for  the  period  before  1924  or  about  40  billion  marks  for  reparat' 
as  a  whole. 

It  is  sometimes  argued  that  the  Germans  really  paid  nothing 
reparations,  since  they  borrowed  abroad  just  as  much  as  they  ever  p®^^ 
on  reparations  and  that  these  loans  were  never  paid.  This  is  not 
true,  since  the  total  of  foreign  loans  was  less  than  19  billion 
while  the  Allies’  own  estimate  of  total  reparations  paid  was  over  ^ 
lion  marks.  However,  it  is  quite  true  that  after  1924  Germany  bortn"®^ 


more  than  it  paid  in  reparations,  and  thus  the  real  payments  on 


tiiesf 

obligations  were  all  made  before  1924.  .Moreover,  the  foreign  loans  " 
Germany'  borrow  ed  could  never  have  been  made  but  for  tlie  existe 
of  the  reparations  system.  Since  these  loans  greatly  strengthened 
many  by  rebuilding  its  industrial  plant,  the  burden  of  reparations  •''* 
whole  on  Germany’s  economic  sy  stem  was  very  slight. 
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FINANCE, 

COMMERCIAL  POLICY, 

and  business  activity, 

1897-1947 


Reflation  and  Inflation, 

The  Period  of  Stabilization,  ipzj-ip^o 
The  Period  of  Deflation,  ig2i-ig^6 
Reflation  and  Inflation,  i$i3-i94i 


Reflation  and  Inflation, 

1897-1925 

WE  have  already  seen  that  valiant  efforts  were  made  in  the  period 
>9 >9-1 929  to  build  up  an  international  political  order  quite  dif- 
ferent  from  that  which  had  existed  in  the  nineteenth  century. 
basis  of  the  old  order  of  sovereignty  and  international  law,  men 
>>tteniptcd,  without  complete  conviction  of  purpose,  to  build  a  new  in- 
’^firnational  order  of  collective  security.  We  have  seen  that  this  effort  was 
*  1  he  causes  of  this  failure  are  to  be  found,  to  some  degree,  in 

le  fact  that  these  statesmen  had  built  the  new  order  in  a  far  from 
pr  ect  fashion,  with  inadequate  understanding,  improper  plans,  poor  ma- 
®*'*>>ls,  and  faulty  tools.  But  the  failure  can  be  attributed  to  a  much 
to'^T'"  fact  that  the  resulting  political  structure  was  exposed 

°  .  stress  of  an  economic  storm  which  few  had  foreseen.  Collective 

curity  was  destroyed  by  the  world  economic  depression  more  than  by 
other  single  cause.  The  economic  depression  made  possible  the  rise 
power  of  Hitler,  and  this  made  possible  the  aggressions  of  Italy  and 
pan  and  made  Britain  adopt  the  policy  of  appeasement.  For  these  rea- 
“•^s,  a  real  understanding  of  the  economic  history  of  twentieth  century 
^Urope  is  imperative  to  any  understanding  of  the  events  of  the  period. 

E 1  an  understanding  will  require  a  study  of  the  history  of  finance, 
j..  and  business  activity,  of  industrial  organization,  and  of  ag- 

the^  1^^^’  considered  in  this  chapter  from 

®  beginning  of  the  twentieth  century  to  the  establishment  of  the 
PUrahst  economy  about  1947. 

foil  f*hs  half-century  may  be  divided  into  six  subdivisions,  as 
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I.  Reflation,  1897-1914 
Inflation,  /9i4-i9’5 

3.  Stabilization,  19:2-1930 

4.  Deflation,  1927-1936 

5.  Reflation,  1933-1939 

6.  Inflation,  1939-1947 


These  periods  have  different  dates  in  different  countries,  and  thus 
overlap  if  we  take  the  widest  periods  to  include  all  important  countries- 
But  in  spite  of  the  difference  in  dates,  these  periods  occurred  in  almost 
every  country  and  in  the  same  order.  It  should  also  be  pointed  out  tl^t 
these  periods  were  interrupted  by  haphazard  secondary  movements, 
these  secondary  movements,  the  chief  were  the  depression  of 
and  the  recession  of  1937-1938,  both  periods  of  deflation  and  dcclimn? 
economic  activity.  , 

Prices  had  been  rising  slots  Iv  from  about  1897  because  of  the  increase 
output  of  gold  from  South  Africa  and  Alaska,  thus  alleviating  the 
pressed  conditions  and  agricultural  distress  which  had  prevailed,  to  t 
benefit  of  financial  capitalists,  from  1873.  The  outbreak  of  war  in  t9’^ 
showed  these  financial  capitalists  at  their  worst,  narrow  in  outlook, 
norant,  and  selfish,  tvhile  proclaiming,  as  usual,  their  total  devotion  to 
social  good.  They  generally  agreed  that  the  war  could  not  go  on  I 
more  than  si.\  to  ten  months  because  of  the  “limited  financial  resource® 
of  the  belligerents  (by  which  they  meant  gold  reserves).  This  idea  te 
veals  the  fundamental  misunderstanding  of  the  nature  and  role  of  mon  ; 
on  the  part  of  the  vert'  persons  who  w'ere  reputed  to  be  experts 
the  subject.  Wars,  as  events  have  proved  since,  are  not  fought  ^\'ith  g^' 
or  even  with  mone\%  but  by  the  proper  organization  of  real  resource®' 
The  attitudes  of  bankers  w^ere  revealed  most  clearly  in  England, 
every  move  was  dictated  by  efforts  to  protect  their  own  position 
to  profit  from  it  rather  than  by  considerations  of  economic  niobiliz*'*^'^^ 
for  war  or  the  welfare  of  the  British  people.  The  outbreak  of 
August  4,  1914,  found  the  British  banking  system  insolvent  in  the  se 
that  its  funds,  created  bv  the  banking  s\'stem  for  profit  and  rented  0“^ 
to  the  economic  system  to  permit  it  to  operate,  could  not  be 


by  the  existing  volume  of  gold  reserves  or  b\'  collateral  which  cool 
liquidated  rapidly.  Accordingly,  the  bankers  secretly  devised  a 
by  which  their  obligations  could  be  met  by  fiat  money  (so-cs  ^ 
Treasur\'  Notes),  but,  as  soon  as  that  crisis  wws  over,  they  then  insist^ 
that  the  government  must  pay  for  the  war  without  recourse  to  fiat 
(wliich  was  always  damned  by  bankers  as  immoral),  but  by  ta.xatioO  ^ 
bv  borrowing  at  high  interest  rates  from  bankers.  The  decision 
Treasurt'  Notes  to  fulfil!  the  bankers’  liabilities  W'as  made  as  early  a-s  j 
urday,  Julv  25,  1914,  by  Sir  John  Bradbury  (later  Lord  Bradbury)  ^ 


I'lXANCE,  COMMERCIAL  POLICY,  BUSINESS  ACTIVITY  317 

Atterbury  at  the  latter’s  home.  The  first  Treasury  Notes 
run  off  the  presses  at  W'aterlow  and  Sons  the  following  Tuesday, 
St  ^  ^  when  most  politicians  believed  that  Britain  would 

'vas  usual  Bank  Holidav  at  the  beginning  of  August 

■p  ^^rended  to  tlu-ee  days  during  which  it  was  announced  that  the 
^^ores,  instead  of  gold,  would  be  used  for  bank  pavments.  The 
rate  was  raised  at  the  Bank  of  England  from  3  percent  to  10  per- 
hile  Pr^'’cnt  inflation,  a  figure  taken  merely  because  the  traditional 

of  1°  bank  stated  that  a  10  percent  bank  rate  would  draw  gold  out 

ground  itself,  and  gold  pavments  need  be  suspended  onlv'  when  a 
‘"^percent  rate  failed. 

gold  ^  r>utbreak  of  the  war,  most  of  the  belligerent  countries  suspended 
that  and,  to  varying  degrees,  accepted  their  bankers’  advice 

^oans  '''^y  P“.y  the  w'ar  was  by  a  combination  of  bank 

itip  *  "  taxation  of  consumption.  The  period  within  w  hich,  accord- 
sou  °  c-'tperts,  the  war  must  cease  because  of  limited  financial  re- 
than^**  ^'"^tmtally  passed,  and  the  fighting  continued  more  vigorously 
fiat  governments  paid  for  it  in  various  ways:  by  taxation,  by 

borrowing  from  banks  (w'hich  created  credit  for  the  pur- 
Each'  from  the  people  by  selling  war  bonds  to  them. 

bVQ  u-  methods  of  raising  money  had  a  different  effect  upon  the 
Public  H  consequences  of  the  war.  These  were  inflation  and 

iwo  effects  of  the  four  ways  of  raising  money  upon  these 

be  seen  from  the  following  table: 

Taxation  gives  no  inflation  and  no  debt. 

Fiat  money  gives  inflation  and  no  debt. 

Bank  credit  gives  inflation  and  debt. 
d.  Sales  of  bonds  give  no  inflation  but  give  debt. 

appear  from  this  table  that  the  best  way  to  pay  for  the  war 
ever  ^  taxation,  and  the  worst  way  w  ould  be  by  bank  credit.  How- 
(Jejj  ’ .  ^^^tion  sufficient  to  pay  for  a  major  w^ar  would  ha\'e  such  a  severe 
Crease  effect  upon  prices  that  economic  production  would  not  in- 

spyj.j,^  or  fast  enough.  Any  rapid  increase  in  production  is 

^'t'tsual  ^  *mall  amount  of  inflation  which  provides  the  impetus  of 
other  u  to  the  economic  system.  Increase  in  public  debt,  on  the 

lUohiij^ ‘^°’^'^tibutes  little  of  value  to  the  effort  tow'ard  economic 

a  War'^  point  of  vie\v,  it  is  not  easy  to  say  what  method  of  financing 
’’fixed  Frobablv  the  best  is  a  combination  of  the  four  methods 

more  ■  "^^y  minimum  of  debt  and  no 

mobii'  necessary  to  obtain  complete  and  rapid  economic 

ation.  This  would  probably  involve  a  combination  of  fiat  money 
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and  taxation  with  considerable  sales  of  bonds  to  individuals,  the  com' 
bination  varying  at  different  stages  in  the  mobilization  effort. 

In  the  period  1914-1918,  the  various  belligerents  used  a  mi-xture  0 
these  four  methods,  but  it  was  a  mixture  dictated  by  expediency  ^ 
false  theories,  so  that  at  the  end  of  the  war  all  countries  found  themsel''^ 
with  both  public  debts  and  inflation  in  amounts  in  no  wise  justified  bj 
the  degree  of  economic  mobilization  which  had  been  achieved. 
situation  was  made  worse  by  the  fact  that  in  all  countries  prices  con¬ 
tinued  to  rise,  and  in  most  countries  public  debts  continued  to  rise  long 
after  the  Armistice  of  1918.  . . 

The  causes  of  the  wartime  inflation  are  to  be  found  in  both  finand 
and  economic  spheres.  In  the  financial  sphere,  government  spending 
adding  tremendous  amounts  of  money  to  the  financial  community,  larg®v 
to  produce  goods  which  would  never  be  offered  for  sale.  In  the 
nomic  sphere,  the  situation  was  different  in  those  countries  which 
more  completely  mobilized  than  in  those  which  were  only  partly  mo 
lized.  In  the  former,  real  wealth  was  reduced  by  the  diversion 


economic  resources  from  making  such  wealth  to  making  goods  f 


struction.  In  the  others,  the  total  quantity  of  real  wealth  may  not  n 
been  seriously  reduced  (since  much  of  the  resources  utilized  in 
goods  for  destruction  came  from  resources  previously  unused,  lil^®  ' 
mines,  idle  factories,  idle  men,  and  so  on)  but  the  increase  in  the  L 
supply  competing  for  the  limited  amounts  of  real  wealth  gave  ora 


While  prices  in  most  countries  rose  200  to  300  percent  and  public  0^^ 
rose  1,000  percent,  the  financial  leaders  tried  to  keep  up  the  pretense 
the  money  of  each  country  was  as  valuable  as  it  had  ever  been  and 
as  soon  as  the  war  was  ended  the  situation  existing  in  1914  'vou 
restored.  For  this  reason  they  did  not  openly  abandon  the  gold 
ard.  Instead,  they  suspended  certain  attributes  of  the  gold  standar 


emphasized  the  other  attributes  which  thev-  tried  to  maintai: 


countries,  payments  in  gold  and  export  of  gold  were  suspendt 


every  effort  was  made  to  keep  gold  reserves  up  to  a  respectabi 
centage  of  notes,  and  exchanges  were  controlled  to  keep  them  as 
parity  as  possible.  These  attributes  were  achieved  in  some 
deceptive  methods.  In  Britain,  for  example,  the  gold  reserve 
notes  fell  from  52  percent  to  18  percent  in  the  month  JulV""^ 
1914;  then  the  situation  was  concealed,  partly  by  moving  assets  0 
banks  into  the  Bank  of  England  and  using  them  as  reserves  fb*" 
partly  by  issuing  a  new  kind  of  notes  (called  Currency  Notes)  ^ 
had  no  real  resert'e  and  little  gold  backing.  In  the  United  State* 


percentage  of  reserves  required  by  law  in  commercial  banks  ' 


duced  in  1914,  and  the  reserve  requirements  both  for  notes 
posits  were  cut  in  June  1917-,  a  new  system  of  “depositary  banks 
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in  required  no  reserves  against  government  deposits  created 

^■Ti  in  return  for  government  bonds.  Such  efforts  were  made  in  all 
tic  n  ^'"^r.V"’here  the  ratio  of  gold  resen  es  to  notes  fell  dras- 

Q  ‘ )  during  tlie  war:  in  France  from  6o  percent  to  1 1  percent;  in 
j  from  59  percent  to  lo  percent;  in  Russia  from  98  percent  to 

P  teent;  in  Italy  from  60  percent  to  13  percent;  in  Britain  from  52 
®ttt  to  32  percent. 

^tid  and  increase  in  public  debts  continued  after  the  war 

to  cau.ses  for  this  were  complicated,  and  varied  from  country 

general,  (i)  price  fixing  and  rationing  regulations  were 
level  ®e)on,  before  the  output  of  peacetime  goods  had  risen  to  a 
hjjjdj  enough  to  absorb  the  accumulated  purchasing  power  in  the 
down  e:onsumcrs  from  their  efforts  in  war  production;  thus,  the 
'^®used^  reconversion  from  war  production  to  peace  production 
cha  *  ^hort  supply  at  a  time  of  high  demand;  (2)  the  Allied  ex- 

■n  )Vl  "  been  controlled  during  the  war,  were  unpegged 

^'luilib '9 >9  and  at  once  fell  to  levels  revealing  the  great  price  dis- 
the  , between  countries;  (3)  purchasing  power  held  back  during 
l^ank  ^’^ddenly  came  into  the  market;  (4)  there  was  an  expansion  of 
t’ecause  of  postwar  optimism;  (5)  budgets  remained  out  of 
l^ecause  of  reconstruction  requirements  (as  in  France  or 
thg  ^^^'’^veparations  (as  in  Germanv),  demobilization  expenses  (as  in 

goods'^'at"  . 

^riltgs  f  ‘  ~  '  w  , 

tinf  United  States,  Italy,  France,  and  so  on). 

ar  inflation,  which  could  have  accom- 
(by  ”’'^ch  good  (by  increasing  output  of  real  wealth)  was  wasted 
prices  of  existing  goods)  and  had  evil  results  (by  de- 
clasj  i'^  ^®pital  accumulations  and  savings,  and  overturning  economic 
tboupL  ^his  failure  was  caused  by  the  fact  that  the  inflation, 
in  .  .'^'^'vanted  everywhere,  was  uncontrolled  because  few  persons 
curfgii  power  had  the  courage  to  take  the  steps  necessary  to 

Hupg  defeated  and  revolutionary  countries  (Russia,  Poland, 

^Ofiiier  Germany),  the  inflation  went  so  far  that  the 

secopd  '^oits  became  valueless,  and  ceased  to  e.xist.  In  a 

of  &^®up  of  countries  (like  France,  Belgium,  and  Italy),  the  value 
"■ho„rT'”>’  unit  was  so  reduced  that  it  became  a  different  thing, 
same  name  was  still  used.  In  a  third  group  of  countries 
'Control'’  United  States,  and  Japan),  the  situation  was  kept  under 

e  was  concerned,  the  intensity  of  the  inflation  in- 
groupj  moved  geographically  from  west  to  east.  Of  the  three 

the  Countries  above,  the  second  (moderate  inflation)  group  was 
^^vtunate.  In  the  first  (extreme  inflation)  group  the  inflation 


Ignited  States,  Italy,  and  so  on);  and  (6)  production  of  peacetime 
s  disrupted  bv  revolutions  (as  in  Hungary,  Russia,  and  so  on)  or 
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wiped  out  all  public  debts,  all  savings,  and  all  claims  on  wealth, 
the  monetary  unit  became  valueless.  In  the  moderate-inflation  grouP’ 
the  burden  of  the  public  debt  was  reduced,  and  private  debts 
savings  were  reduced  bv  the  same  proportion.  In  the  United  States  a 
Britain  the  effort  to  fight  inflation  took  the  form  of  a  deliberate 
ment  toward  deflation.  This  preserved  savings  but  increased  the  bur 
of  the  public  debt  and  gave  economic  depression. 


The  Period  of  Stabilization, 

1922-1930 


As  soon  as  the  war  was  finished,  governments  began  to  turn  ^ 
attention  to  the  problem  of  restoring  the  prewar  financial  sys 
Since  the  essential  element  in  that  system  was  believed  to  be  the 
standard  with  its  stable  exchanges,  this  movement  was  called  “stabi 
tion.”  Because  of  their  eagerness  to  restore  the  prewar  financial 
tion,  the  “experts”  closed  their  eves  to  the  tremendous  changes 
had  resulted  from  the  war.  These  changes  were  so  great  iti  produc 
in  commerce,  and  in  financial  habits  that  any  effort  to  restore 
prewar  conditions  or  even  stabilize  on  the  gold  standard  was  p 
sible  and  inadvisable.  Instead  of  seeking  a  financial  system 
the  new  economic  and  commercial  world  which  had  emerged  *’ 
the  war,  the  experts  tried  to  ignore  this  world,  and  established  a 
cial  system  which  looked,  superficiallv,  as  much  like  tlie  prewar 
tern  as  possible.  This  svstem,  however,  was  not  the  prewar  sy* 
Neither  was  it  adapted  to  the  new  economic  conditions.  Wheu 
experts  began  to  have  vague  glimmerings  of  this  last  fact,  they  di 
begin  to  modify  their  goals,  but  insisted  on  the  same  goals,  and 
incantations  and  exhortations  against  the  existing  conditions  " 
made  the  attainment  of  their  goals  impossible. 

These  changed  economic  conditions  could  not  be  controlled  or  ‘  ^ 
cised  by  incantations.  They  were  basically  not  results  of  tlie  jj, 

but  normal  outcomes  of  the  economic  development  of  the  wor 
the  nineteenth  centurv.  All  that  the  war  had  done  was  to  speed 
rate  of  this  development.  The  economic  changes  xvhich  in  19-.^  jjj,  i 
it  so  difficult  to  restore  the  financial  svstem  of  1914  were  alreau, 
cemible  in  1890  and  clearly'  evident  by  1910. 

The  chief  item  in  these  changes  was  the  decline  of  Britain- 
had  happened  was  that  the  Industrial  Revolution  was  spreading 
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yond  Britain  to  Europe  and  the  United  States  and  by  1910  to  South 
erica  and  Asia.  As  a  result,  these  areas  became  less  dependent  on  Brit- 
or  manufactured  goods,  less  eager  to  sell  their  raw  materials  and  food 
bu  became  her  competitors  both  in  selling  to  and  in 

y*ng  from  those  colonial  areas  to  which  industrialism  had  not  yet 
P  ead.  By  1914  Britain’s  supremacy  as  financial  center,  as  commercial 
and  as  merchant  shipper  was  being  threatened.  A 
obvious  threat  arose  from  long-run  shifts  in  demand— shifts  from 
i  Products  of  heavy  industry  to  the  products  of  more  highly  special- 
and  .  production  (like  chemicals),  from  cereals  to  fruits 

1  “airy  products,  from  cotton  and  wool  to  silk  and  rayon,  from 
fund^^  rubber,  and  so  on.  These  changes  presented  Britain  with  a 
amental  choice— either  to  yield  her  supremacy  in  the  world  or 
P  industrial  and  commercial  system  to  cope  with  the  new 

ind  latter  was  difficult  because  Britain  had  allowed  her 

and  *}'stem  to  become  lopsided  under  the  influence  of  free  trade 
Brit  division  of  labor.  Over  half  the  employed  persons  in 

-p  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  textiles  and  ferrous  metals. 

3lon '  ^^cotinted  for  over  one-third  of  her  exports,  and  textiles, 
ind  ^  steel,  for  over  one-half.  At  the  same  time,  newer 

inp  ^*^*^5*^  '’3tions  (Germany,  the  United  States,  and  Japan)  were  grow- 
''  itlt  industrial  systems  better  adapted  to  the  trend  of  the 
me  -v,  also  cutting  deeply  into  Britain’s  supremacy  in 

shipping. 

cur  A  ^*'i*^ical  stage  in  Britain’s  development,  the  World  War  oc- 
f  ®  ■  Tifis  had  a  double  result  as  far  as  this  subject  is  concerned.  It 
syste^  ^^**^^*^  postpone  indefinitely  any  reform  of  her  industrial 
vgio  ’  adjust  it  to  more  modern  trends;  and  it  speeded  up  the  de- 
“f  these  trends  so  that  what  might  have  occurred  in  twenty 
chan  instead  in  five.  In  the  period  1910-1920,  Britain’s  mer- 

hlnit  ^  percent  in  number  of  vessels,  while  that  of  the 

'"'cnt  up  57  percent,  that  of  Japan  up  130  percent,  and 
gre  °  Netherlands  up  58  percent.  Her  position  as  the  world’s 
good'^f  '^^cditor  w'as  lost  to  the  United  States,  and  a  large  quantity  of 
,  .°f®‘gn  credits  was  replaced  by  a  smaller  amount  of  poorer  risks, 
ovej.  j  became  a  debtor  to  the  United  States  to  the  amount  of 

bj  *"1  billion.  The  change  in  the  positions  of  the  two  countries  can 
briefly.  The  war  changed  the  position  of  the  United 
®hout  ^^®Pcct  to  the  rest  of  the  world  from  that  of  a  debtor  owing 

i(jj,l^j  billion  to  that  of  a  creditor  owed  J4  billion.  This  does  not 

hlnit  H  ^'^’■^^governmental  debts  of  about  $10  billion  owed  to  the 
chan^  as  a  result  of  the  war.  At  the  same  time,  Britain’s  position 

abouj  ^  creditor  owed  about  $i8  billion  to  a  creditor  owed 

^*3-5  billion.  In  addition,  Britain  was  owed  about  $8  billion  in 


war  debts  from  her  Allies  and  an  unknown  sum  in  reparations  froi’’ 
Germany,  and  owed  to  the  United  States  war  debts  of  well  over  J4 
billion.  Most  of  these  war  debts  and  reparations  were  sharply  reduce 
after  1920,  but  the  net  result  for  Britain  was  a  drastic  change  in 
position  in  respect  to  the  United  States. 

The  basic  economic  organization  of  the  world  was  modified  in 
ways.  As  a  result  of  the  war,  the  old  organization  of  relatively  f^e® 
commerce  among  countries  specializing  in  different  types  of  produ® 
tion  was  replaced  by  a  situation  in  At  hich  a  larger  number  of  countd®* 
sought  economic  self-sufficiency  by  placing  restrictions  on  commer®^' 
In  addition,  productive  capacity  in  both  agriculture  and  industry  I** 
been  increased  by  the  artificial  demand  of  the  war  period  to  a  degt®® 
far  beyond  the  ability  of  normal  domestic  demand  to  buy  the 
of  that  capacity.  And,  finally,  the  more  backward  areas  of  Europe  <> 
the  world  had  been  industrialized  to  a  great  degree  and  were  unwiU  s 
to  fall  back  to  a  position  in  w'hich  they  would  obtain  industrial  pt® 
ucts  from  Britain,  Germany,  or  the  United  States  in  return  for  t 
raw  materials  and  food.  This  refusal  was  made  more  painful  for 
sides  by  the  fact  that  these  backward  areas  had  increased  their  outp  ^ 
of  raw  materials  and  food  so  greatly  that  the  total  could  hardly 
been  sold  even  if  they  had  been  walling  to  buy  all  their  industrial  pr,^ 
ucts  from  their  prew'ar  sources.  These  prew'ar  sources  in  turn  ha 
creased  their  industrial  capacity  so  greatly  that  the  product  co 
hardly  have  been  sold  if  they  had  been  able  to  recapture  ^^tirdy^^^ 
their  prewar  markets.  The  result  w'as  a  situation  where  all 
were  eager  to  sell  and  reluctant  to  buy%  and  sought  to  achieve 
mutually  irreconcilable  ends  by  setting  up  subsidies  and  bounties 
exports,  tariffs,  and  restrictions  on  imports,  with  disastrous  resul 
world  trade.  The  only  sensible  solution  to  this  problem  of 
productive  capacit}-  would  have  been  a  substantial  rise  in  doff 
standards  of  living,  but  this  would  have  required  a  fundamenta 
apportionment  of  the  national  income  so  that  claims  to  the 
of  the  excess  capacity  w’ould  go  to  those  masses  eager  to  con  ^ 
rather  than  continue  to  go  to  the  minority  desiring  to  save,  hu 
reform  was  rejected  by  the  ruling  groups  in  both  “advanced 
“backward”  countries,  so  that  this  solution  was  reached  only  to  .jjd 
tively  small  degree  in  a  relatively  few  countries  (chiefly  the 
States  and  Germany  in  the  period  1925-1929).  q{ 

Changes  in  the  basic  productive  and  commercial  otganizati 
the  w'orld  in  the  period  1914-1919  were  made  more  difficult  to 
by  other  less  tangible  changes  in  financial  practices  and  business  Y 
chology.  The  spectacular  postwar  inflations  in  eastern  Europe  ^ 
tensified  the  traditional  fear  of  inflation  among  bankers.  In 
to  stop  rises  in  prices  which  might  become  inflationary,  bankets 
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’9>9  increasingly  sought  to  “sterilize”  gold  when  it  flowed  into  their 
country.  That  is,  they  sought  to  set  it  aside  so  that  it  did  not  become 
of  the  monetary  system.  As  a  result,  the  unbalance  of  trade  which 
initiated  the  flow  of  gold  was  not  counteracted  by  price  changes, 
^^ade  and  prices  remained  unbalanced,  and  gold  continued  to  flow. 
^°iiie\\'hat  similar  v'as  a  spreading  fear  of  decreasing  gold  resen^es, 
that  when  gold  began  to  flow  out  of  a  country  as  a  result  of  an 
^'orable  balance  of  international  payments,  bankers  increasingly 
Sht  to  hinder  the  flow  bv  restrictions  on  gold  exports.  With  such 
■s  the  unfavorable  balance  of  trade  continued,  and  other  countries 
tu  ''i^P'rcd  to  take  retaliatory  actions.  The  situation  was  also  dis- 
hy  political  fears  and  by  the  military  ambitions  of  certain  coun¬ 
tar  il  **'^^*^  i^hese  frequently  resulted  in  a  desire  for  self-sufficiency  (au- 
y)  such  as  could  be  obtained  only  by  use  of  tariffs,  subsidies, 
ine  i^fade  controls.  Somewhat  related  to  this  was  the  widespread 

gave*^-^  feelings  of  economic,  political,  and  social  insecurity.  This 
seek'  “flights  of  capital”— that  is,  to  panic  transfers  of  holdings 

sitU'  **  secure  spot  regardless  of  economic  return.  Moreover,  the 
on  M'as  di.sturbed  by  the  arrival  in  the  foreign-exchange  market 
'’^*'y  **itge  number  of  relatively  ignorant  speculators.  In  the  period 
nien^^  ’914  speculators  in  foreign  e.xchange  had  been  a  .small  group  of 
h"  activities  were  based  on  long  experience  with  the  market 
'''ith  ^  -  ^  ‘'■t^’hilizing  effect  on  it.  After  1919  large  numbers  of  persons 
®itch  knowledge  nor  experience  began  to  speculate  in  foreign 

Subject  to  the  influence  of  rumors,  hearsay,  and  mob  panic, 
had  a  very  disturbing  effect  on  the  markets.  Finally, 
of  countr)’-,  the  decline  in  competition  arising  from  the  groxvth 

Spoils' cartels,  monopolies,  and  so  on,  made  prices  less  re- 
asa  r  of  gold  or  exchange  in  the  international  markets,  and, 

eqyjiii^  ^  flov’s  did  not  set  into  motion  those  forces  which  would 

flowo  'r  prices  between  countries,  curtail  floxvs  of  gold,  and  balance 
^  rif  goods. 

''*iich^  these  factors,  the  system  of  international  payments 

aftej.  .  tvorked  so  beautifully  before  1914  worked  only  haltingly 
chief  practically  ceased  to  work  at  all  after  1930.  The 


purely 


cause  of  these  factors  was  that  neither  goods  nor  money  obeyed 


"'WhT  a  condition  which  became  acute  after  1928  and 

19.1.1  had  forced  most  countries  off  the  gold  standard. 

^Uaticial  productive  and  commercial  organization  and  of 

^Uanci  1  made  it  almost  impo.ssible  after  1919  to  restore  the 

1914.  Yet  this  is  what  was  attempted.  Instead  of 
set  up  a  new  financial  organization  adapted  to  the  modified 
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economic  organization,  bankers  and  politicians  insisted  that  the  oW 
prewar  system  should  be  restored.  These  efforts  were  concentrated 
a  determination  to  restore  the  gold  standard  as  it  had  existed  in  i9‘4’ 

In  addition  to  these  pragmatic  goals,  the  powers  of  financial  capital' 
ism  had  another  far-reaching  aim,  nothing  less  than  to  create  a  won“ 
system  of  financial  control  in  private  hands  able  to  dominate  the  polit*' 
cal  system  of  each  country  and  the  economy  of  the  world  as  a  whole- 
This  s)'stem  was  to  be  controlled  in  a  feudalist  fashion  by  the  centra* 
banks  of  the  world  acting  in  concert,  by  secret  agreements  arrived  s* 
in  frequent  private  meetings  and  conferences.  The  apex  of  the  syste^ 
was  to  be  the  Bank  for  International  Settlements  in  Basle,  Switzerland' 
a  private  bank  owned  and  controlled  by  the  world’s  central  banKS 
which  were  themselves  private  corporations.  Each  central  bank,  in 
hands  of  men  like  Montagu  Norman  of  the  Bank  of  England,  Beniam'” 
Strong  of  the  New  York  Federal  Reserve  Bank,  Charles  Rist  of 
Bank  of  France,  and  Hjalmar  Schacht  of  the  Reichsbank,  sought 
dominate  its  government  by  its  ability  to  control  Treasury  loans,  to 
manipulate  foreign  exchanges,  to  influence  the  level  of  economic  ac 
tivity  in  the  country,  and  to  influence  cooperative  politicians  by  *** 
sequent  economic  rewards  in  the  business  world. 

In  each  country  the  power  of  the  central  bank  rested  largely  on 
control  of  credit  and  money  supply'.  In  the  world  as  a  whole  t^^ 
power  of  the  central  bankers  rested  very  largely  on  their  control  ^ 
loans  and  of  gold  flows.  In  the  final  days  of  the  system,  these  cent 
bankers  were  able  to  mobilize  resources  to  assist  each  other 
the  B,  I.  S.,  w'here  payments  between  central  banks  could  be  made  / 
bookkeeping  adjustments  between  the  accounts  which  the  central  ba  ^ 
of  the  world  kept  there.  The  B.  I.  S.  as  a  private  institution  was 
by  the  seven  chief  central  banks  and  was  operated  by  the  heads  ^ 
these,  who  together  formed  its  governing  board.  Each  of  these  „ 
substantial  deposit  at  the  B.  I.  S.,  and  periodically  settled 
among  themselves  (and  thus  between  the  major  countries 


,rld> 


world)  by  bookkeeping  in  order  to  avoid  shipments  of  gold- 
made  agreements  on  all  the  major  financial  problems  of  the  woi 
well  as  on  many'  of  the  economic  and  political  problems,  especially  - 
reference  to  loans,  payments,  and  the  economic  future  of  the 
areas  of  the  globe.  J 

The  B.  I.  S.  is  generally  regarded  as  the  apex  of  the  structure 
financial  capitalism  whose  remote  origins  go  back  to  the  creatio^  ^ 
the  Bank  of  England  in  1694  and  the  Bank  of  France  in  1803- 
matter  of  fact  its  estabhshment  in  1929  was  rather  an  indicatioU 
the  centralized  world  financial  sptem  of  1914  w-as  in  decline.  1 
set  up  rather  to  remedy  the  decline  of  London  as  the  world’s 
center  by  providing  a  mechanism  by  which  a  world  with  three  cW 
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^sncial  centers  in  London,  New  York,  and  Paris  could  still  operate  as  one. 

®  I.  S.  was  a  vain  effort  to  cope  with  the  problems  arising  from  the 
Powth  of  a  number  of  centers.  It  v-as  intended  to  be  the  world  cartel 
ever-growing  national  financial  powers  by  assembling  the  nominal 
Ws  of  these  national  financial  centers. 

^  lie  commander  in  chief  of  the  world  system  of  banking  control 
^  ^^ontagu  Norman,  Governor  of  the  Bank  of  England,  who  was  built 
F  y  tile  private  bankers  to  a  position  where  he  was  regarded  as  an 
^  e  in  all  matters  of  government  and  business.  In  government  the 
cal  Bank  of  England  was  a  considerable  restriction  on  politi- 

action  as  early  as  1819  but  an  effort  to  break  this  power  by  a 
of  the  bank’s  charter  in  1844  failed.  In  1852,  Gladstone, 
“Th  of  the  Exchequer  and  later  prime  minister,  declared, 

not  ^  of  the  whole  situation  was  this:  the  government  itself  was 
the  V*  ^  substantive  power  in  matters  of  Finance,  but  was  to  leave 

Money  Power  supreme  and  unquestioned.” 

,  IS  power  of  the  Bank  of  England  and  of  its  governor  was  admitted 
had"t?^*^  ‘Itmlified  observers.  In  January,  1924,  Reginald  McKenna,  who 
the  h  chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  in  1915-1916,  as  chairman  of 
ord'  Midland  Bank  told  its  stockholders:  “I  am  afraid  the 

creat^^^  ‘^“izen  will  not  like  to  be  told  that  the  banks  can,  and  do, 
the  ^  •  ■  •  And  they  who  control  the  credit  of  the  nation  direct 

of  Governments  and  hold  in  the  hollow  of  their  hands  the 
pr  *^he  people.”  In  that  same  year.  Sir  Drummond  Fraser,  vice- 

Bank  Institute  of  Bankers,  stated,  “The  Governor  of  the 

"'hich°^  ^tigland  must  be  the  autocrat  who  dictates  the  terms  upon 
temh  the  Government  can  obtain  borrowed  money.”  On  Sep- 

tQp  19- b  The  F'mancial  Times  wrote,  “Half  a  dozen  men  at  the 

fina  °  Banks  could  upset  the  whole  fabric  of  government 

'Fho'*h^  refraining  from  renewing  Treasury  Bills.”  Vincent  Vickers, 
the  ^  director  of  the  bank  for  nine  years,  said,  “Since  1919 

policy  of  the  Government  has  been  the  policy  of  the 
Polic  ^rigland  and  the  policy  of  the  Bank  of  England  has  been  the 
'^^ontagu  Norman.”  On  November  ii,  1927,  the  Wall 
■phij  called  Mr.  Norman  “the  currency  dictator  of  Europe.’] 

the  h  admitted  by  Mr.  Norman  himself  before  the  court  of 

fivo  °n  March  21,  1020,  and  before  the  Macmillan  Committee 
later. 

Ptedec'^^^^  Norman’s  position  may  be  gathered  from  the  fact  that  his 
hvo-  governorship,  almost  a  hundred  of  them,  had  served 

increased  rarely,  in  time  of  crisis,  to  three  or  even 
Norman  held  the  position  for  twenty-four  years  (1920- 
Brif..:’-  which  he  became  the  chief  architect  of  the  liquidation  of 
global  preeminence. 
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Norman  was  a  strange  man  whose  mental  outlook  was  one  of  suC' 
cessfully  suppressed  hysteria  or  even  paranoia.  He  had  no  use  for  govern¬ 
ments  and  feared  democracy.  Both  of  these  seemed  to  him  to  be  threats 
to  private  banking,  and  thus  to  all  that  was  proper  and  precious  nt 
human  life.  Strong-willed,  tireless,  and  ruthless,  he  viewed  his  lif^  ^ 
a  kind  of  cloak-and-dagger  struggle  with  the  forces  of  unsound  money 
which  were  in  league  with  anarchy  and  Communism.  When  he  rebuilt 
the  Bank  of  England,  he  constructed  it  as  a  fortress  prepared  to  defen 
itself  against  any  popular  revolt,  with  the  sacred  gold  reserves  hidden 
in  deep  vaults  below  the  level  of  underground  w^aters  which  could  be 
released  to  cover  them  by  pressing  a  button  on  the  governor’s  des  ■ 
For  much  of  his  life  Norman  rushed  about  the  world  by  fast  steam¬ 
ship,  covering  tens  of  thousands  of  miles  each  year,  often  traveling 
cognito,  concealed  by  a  black  slouch  hat  and  a  long  black  cloak,  uno® 
the  assumed  name  of  “Professor  Skinner.”  His  embarkations  and  de 
barkations  onto  and  off  the  fastest  ocean  liners  of  the  day,  sometim®* 
through  the  freight  hatch,  were  about  as  unobserved  as  the  somewh®^ 
similar  passages  of  Greta  Garbo  in  the  same  years,  and  were  earn 
out  in  a  similarly  “sincere”  effort  at  self-effacement. 

Norman  had  a  devoted  colleague  in  Benjamin  Strong,  the  first  gn^ 
emor  of  the  Federal  Reserv'e  Bank  of  New  York.  Strong  owed  f 
career  to  the  favor  of  the  Morgan  Bank,  especially  of  Henry  P- 
son,  who  made  him  secretar\-  of  the  Bankers  Trust  Company 
York  (in  succession  to  Thomas  W.  Lamont)  in  1904,  used  him 
Morgan’s  agent  in  the  banking  rearrangements  following  the  crash  0 
1907,  and  made  him  vice-president  of  the  Bankers  Trust  (still  in  sU^ 
cession  to  Lamont)  in  1909.  He  became  governor  of  the  Federal  Rese 
Bank  of  New-  York  as  the  joint  nominee  of  Morgan  and  of  Kuhn,  Lo 
and  Companv-  in  1914.  Two  years  later.  Strong  met  Norman  for  . 
first  time,  and  they  at  once  made  an  agreement  to  work  in  cooperar* 
for  the  financial  practices  they  both  revered. 

These  financial  practices  were  explicitly  stated  many  times  in 
voluminous  correspondence  between  these  two  men  and  in  many  ^ 
versations  they  had,  both  in  their  work  and  at  their  leisure  (they  0 
spent  their  vacations  together  for  weeks,  usually  in  the  south 
France). 

In  the  ip’o’s,  they  were  determined  to  use  the  financial 
Britain  and  of  the  United  States  to  force  all  the  major  countries  of 
world  to  go  on  the  gold  standard  and  to  operate  it  through 
banks  free  from  all  political  control,  with  all  questions  of  internatio 
finance  to  be  settled  by  agreements  by  such  central  banks  "‘t 
interference  from  governments. 

It  must  not  be  felt  that  these  heads  of  the  world’s  chief  central  ha^^^ 
were  themselves  substantive  powers  in  world  finance.  They  were 
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^3ther,  they  were  the  technicians  and  agents  of  the  dominant  invest- 
bankers  of  their  own  countries,  who  had  raised  them  up  and 
"ere  perfectly  capable  of  throwing  them  down.  The  substantive  finan- 


powers  of  the  world  were  in  the  hands  of  these  investment  bank- 
(also  called  “international”  or  “merchant”  bankers)  who  remained 
J^gely  behind  the  scenes  in  their  own  unincorporated  private  banks. 

formed  a  system  of  international  cooperation  and  national  domi- 
nce  which  was  more  private,  more  poAverful,  and  more  secret  than 
of  their  agents  in  the  central  banks.  This  dominance  of  investment 
®'iKers  was  based  on  their  control  over  the  flows  of  credit  and  invest- 
^  funds  in  their  own  countries  and  throughout  the  world.  They 
0  dominate  the  financial  and  industrial  systems  of  their  own  coun¬ 
ts  by  their  influence  over  the  flow  of  current  funds  through  bank 
th  discount  rate,  and  the  rediscounting  of  commercial  debts; 

^  could  dominate  governments  by  their  control  over  current  gov- 
Qf  loans  and  the  play  of  the  international  exchanges.  Almost  all 
'vas  exercised  by  the  personal  influence  and  prestige  of 
cp  'f "  demonstrated  their  ability  in  the  past  to  bring  off  suc- 

and  ^’^^I'cial  coups,  to  keep  their  w'ord,  to  remain  cool  in  a  crisis, 
to  share  their  A\’inning  opportunities  with  their  associates.  In  this 
tee  Rothschilds  had  been  preeminent  during  much  of  the  nine- 

Ul  ^  t:entury,  but,  at  the  end  of  that  century,  they  were  being  ) 
althr  whose  central  office  was  in  New  Yoj 


had, 


lough  it  ■ 


Morgan  whose  central  office  was  in  New  York, 
always  operated  as  if  it  were  in  London  (where  it 


Old  originated  as  George  Peabody  and  Company  in  1838). 

^anie'^  ^  Morgan  died  in  1913,  but  was  succeeded  by  his  son  of  the 
^hil  (Avho  had  been  trained  in  the  London  branch  until  1901), 

^  le  chief  decisions  in  the  firm  were  increasingly  made  by  Thomas 
On  a  '9-4-  these  relationships  can  be  described  better 

of  hiasis  later.  At  the  present  stage  we  must  follow  the  efforts 

of  bankers  to  compel  the  w'orld  to  return  to  the  gold  stand- 

The  postwar  conditions  following  1918. 

gove  point  of  view  was  clearly  expressed  in  a  series  of 

reports  and  international  conferences  from  1918  to  1933. 
/*^*^*^  reports  of  the  Cunliffe  Committee  of  Great 

*®mb^  1918),  that  of  the  Brussels  Conference  of  Experts  (Sep- 

(Janu  °f  the  Genoa  Conference  of  the  Supreme  Council 

IVijy  ^922),  the  First  M^orld  Economic  Conference  (at  Geneva 
dusjry^^^^^’  Fhe  report  of  the  Macmillan  Committee  on  Finance  and  In- 


i93  0>  and  the  various  statements  released  bv  the  World 


^°^^^Fence  (at  London  in  1933).  These  and  many  other 
^and  reports  called  vainly  for  a  free  international  gold 

and  1?  balanced  budgets,  for  restoration  of  the  exchange  rates 
FVe  ratios  customary  before  1914,  for  reductions  in  taxes  and 
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government  spending,  and  for  a  cessation  of  all  government  interfer¬ 
ence  in  economic  activity  either  domestic  or  international.  But  none  0 
these  studies  made  any  effort  to  assess  the  fundamental  changes  m 
economic,  commercial,  and  political  life  since  1914.  And  none  gave  any 
indication  of  a  realization  that  a  financial  system  must  adapt  itself  re 
such  changes.  Instead,  they  all  implied  that  if  men  would  only 
up  their  evil  ways  and  impose  the  financial  system  of  1914  on  the 
world,  the  changes  would  be  compelled  to  reverse  their  direction  an 
go  back  to  the  conditions  of  1914. 

Accordingly,  the  financial  efforts  of  the  period  after  1918  became 
concentrated  on  a  very  simple  (and  superficial)  goal— to  get  back  m 
the  gold  standard— not  “a”  gold  standard  but  “the”  gold  standard,  X 
which  was  meant  the  identical  e.xchange  ratios  and  gold  contents  t 
monetary  units  had  had  in  1914. 

Restoration  of  the  gold  standard  was  not  something  which  could  t 
done  by  a  mere  act  of  government.  It  was  admitted  even  by  the  m 
ardent  advocates  of  the  gold  standard  that  certain  financial  telatm®^ 
ships  would  require  adjustment  before  the  gold  standard  could 
restored.  There  were  three  chief  relationships  involved.  These 
(i)  the  problem  of  inflation,  or  the  relationship  between  money  ^ 
goods;  (2)  the  problem  of  public  debts,  or  the  relationship  be^v^ 
governmental  income  and  expenditure;  and  (3)  the  problem  of 
parities,  or  the  relationship  between  price  levels  of  different  coun*^  j 
That  these  three  problems  existed  was  evidence  of  a  fundamental  ^ 
equilibrium  between  real  wealth  and  claims  on  wealth,  caused  by 
relative  decrease  in  the  former  and  increase  in  the  latter. 


The  problem  of  public  debts  arose  from  the  fact  that  as  -  • 
(credit)  was  created  during  the  war  period,  it  was  usually 


nio.n«/ 


such  a  way  that  it  was  not  in  the  control  of  the  state  or  the 
but  was  in  the  control  of  private  financial  institutions  which  detna'^ 
real  wealth  at  some  future  date  for  the  creation  of  claims  on 
in  the  present.  The  problem  of  public  debt  could  have  been  ru®*’  ^ 
one  or  more  of  several  fashions;  (a)  by  increasing  the  amount  of 
wealth  in  the  community  so  that  its  price  would  fall  and  the  v®  ^ 
of  money  would  rise.  This  would  restore  the  old  equilibrium 
price  level)  between  real  wealth  and  claims  on  wealth  and,  at 
same  time,  would  permit  payment  of  the  public  debt  with  no  ioct 
in  the  tax  rates;  (b)  by  devaluation— that  is,  reduce  the  gold 
the  monetary  unit  so  that  the  government’s  holdings  of  gold  worn 
worth  a  greatly  increased  number  of  monetary  units.  These  Ij*  ^ 
could  be  applied  to  the  public  debt;  (c)  by  repudiation— that 
simple  cancellation  of  the  public  debt  by  a  refusal  to  pay  it; 
taxation— that  is,  bv  increasing  the  tax  rate  to  a  level  high  cnou0^ 
yield  enough  income  to  pay  off  the  public  debt;  (e)  by  the  issuait‘^*^ 
fiat  money  and  the  payment  of  the  debt  by  such  money. 
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These  methods  were  not  mutually  exclusive,  and  in  some  cases 
ojtrlapped.  It  might,  for  example,  be  argued  that  devaluation  or  use 
fiat  money  were  forms  of  partial  repudiation.  Nor  were  all  these 
'^^fhods  equally  practical.  For  example,  the  first  (increase  real  wealth) 
\vas  by  f^-  soundest  method  to  achieve  a  restabilization,  but  no 
saw  how  to  accomplish  it.  The  fourth  (ta.\ation)  xvould  have  put 
n  on  tlie  economic  system  so  great  as  to  be  self-defeating.  In 

the  public  debt  could  have  been  paid  only  by  a  tax  of  25 
Percent  for  about  three  hundred  years.  Such  heavy  taxes  might  have 
,  “d  such  a  depressing  effect  on  production  of  real  wealth  that  national 
’iconie  Would  decline  faster  than  tax  rates  rose,  making  payment  by 
^®xation  impossible.  Nor  were  all  these  alternative  methods  of  paying 
^  public  debt  of  equal  practicality  in  respect  to  their  effects  on  the 
other  financial  problems  occupying  the  minds  of  experts  and 
statesmen.  These  other  tw'o  problems  were  inflation  and  price  parities. 

lese  problems  were  just  as  urgent  as  the  public  debt,  and  the  effects 
dpon  them  of  the  different  methods  for  paying  the  public  debt  could 
been  completely  different.  Efforts  to  pay  the  public  debt  by 
money  would  have  made  the  inflation  problem  and  perhaps  the 
P^'^e-parity  problem  worse.  Taxation  and  increasing  real  wealth, 
the  other  hand,  would  have  reduced  the  inflation  problem 
/  same  time  as  they  reduced  the  public  debt,  since  both  would 
increased  the  value  of  money  (that  is,  they  wxre  deflationary), 
effects  on  the  problem  of  price  parity  would  differ  from  case 

Finally^  these  methods  of  paying  the  public  debt  were  not  of  equal 
®  ue  in  theory.  Orthodox  theory  rejected  repudiation,  devaluation,  and 
^3t  money  as  solutions  to  the  problem,  and,  since  it  showed  no  way 
^  increasing  the  production  of  real  wealth,  only  taxation  was  left  as  a 


show 

^nonorni 


could  call  taxation  a  possible  way  only  if  they  neglected  the 


^  msastrous  that  ta.xation,  if  tried,  soon  had  to  be  supplemented  by 
Unorthodox,  methods.  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  were 
^  only  Great  Powers  which  continued  to  use  taxation  as  the  chief 
^  od  of  paying  the  public  debt. 

second  problem  which  had  to  be  faced  before  stabilization  was 
possible  w'as  the  problem  of  inflation.  This  was  caused  by  the  great 
in  claims  on  wealth  (money),  and  showed  itself  in  a  drastic 
orease  in  prices.  There  w'ere  three  possible  solutions;  (a)  to  increase 
production  of  real  wealth;  (b)  to  decrease  the  quantity  of  money; 
^  vii)  to  devaluate,  or  make  each  unit  of  money  equal  to  a  smaller 
i^ount  of  W'ealth  (specifically  gold).  The  first  two  would  have  forced 
iinck  to  the  lower  prewar  level  but  would  have  done  it  in  en- 
different  wavs,  one  resulting  in  prosperity  and  a  great  rise  in 
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standards  of  living,  the  second  resulting  in  depression  and  a  great  faH 
in  standards  of  living.  The  third  method  (devaluation)  was  essentially 
a  recognition  and  acceptance  of  the  existing  situation,  and  would  have 
left  prices  at  the  higher  postw  ar  level  permanently.  This  would  have 
involved  a  permanent  reduction  in  the  value  of  money,  and  also  would 
have  given  different  parities  in  foreign  exchanges  (unless  there  was  iri' 
ternational  agreement  that  countries  devaluate  by  the  same  ratio).  But 
it  w'ould  have  made  possible  prosperity  and  a  rising  standard  of  living 
and  would  have  accepted  as  permanent  the  redistribution  of  wealth 
from  creditors  to  debtors  brought  about  by  the  w'artime  inflation. 

Since  the  third  method  (devaluation)  was  rejected  by  orthodox 
theorists,  and  no  one  could  see  how  to  get  the  first  (increase  of 
W'ealth),  only  the  second  (deflation)  was  left  as  a  possible  method  fo^ 
dealing  with  the  problem  of  inflation.  To  many  people  it  seenied 
a.xiomatic  that  the  cure  for  inflation  was  deflation,  especially 
bankers  regarded  deflation  as  a  good  thing  in  itself.  Moreover,  defla' 
tion  as  a  method  for  dealing  with  the  problem  of  inflation  went  hand  lO 
hand  with  taxation  as  a  method  for  dealing  with  the  problem  of 
debts.  Theorists  did  not  stop  to  think  what  the  effects  of  both  woul 
be  on  the  production  of  real  wealth  and  on  the  prosperity  of 
world. 

The  third  financial  problem  which  had  to  be  solved  before  stabilize*' 
tion  became  practical  was  the  problem  of  price  parities.  This  diffe^e 
because  it  was  primarily  an  international  question  while  the  other  tx 
problems  were  primarily  domestic.  By  suspending  the  gold  standar 
and  establishing  artificial  control  of  foreign  exchanges  at  the  outbr^®^ 
of  war,  the  belligerent  countries  made  it  possible  for  prices  to  rise 
different  rates  in  different  countries.  This  can  be  seen  in  the  fact  t 
prices  in  Britain  rose  200  percent  in  seven  years  (191 3-1920), 
the  United  States  they  rose  only  100  percent.  The  resulting  disequ'*'^^ 
rium  had  to  be  rectified  before  the  two  countries  went  back  on  the  0 
gold  standard,  or  the  currencies  would  be  valued  in  law  in  a  ratio 
different  from  their  value  in  goods.  By  going  back  on  gold  at  the 
ratios,  one  ounce  of  fine  gold  would,  by  law,  become  equal  to 
the  United  States  and  about  84^.  iiVid.  in  Britain.  For  the  f20.<^7 
the  United  States  you  could  get  in  1920  about  half  of  what  you  cou^^ 
have  bought  with  it  in  1913;  for  the  84J.  xiVid.  in  Britain  you  c^^^ 
get  in  1920  only  about  a  third  of  what  it  would  buy  in  191 3’ 
ounce  of  gold  in  the  United  States  would  be  much  more  valuable 
in  Britain,  so  that  foreigners  (and  British)  would  prefer  to  buy  i^i 
United  States  rather  than  in  Britain,  and  gold  would  tend  to  flow  to 
United  States  from  Britain  with  goods  flowing  in  the  opposite  direct' 

In  such  conditions  it  would  be  said  that  the  pound  was  overva  ^ 
and  the  dollar  undervalued.  The  oven^aluation  would  bring  deptc 
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Britain,  w'hile  the  United  States  would  tend  to  be  prosperous.  Such 
‘^Equilibrium  of  price  parities  could  be  adjusted  either  by  a  fall  of 
r  JEes  in  the  country  whose  currency  was  overvalued  or  by  a  rise  in 
P‘‘‘Ees  in  the  country  whose  currency  was  undervalued  (or  by  both), 
an  adjustment  would  be  largelv  automatic,  but  at  the  cost  of 
Considerable  flow  of  gold  from  the  country  whose  currency  was 
“'‘Ervalued. 


ecause  the  problem  of  price  parities  would  either  adjust  itself  or 
_  require  international  agreement  for  its  adjustment,  no  real 
was  paid  to  it  when  governments  turned  their  attention  to 
of  stabilization.  Instead,  they  concentrated  on  the  other  two 
suffi  •  *  “^Eive  all,  devoted  attention  to  the  task  of  building  up 
•  gold  reserves  to  permit  them  to  carry^  out  the  methods  chosen 

respect  to  these  t\\  o  problems. 

ost  countries  were  in  a  hurr)’^  to  stabilize  their  currencies  when 
c  Was  signed  in  1919.  The  difficulties  of  the  three  problems  we  have 
css  made  it  necessary  to  postpone  the  step  for  years.  The  proc- 

0  stabilization  was  stretched  over  more  than  a  decade  from  1919 
‘931.  Only  the  United  States  was  able  to  return  to  the  gold  standard 
result  of  a  peculiar  combination  of  circum- 
Ple  "’Bich  existed  only  in  that  country.  The  United  States  had  a 
quite'  "  g°ld.  In  addition  it  had  a  technological  structure 

Aine  ^rom  that  of  any  other  country,  except  perhaps  Japan. 

technology  was  advancing  so  rapidly  in  the  period  1922- 
pr  ,  Even  with  falling  prices  there  was  prosperity,  since  costs  of 
^eU  even  faster.  This  situation  was  helped  by  the  fact  that 
Ptotr  materials  and  food  fell  faster  than  prices  of  industrial 

production  of  these  latter  w'as  very  profitable.  As  a 
j  ,^^erica  achieved  to  a  degree  greater  than  any  other  country 
“'^ed  inflation  and  public  debt  which  all  theorists  had  recog- 

sol  .  possible,  but  which  none  had  known  how  to  obtain— the 
’‘lade""  found  in  a  great  increase  in  real  wealth.  This  increase 

Eaxes'  P°®®‘^^E  simultaneously  to  pay  off  the  public  debt  and  reduce 
hjp  .’  made  it  possible  to  have  deflation  without  depression.  A 

®°^‘^'^'on  of  the  postw'-ar  problems  could  hardly  have  been 
^acks"’^^  “  dnie,  at  least.  In  the  long  run,  the  situation  had  its  draw- 
of  j  ‘•*'E  fact  that  costs  fell  faster  than  prices  and  that  prices 

indu°  ^^Fal  products  and  raw  materials  fell  faster  than  prices  of 
Uot  h  Products  meant  that  in  the  long  run  the  community  w'ould 
'ndu  ^officient  purchasing  power  to  buy  the  products  of  the 
PEriod  b  This  problem  was  postponed  for  a  considerable 

dortiest'  applic.ition  of  easy  credit  and  installment  selling  to  the 

*Eaiis  h-  and  by  the  extension  to  foreign  countries  of  huge 

'Eh  made  it  possible  for  these  countries  to  buy  the  products  of 
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American  industry  without  sending  their  own  goods  into  the  America'’ 
market  in  return.  Thus,  from  a  most  unusual  group  of  circumstances, 
the  United  States  obtained  an  unusual  boom  of  prosperity.  These  cir¬ 
cumstances  were,  how  ever,  in  many  wa\’s  a  postponement  of  difficult'cs 
rather  than  a  solution  of  them,  as  the  theoretical  understanding  oi 
what  was  going  on  was  still  lacking. 

In  other  countries  the  stabilization  period  was  not  so  happy- 
Britain,  stabilization  was  reached  by  orthodo.x  paths— that  is,  taxation  as 
a  cure  for  public  debts  and  deflation  as  a  cure  for  inflation.  These  cures 
were  believed  necessary  in  order  to  go  back  on  the  old  gold  pant)'' 
Since  Britain  did  not  have  an  adequate  supply  of  gold,  the  policy  o 
deflation  had  to  be  pushed  ruthlessly  in  order  to  reduce  the  volume 
money  in  circulation  to  a  quantity  small  enough  to  be  superimpose 
on  the  small  base  of  ayailable  gold  at  the  old  ratios.  At  the  same  tinier 
the  policy  was  intended  to  driye  British  prices  down  to  the  level  o 
world  prices.  The  currency  notes  which  had  been  used  to  suppleme"^ 
bank  notes  were  retired,  and  credit  was  curtailed  by  raising  the  ej'* 
count  rate  to  panic  level.  The  results  were  horrible.  Business  activi'} 
fell  drastically,  and  unemployment  rose  to  well  over  a  million 
half.  The  drastic  fall  in  prices  (from  307  in  1920  to  197  in  1921) 
production  unprofitable  unless  costs  were  driven  down  even 
This  could  not  be  achieved  because  labor  unions  were  dcteim"’^ 
that  the  burden  of  the  deflationary  policy  should  not  be  pushed  ont" 
them  by  forcing  down  wages.  The  outcome  was  a  great  wave  of  stn^ 
and  industrial  unrest. 

The  British  government  could  measure  the  success  of  their  deflat"”’ 
only  by  comparing  their  price  level  with  world  price  levels.  This 
done  by  means  of  the  e.xchange  ratio  between  the  pound  and  t 
dollar.  At  that  time  the  dollar  was  the  only  important  currency  ^ 
gold.  It  was  expected  that  the  forcing  down  of  prices  in  Britain  ''’O’* 
be  reflected  in  an  increase  in  the  value  of  the  pound  in  terms  of  . 
on  the  foreign  exchange  market.  Thus  as  the  pound  rose  gradua  , 
upward  toward  the  pre-war  rate  of  $4.86,  this  rise  would  measure  t 
fjill  in  British  prices  downward  to  the  American  (or  the  world)  _ 
level.  In  general  terms,  this  was  true,  but  it  failed  to  take  into 


sideration  the  speculators  who,  knowing  that  the  value  of  the  p< 


was  rising,  sold  dollars  to  buy  pounds,  thus  pushing  the  dollar 


dovv" 


and  the  pound  upw'ard  faster  than  was  justified  in  terms  of  the 
in  price  levels  in  the  two  countries.  Thus  the  pound  rose  to  ’ 
while  the  British  price  level  had  not  yet  fallen  to  the  American  p'"’ 
level,  but  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  Winston  Churchill, 
ing  the  price  level  by  the  exchange  rate,  believed  that  it  had  and 
back  on  the  gold  standard  at  that  point.  As  a  result,  sterling  was  oV 
valued  and  Britain  found  itself  economically  isolated  on  a  price  p'®*^ 
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the  world  market  on  which  she  was  economically  dependent, 
higher  British  prices  served  to  increase  imports,  decrease  ex- 
and  encourage  an  outflow  of  gold  which  made  gold  reserves  dan- 
S^rously  "Pq  maintain  the  gold  reserve  at  all,  it  was  necessary  to 
the  discount  rate  at  a  level  so  high  (4'/^  percent  or  more)  that 
Witless  activity  was  discouraged.  The  only  solution  which  the  British 
^  ''ernment  could  see  to  this  situation  was  continued  deflation.  This 
to  drive  down  prices  failed  because  the  unions  were  able  to 
ent  the  drastic  cutting  of  costs  (chiefly  wages)  necessary  to  permit 
alt°  production  on  such  a  deflationary  market.  Nor  could  the 
method  of  deflation— by  heavy  ta.vation— be  imposed  to  the 
ern  ‘^^gree  on  the  upper  classes  who  were  in  control  of  the'  gov- 
ent.  The  shotvdown  on  the  deflationary  policy  came  in  the 
not  of  1926.  The  unions  lost  the  strike— that  is,  they  could 

fhe  policy  of  deflation— but  they  made  it  impossible  for 

to  continue  the  reduction  of  costs  to  the  extent  neces- 
^^*^0  restore  business  profits  and  the  export  trade, 
defl  of  this  financial  policy,  Britain  found  herself  faced  with 

'^ere^d'^  depression  for  the  whole  period  1920-1933.  These  effects 
to2  1920-1922,  moderate  in  1922-1929,  and  drastic  again  in 

'933-  1  lie  wholesale  price  index  (1913=100)  fell  from  307  in 


‘97  in  1921,  then  declined  slowly  to  137  in  1928.  Then  it  fell 
1929  and  90  in  1933.  The  number  of  unemployed 


'920  to' 

rapidly 

and  ‘")out  1%  millions  for  each  of  the  thirteen  years  of  1921-1932 
3  million  in  1931.  At  the  same  time,  the  inadequacy  of  the 
sh  gold  reserve  during  most  of  the  period  placed  Britain  in  financial 
ligj.  to  France  (which  had  a  plentiful  supply  of  gold  because  of 
politic'  ^'rancial  policy)-  This  subjection  served  to  balance  the 

aod  ^  ^'rbjcction  of  France  to  Britain  arising  from  French  insecurity, 
‘931  Britain’s  abandonment  of  the  gold  standard  in 

''tahip-^'^-  important  European  country  which  reached 

'Oclud'^^'^'^  deflation.  East  of  her,  a  second  group  of  countries, 

devaij*^?  ®olgium,  France,  and  Italy,  reached  stabilization  through 
^i’is  "  as  a  far  better  method.  It  was  adopted,  however,  not 
tliejg  superior  intelligence  but  because  of  financial  weakness.  In 
"iipos  the  burden  of  war-damage  reconstruction  made  it 

Count  ■  *  ^  balance  a  budget,  and  this  made  deflation  difficult.  These 
'Accepted  onhodox  financial  ideas  and  tried  to  deflate  in 
task  **’^*'^’  the  depression  which  resulted,  they  gave  up  the 

t'ould  ^  stabilized  once  at  107  francs  to  the  pound  sterling,  but 
pound  "In  devaluate  further  to  175  to  the 

at  the  ^  1926).  France  stabilized  at  124.21  francs  to  the  pound 

of  1926,  although  the  stabilization  was  made  de  jure  only  in 
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June  1928.  Italy  stabilized  at  92.46  lire  to  the  pound  sterling  in 

cember  1927. 

The  group  of  countries  which  reached  stabilization  through  deval^S' 
tion  prospered  in  contrast  with  those  who  reached  stabilization  through 
deflation.  The  prosperity  was  roughly  equal  to  the  degree  of  devalue' 
tion.  Of  the  three  Latin  countries— Belgium,  France,  and  Italy— BelgW”’ 
devalued  the  most  and  was  most  prosperous.  Her  stabilization  w  as  at  ^ 
price  level  below  the  world  level  so  that  the  belga  was  undervalued 
about  one-fifth.  This  served  to  encourage  exports.  For  an  industri^ 
country  such  as  Belgium,  this  made  it  possible  for  her  to  profit  bV  t  ® 
misfortunes  of  Britain.  France  was  in  a  somewhat  similar  positio’'' 
Italy,  on  the  contrary,  stabilized  at  a  figure  w’hich  made  the  lira  con 
siderably  overvalued.  This  was  done  for  purposes  of  prestige-l'^“* 
solini  being  determined  to  stabilize  the  lira  at  a  value  higher  than  t 
of  the  French  franc.  The  effects  of  this  overvaluation  of  the  lira  on  t  ^ 
Italian  economy  were  extremely  adverse.  Italy  was  never  as  prosper® 
after  stabilization  as  she  had  been  immediately  before  it. 

Not  only  did  the  countries  which  undervalued  their  money  pr°®r  ’ 
they  decreased  the  disequilibrium  betxveen  wealth  and  money; 
were  able  to  use  the  inflation  to  increase  production;  they  escaped  e 
taxes;  they  moderated  or  escaped  the  stabilization  crisis  and  the  de 
tionary  depression;  they  improved  their  positions  in  the  world  j 
in  respect  to  high-cost  countries  like  Britain;  and  they  replen* 
their  gold  stocks.  .. 

A  third  group  of  countries  reached  stabilization  through  recons 
tion.  These  were  the  countries  in  which  the  old  monetary  unit 
been  wiped  out  and  had  to  be  replaced  by  a  new  monetary  unit.  oO 
these  were  Austria,  Hungary,  Germany,  and  Russia.  The  first  tw  ^  j 
these  were  stabilized  by  a  program  of  international  assistance  ^ 

out  through  the  League  of  Nations.  The  last  was  forced  to  ■' 

financial  system  by  herself.  Germany  had  her  system  reorganize  ,  ^ 

consequence  of  the  DaW'’es  Plan.  The  Dawes  Plan,  as  we  have  se 

our  discussion  of  reparations,  provided  the  gold  reserves  neccssar}^ . 
a  new  currency  and  provided  a  control  of  foreign  exchange 
served  to  protect  Germany  from  the  accepted  principles  of 
finance.  These  controls  were  continued  until  1930,  and 
many  to  borrow  from  foreign  sources,  especially  the  Unired 
the  funds  necessary  to  keep  her  economic  system  functioning  " 
unbalanced  budget  and  an  unfavorable  balance  of  trade.  In  rh® 
1924-1929,  by  means  of  these  funds,  the  industrial  structure  of 
w'3s  largely  rebuilt  so  that,  when  the  depression  arrived,  Germau.^^^j 
the  most  efficient  industrial  machine  in  Europe  and  probably 
most  efficient  in  the  world  (after  the  United  States).  The  ' 
financial  system  had  inadequate  controls  over  inflation  and 

ripflarinn  because  of  the  Dawes  Plan  restrictions  on  the 
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|i|arket  operations  of  the  Reichsbank  and  the  generally  slow  response 
°  the  German  economy  to  changes  in  the  discount  rate.  Fortunately, 
I  controls  were  hardly  necessary.  The  price  level  was  at  137  in 
and  at  the  same  figure  in  1929  (i9i3=:ioo).  In  that  si.\-year 
r  lod  it  had  reached  as  high  as  142  (in  1925)  and  fallen  as  low  as  134 
1926).  This  stability  in  prices  w^as  accompanied  by  stability  in 
•  ”°Fnic  conditions.  While  these  conditions  were  by  no  means  boom- 
in^'  before  1930.  This  was  1926,  the  year 

^  "'hich  prices  fell  to  134  from  the  1925  level  of  142.  In  tliis  year  un- 
P  oyment  averaged  a  million.  The  best  year  was  1925,  in  which 
j  ^Ployment  averaged  636,000.  This  drop  in  prosperity  from  1925  to 
Was  caused  by  a  lack  of  credit  as  a  result  of  the  inadequate  sup- 
fote^'  ^^iiicstic  credit  and  a  temporary  decline  in  the  supplies  of 
to  short  slump  in  business  w'hich  led  Germany 

ollotv  the  road  to  technological  reorganization.  This  permitted 
hj  increase  output  with  decreasing  employment.  The  average 
^  iRtrease  in  labor  productivity  in  the  period  1924-1932  in  Ger- 
f  ‘  >  Was  about  5  percent.  Output  per  labor  hour  in  industry  rose 


from  87.8  i 
increase  i: 


1925  to  115.6  in  1930  and  125  in  1932  (1928=100).  This 
Ger  "  output  ser\'ed  to  intensify  the  impact  of  the  depression  in 
the unemployment,  which  averaged  about  three  million  in 
this  ^cached  over  si.\  million  late  in  1932.  The  implications  of 

The* ‘^•''Hiiiiiied  in  detail  in  our  study  of  the  rise  to  power  of  Hitler, 
ruin,,,  if period  did  not  end  until  about  1931,  although  only 
'vers  were  still  stabilizing  in  the  last  year  or  so.  The  last  Great 


stjjhiK  iitabilize  de  jure  was  France  in  June,  1928,  and  she  had  been 
tries  '^'^1  much  earlier.  In  the  whole  period,  about  fifty  coun- 

thc  *'  their  currencies  on  the  gold  standard.  But  because  of 

ratio necessary  to  maintain  the  customary  reserve 
'ailiti  pre-1914  ratios)  at  the  higher  prices  generally  pre- 

ablg  ^  *"  ^ring  the  period  of  stabilization,  no  important  country  w'as 
'^‘4  Th^  standard  as  the  term  was  understood  in 

ir  the  “  ^  change  was  the  use  of  the  “gold  exchange  standard” 

the  „  ,  p’ bullion  standard”  in  place  of  the  old  gold  standard.  Under 
hies  0  standard,  foreign  e.\change  of  gold  standard  coun- 

serves*^^  used  as  reserves  against  notes  or  deposits  in  place  of  re- 

be  In  this  way,  the  world’s  limited  supplies  of  gold  could 

"otld  support  a  much  greater  volume  of  fictitious  wealth  in  the 
hserve  f  ^  ^'"ve  the  same  quantity  of  gold  could  act  as  bullion 

tliosf.  .  country  and  as  gold  e.xchangc  reserve  for  another.  Even 

"'hich  stabilized  on  a  direct  gold  standard  did  so  in  a 
^'icre  ft'oni  the  situation  in  1914.  In  few  countries  w’as 

Hon,  jj,  'p  giatuitous  convertibility  between  notes,  coin,  and  bul- 

1925^  ^^ritain,  for  e.xample,  by  the  Gold  Standard  Act  of  May 

could  be  exchanged  for  gold  only  in  the  form  of  bullion 
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and  only  in  amounts  of  at  least  400  fine  ounces  (that  is,  not  less 
$8,268  worth  at  a  time).  Bullion  could  be  presented  to  the  mint  ioi 
coinage  only  by  the  Bank  of  England,  although  the  bank  was 
to  buy  all  gold  offered  at  jjs.  10*4 d.  per  standard  ounce.  Notes  cou 
be  converted  into  coin  onlv  at  the  option  of  the  bank.  Thus  the 
standard  of  1925  was  quite  different  from  that  of  1914. 

This  would  indicate  that  even  in  its  most  superficial  aspects  the  intef' 
national  gold  standard  of  1914  was  not  reestablished  by  193b.  The  leg'* 
provisions  were  different;  the  financial  necessities  and  practices 
quite  different;  the  profound  underlying  economic  and  coinmer'''^ 
conditions  were  entirely  different,  and  becoming  more  so.  Yet  financiej^’ 
businessmen,  and  politicians  tried  to  pretend  to  themselves  and  to  t 
public  that  they  had  restored  the  financial  system  of  1914.  They  n' 
created  a  facade  of  cardboard  and  tinsel  which  had  a  vague  resemhli't’^^ 
to  the  old  system,  and  they  hoped  that,  if  they  pretended 
enough,  they  could  change  this  facade  into  the  lost  reality  for 
they  yearned.  At  the  same  time,  while  pursuing  policies  (such  as  tari 
price  controls,  production  controls,  and  so  on)  which  drove  this  uno 
lying  reality  ever  farther  from  that  which  had  e.xistcd  in  I9i4>  ; 

besought  other  governments  to  do  differently.  Such  a  situation,  ^ 

pretense  treated  as  if  it  were  reality  and  reality  treated  as  if  ir 
bad  dream,  could  lead  only  to  disaster.  This  is  what  happened.  The  pc(' 
of  stabilization  merged  rapidly  into  a  period  of  deflation  and 

As  we  have  said,  the  stage  of  financial  capitalism  did  not  place  emP 
sis  on  the  e.vchange  of  goods  or  the  production  of  goods  as  the 
stages  of  commercial  capitalism  and  industrial  capitalism  had  done- 
fact,  financial  capitalism  had  little  interest  in  goods  at  all,  but  wns  c 
cerned  entirely  w’ith  claims  on  wealth— stocks,  bonds,  mortgages,  i'’ 
ance,  deposits,  proxies,  interest  rates,  and  such. 

It  invested  capital  not  because  it  desireti  to  increase  the 
goods  or  sendees  but  because  it  desired  to  float  issues  (frequently 
issues)  of  securities  on  this  productive  basis.  It  built  railroads  in 
to  sell  securities,  not  in  order  to  transport  goods;  it  constructed  g  ^ 
steel  corporations  to  sell  securities,  not  in  order  to  make  .steel, 
on.  But,  incidentally,  it  greatly  increased  the  transport  of  goods. 
output  of  steel,  and  the  production  of  other  goods.  By  the  niidd 
the  stage  of  financial  capitali.sm,  Ikjw  ever,  the  organization  of 
capitalism  had  evolved  to  a  highly  sophisticated  level  of  security  p'"^  ^ 

tion  and  speculation  which  did  not  require  any  productive  invest 
as  a  basis.  Corporations  were  built  upon  corporations  in  the  -  ^ 
hf)lding  cornpanic.s,  so  that  securities  were  i.ssued  in  huge  qtumt 
bringing  profitable  fees  and  commissions  to  financial  capitalists 
any  increase  in  economic  production  whatever.  Indeed,  these  fi'^^ 
capitalists  discov  ered  that  they  could  not  only  make  killings  out 
issuing  of  such  securities,  they  could  also  make  killings  out  of  the  h-’’’ 
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of  such  corporations,  through  the  fees  and  commissions  of  reor- 
^  nization.  A  very  pleasant  cycle  of  flotation,  bankruptcv,  flotation, 
'tuptcy  began  to  be  practiced  by  these  financial  capitalists.  The 
the  flotation,  the  greater  the  profits,  and  the  more  immi- 
It  the  bankruptcv.  The  more  frequent  the  bankruptcy,  the  greater  the 
^  ‘  ^  of  reorganization  and  the  sooner  the  opportunitv  of  another 
ssivc  flotation  with  its  accompanving  profits.  This  excessive  stage 
if-k'  ^I’gltost  peak  onI\  in  the  United  States.  In  Europe  it  w'as 

“""'eved  only  in  i.solated  cases. 

"'orld^  Sfowth  of  financial  capitalism  made  possible  a  centralization  of 
of  fii  control  and  a  use  of  this  power  for  the  direct  benefit 

ooiic  indirect  injurv'  of  all  other  economic  groups.  This 

^  .^'^^'’ation  of  power,  however,  could  be  achieved  only  by  using 
Fin  planted  the  seeds  w'hich  grew  into  monopoly  capitalism. 

control  could  be  exercised  only  imperfectly  through  credit 
itol  °  interlocking  directorates.  In  order  to  strengthen  such  con- 
shin  nicasure  of  stock  ownership  was  necessary.  But  stock  owmer- 
den  ^iungerous  to  banks  because  their  funds  consisted  more  of 
obli  ®ii°i't-term  obligations)  than  of  capital  (or  long-term 

This  meant  that  banks  which  sought  economic  control 
1  ow'nership  were  putting  short-term  obligations  into  long- 

iiquid  This  was  safe  only  so  long  as  these  latter  could  be 

as  fk  I’npidly  at  a  price  high  enough  to  pay  short-term  obligations 
boy  Presented  themselves.  But  these  holdings  of  securities  were 

become  fm-zen  hee^iice  hnrh  rhe  eerinomir-  nnd  1-Ee  finanr-ial 


systems 


Cause  *  deflationary.  The  economic  system  w'as  deflationary  be- 
iti  P°"'er  production  and  modern  technology  gave  a  great  increase 
by  L  ^“Pply  of  real  w'ealth.  This  meant  that  in  the  long  run  the  control 
system  ^  doomed  by  the  progress  of  technologv.  The  financial 
gojjj  deflationary  because  of  the  bankers’  insistence  on  the 

"  implies. 

boots  from  this  dilemma,  the  financial  capitalists  acted  upon  tw'o 

ship  of  business  side,  they  sought  to  sever  control  from  owmer- 

the  igtt  believing  they  could  hold  the  former  and  relinquish 

testrict^^  '^*1^  industrial  side,  they  sought  to  advance  monopoly  and 
‘"iSs  keeping  prices  up  and  their  security  hold- 

financiers  to  separate  owmership  from  control  W'ere 
for  c  ^  great  capital  demands  of  modern  industry.  Such  demands 
tioo  'Hade  necessary  the  corporation  form  of  business  organiza- 

ber  of  '"^'’itably  brings  together  the  capital  owned  by  a  large  num- 
of  Pet  P^*'^H>rs  to  create  an  enterprise  controlled  by  a  small  number 
larp  financiers  did  all  thev  could  to  make  the  former  number 

"as  achr  "Hd  the  latter  number  as  small  as  possible.  The  former 

'e\ed  by  stock  splitting,  issuing  securities  of  low  par  value,  and 
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by  liigh-pressure  security  salesmanship.  Tlie  latter  was  achieved 
plural-voting  stock,  nonvoting  stock,  p\'ramiding  of  holding 
election  of  directors  by  cooptation,  and  similar  techniques.  Tlie  result 
of  this  was  that  larger  and  larger  aggregates  of  wealth  fell  into  th« 
control  of  smaller  and  smaller  groups  of  men. 

While  financial  capitalism  was  thus  weaving  the  intricate  pattern  o 
modern  corporation  law  and  practice  on  one  side,  it  was  establish*”? 
monopolies  and  cartels  on  the  other.  Both  helped  to  dig  the  grave  o 
financial  capitalism  and  pass  the  reins  of  economic  control  on  to  t 
newer  monopoly  capitalism.  On  one  side,  the  financiers  freed  the  co” 
trollers  of  business  from  the  owners  of  business,  but,  on  the  other  s* 
this  concentration  gave  rise  to  monopoly  conditions  which  freed 
controllers  from  the  banks.  I 

The  date  at  which  any  country  shifted  to  financial  capitalism 
later  shifted  to  monopoly  capitalism  depended  on  the  supply  of  cap** 
available  to  business.  These  dates  could  be  hastened  or  retarded  by 
emment  action.  In  the  United  States  the  onset  of  monopoly  capit*’  * 
was  retarded  by  the  government’s  antimonopoly  legislation, 
Germany  it  was  hastened  by  the  cartel  laws.  The  real  key  to  rhe  s 


rested  on  the  control  of  money  flows,  especially  of  investment 
These  controls,  which  were  held  by  investment  bankers  in  igoo, 
eclipsed  by  other  sources  of  funds  and  capital,  such  as  insurance, 


funds- 

’recite* 


ment  and  investment  funds,  and,  above  all,  by  those  flows 
from  the  fiscal  policies  of  governments.  Efforts  by  the  older 
investment  bankers  to  control  these  new  channels  of  funds  had  var  J 
degrees  of  success,  but,  in  general,  financial  capitalism  was 
by  two  events:  ( i )  the  ability-  of  industry  to  finance  its  own  cap 
needs  because  of  the  increased  profits  arising  from  the  decreased 
tition  established  by  financial  capitalism,  and  (2)  the  economic 
engendered  by  the  deflationary  policies  resulting  from  financial  cal 
ism’s  obsession  with  the  gold  standard. 


The  Period  of  Deflation, 

1927-1936 


The  period  of  stabilization  cannot  be  clearly  distinguished  fro***^ 
period  of  deflation.  In  most  countries,  the  period  of  deflation 
1921  and,  after  about  four  or  five  years,  became  more  rapid 
development,  reaching  after  1929  a  degree  which  could  be  called  *• 
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l''  first  part  of  this  period  (1921-1925),  the  dangerous  economic 
.  .S  '^^fions  of  deflation  v'ere  concealed  by  a  structure  of  self-deception 
'  irii  pretended  that  a  great  period  of  economic  progress  would  be 
ygurated  as  soon  as  the  task  of  stabilization  had  been  accomplished. 

*  Psychological  optimism  was  completely  unwarranted  by  the  eco- 
(f  ^“icts,  even  in  the  United  States  where  these  economic  facts  were 
“r  the  short  term,  at  least)  more  promising  than  anywhere  else.  After  • 
tion^s  deflation  became  more  deep-rooted  and  economic  condi- 

'Worsened,  the  danger  from  these  conditions  was  concealed  by  a 
nils  unwarranted  optimism.  The  chief  symptom  of  the 

of  the  underlying  economic  reality— the  steady  fall  in  prices 
sec  ■  in  the  later  period  (1925-1929)  by  a  steady  rise  in 

by  tb  ^  PF't^cs  (which  was  erroneously  regarded  as  a  good  sign)  and 
to  1  ^  ^^t;essive  lending  abroad  of  the  United  States  (which  amounted 
fore'  billion  dollars  in  the  period  1920-1931,  bringing  our  total 

This^f^  “^'cstment  to  almost  27  billion  dollars  by  the  end  of  1930). 

lending  of  the  United  States  was  the  chief  reason  why  the 
years  economic  conditions  could  be  kept  concealed  for  so  many 
lotion  AVorld  War,  the  United  States  had  been  a  debtor 

The  P‘^y  debts,  had  developed  an  exporting  economy. 

of  debtor  and  exporter  is  a  feasible  one.  The  war 
®^Porte'^  United  States  a  creditor  nation  and  also  made  her  a  greater 
hej,  ever  bv  building  up  her  acreage  of  cotton  and  wheat  and 

^eiRbi  ^*i**'y  produce  ships,  steel,  textiles,  and  so  on.  The  resulting 
creditor  and  exporter  was  not  feasible.  The  United 
^'ved  lo  accept  either  necessary  alternative— to  reduce  debts 

Import^  increase  her  imports.  Instead,  she  raised  tariffs  against 

this  Was  temporarily  filled  the  gap  with  huge  foreign  loans.  But 
^  permanent  solution.  As  a  temporary  solution,  it 
’fitted  G  United  States  to  be  both  creditor  and  exporter;  it  per- 
a  f; 

I  adoi 

-  “  guia  standard  they  could  not  hole 
sendin'  others  to  pay  w-ar  debts  to  the  United  States  without 

of  self.H^i°°^*’  “  word,  it  permitted  the  w'orld  to  live  in  a  fairyland 

These remote  from  economic  realities, 
lioth  were  characterized  by  (a)  fundamental  maladjustments, 

which  made  it  impossible  for  the  financial 
The  fu  as  it  had  in  1914,  and  (b)  the  steady  deflation. 


nor  a  f  pay  reparations  with  neither  a  budgetary  surplus 

to  orable  balance  of  trade;  it  permitted  dozens  of  minor  countries 
^fitain^T  ^  standard  they  could  not  hold;  it  permitted  France, 
Sendin’  others  to  pay  w-ar  debts  to  the  United  States  without 


The 


‘daniental  maladjustments  w-ere  both  economic  and  financial. 


catej.  rnaladjustments  were  those  w'hich  w'e  have  already  indi- 

^laterials*^  ''^^^^^^Ufization  of  colonial  areas;  the  overproduction  of  raw 
heav^-  ^  result  of  wartime  high  prices,  the  overexpansion 

J  ustry  as  a  result  of  w  artime  needs,  the  obsolescence  of  much 
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of  heavy  industry  in  Europe  and  in  Britain  which  made  it  impossi°^ 
to  compete  with  newer  equipment  or  to  cope  with  the  shifts  in  c®”' 
sumer  demand,  and  the  steadilv  increasing  disadv^antage  of  product^* 
of  raw  materials  and  food  in  contrast  with  producers  of  industrial  goo 
To  these  old  factors  were  added  new  ones  such  as  the  great  increase 
in  productive  efficiency  in  Germany  and  the  United  States,  the  returii 
of  Russia  and  Germany  to  the  European  economy  about  1924,  aod  t 


return  of  Europe  to  the  world  economy  in  the  period  i925-i927' 


countries  sought  to  resist  these  factors,  both  old  and  new,  by  adopO’V 
political  interference  with  economic  life  in  the  form  of  tariffs,  imp° 
quotas,  export  subsidies,  and  so  on.  jj 

The  financial  maladjustments  sensed  to  create  an  insufficiency  of  ^ 
and  a  maldistribution  of  gold.  The  inadequacy  of  the  supply  of 
arose  from  several  causes.  It  has  been  estimated  that  the  world’s  stock  0 


’s  tP 


gold  money  needed  to  increase  by  3.1  percent  per  year  in  the  i<)-o 
support  the  vv^orld’s  economic  development  with  stable  prices  on  the  g® 
standard.  The  production  of  new  gold  after  1920  was  below  this  r 
Moreover,  as  a  result  of  the  activities  of  the  League  of  Nations  ^ 
financial  advisers  like  Professor  E.  \V.  Kemmerer  of  Princeton 
versity,  every  country  was  encouraged  to  get  on  the  gold  standi 
This  led  to  a  “gold  rush”  as  each  country  tried  to  obtain  a  supply 
gold  large  enough  to  provide  adequate  reserves.  Because  there  ^ 
more  countries  on  gold  in  1928  than  in  1914  and  because  prices  m  g 
eral  were  higher,  more  gold  was  needed  in  reserves. 

The  efforts  to  get  around  this  by  using  a  gold  exchange  - 
rather  than  a  gold  standard  were  helpful  in  dealing  with  the  pro 


of  inadequate  supplies  of  gold  but  increased  the  difficulty  of  the 


lem  of  maldistribution  of  gold,  since  the  gold  exchange  standard 
not  respond  to  the  flow  of  gold  as  readily  and  thus  did  not 
well  to  stem  such  flows  of  gold.  The  need  for  gold  was  made  jj 
by  the  existence  of  large  floating  balances  of  political  or  panic 
which  might  well  move  from  one  market  to  another  independent 
economic  conditions.  The  need  was  increased  by  the  fact  that  m 
there  were  three  major  financial  centers  which  had  to  make  P^y'^jpi4 
by  shipments  of  gold  in  contrast  to  the  single  financial  center  01 
where  payments  could  be  made  by  bookkeeping  transactions.  To 
this  problem  to  some  degree,  the  Bank  for  International  Settlements 
created  in  1929  but  never  functioned  as  its  founders  had  hoped,  ' 
the  need  for  gold  was  increased  by  the  enormous  growth  in  1° 
indebtedness,  much  of  it  of  a  political  nature  such  as  the  war  debts 


reparations. 

On  top  of  this  insufficiency  of  gold  was  superimposed  a  dra.sD  , 
distribution  of  gold.  This  w'as  conclusive  proof  that  the  financial 
of  1914  had  broken  down,  for  the  old  system  would  hav'C  npc  | 
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automatically  to  distribute  gold  evenly.  This  maldistribution  resulted 
uiu  the  fact  that  w'hen  gold  flowed  into  certain  countries  the  auto- 
^®tic  results  of  such  a  flow  (such  as  rising  prices  or  falling  interest 
US)  which  would  have  restored  equilibrium  in  1914  were  prevented 
I*?  luting  in  1928.  In  this  period,  about  four-fifths  of  the  world’s 
o  supply  was  in  five  countries,  and  over  half  was  in  two,  the  United 
us  and  France.  The  gold  had  been  brought  to  these  two  for  quite 


reasons— to  the  United  States  because  it  was  the  world’s  greatest 


^l^u  itor  and  to  France  because  of  its  devaluation  of  the  franc.  Britain, 
h  HI  hand,  had  floating  balances  of  about  ;C8oo  million,  and 

led  each  year  /  20,000  million  in  transactions  with  a  gold  reserve 
;C  150  million.  Such  a  situation  made  it  possible  for  France  to  use 
®  as  a  political  weapon  against  Britain. 

*  a  result  of  these  conditions  and  the  deflationary  economic  condi- 
the"^^  ^f*u:ribed  in  Chapter  11,  prices  began  to  fall,  at  first  slowly  and 
in  increasing  rapidity.  The  turning  point  in  most  countries  was 

jjj  *925-1926,  with  Great  Britain  one  of  the  earliest  (January  1925). 
^  u  first  half  of  1929,  this  slow  drift  dowmward  began  to  change  to 
Fapid  drop.  The  following  table  will  show  the  changes  in  wholesale 
*ues  for  five  principal  countries: 


Wholesale  Price  Indices 
(1913  =  100) 


'924 

>923 

'926 

‘927 

'928 

‘929 

'930 

'931 

‘932 

'933 

'934 

‘931 

'936 

2  '937 


'43 

'37 

‘39 

'37 

124 

lOJ 


93 

95 

108 

“5 

116 

124 


166 

‘59 

148 

141 

‘37 

120 

104 

90 

90 

92 

93 

99 

“4 


FRANCE 

489 

550 

695 

642 

645 

627 

554 

520 

427 

398 

37<S 

339 

4" 

581 


554 

646 

654 

527 

491 

481 

430 

376 

35‘ 

320 

3‘3 

344 

385 

449 


GERMANY 

‘37 

142 

'34 

‘38 

‘37 

‘25 

97 

93 


106 


i 
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The  economic  eflFects  of  these  soft  prices  after  1925  were  adverse,  i 
but  these  effects  were  concealed  for  a  considerable  period  because  of 
various  influences,  especially  the  liberal  credit  policies  of  the  United 
States  (both  foreign  and  domestic)  and  the  optimism  engendered  by  the 
stock-market  boom.  The  facade  of  prosperity  over  unsound  econonue 
conditions  was  practicallv  worldwide.  Only  in  France  and  the  Unite 
States  was  it  a  boom  in  real  wealth,  but  in  the  latter  it  was  by  no  means  | 
as  great  as  one  might  think  from  a  glance  at  stock  prices.  In  Britain, 
the  boom  appeared  in  the  form  of  the  flotation  of  new  stocks  of  unsoun 
and  fraudulent  companies  and  a  minor  stock-market  boom  (about  one 
third  as  fast  a  rise  in  securits,^  prices  as  in  the  United  States).  In 
many  and  in  much  of  Latin  America,  the  boom  was  based  upon  foreicj’ 
borrowing  (chiefly  from  the  United  States)  the  proceeds  of 
were  largely  put  into  nonproductive  construction.  In  Italy,  held  do" 
by  the  overevaluation  of  the  lira  in  1927,  the  boom  was  of  short  duration. 


THE  CRASH  OF  I929 

The  history  of  the  slump  begins  about  1927  when  France  stabili*®^ 
the  franc  de  facto  at  a  level  at  which  it  was  dev'alued  and  undervaln  • 
This  led  to  a  great  demand  for  francs.  The  Bank  of  France  sold  ft® 
in  return  for  foreign  e.xchange.  The  francs  were  created  as  credit 
France,  thus  giving  an  inflationary  effect  which  can  be  seen  in 
behavior  of  French  prices  in  1926-1928.  The  foreign  e.xchange 
France  received  for  its  francs  was  largely  left  in  that  form  '"'tn 
being  converted  into  gold.  By  1928  the  Bank  of  France  found  that  ^ 
held  foreign  e.xchange  to  the  value  of  32  billion  francs  (about  i  • 
billion).  At  this  point  the  Bank  of  France  began  to  transfer  its 
holdings  into  gold,  buying  the  metal  chiefly  in  London  and  New  ‘  j 
Because  of  the  inadequate  gold  reserves  in  London,  a  meeting  of  centr^^ 
bankers  in  New  York  decided  that  the  gold  purchases  of  France  a” 
Germany  should  be  diverted  from  London  to  New  York  in  the  f"  ^ 
(July  1927).  To  prevent  the  resulting  outflow  of  gold  from 
deflationary  effect  which  might  injure  business,  the  New'  York  Fe 
Reserve  Bank  dropped  its  discount  rate  from  4  percent  to  3’/i  1 

When  the  French  gold  purchases  became  noticeable  in  1928,  the  Fe 
Reserve  Bank  adopted  open  market  operations  to  counterbalance  t 
buying  securities  to  a  value  equal  to  the  French  purchases  of  gold. 

As  a  result  there  w'as  no  reduction  in  money  in  the  United  bt 
This  money,  however,  was  going  increasingly  into  stock-market 
lation  rather  than  into  production  of  real  wealth.  This  can  be 
from  the  following  table  of  indices  of  average  stock  prices  fot 
England  and  the  United  States  in  the  years  indicated: 
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Industrial  Shares  Prices 
(1914  =  100) 


UNITED  KINGDOM 


UNITED  STATES 


1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 


drastic  boom  in  the  United  States  was  really  much  more 

av'ef.  indicated  by  these  index  numbers,  because  these  are  yearly 

b  include  sluggish  stocks  as  well  as  market  leaders.  The 

in  '9-4’  "s  be  seen,  and  reached  its  peak 

Has  h  ^  spring  of  1929  it  had  become  a  frenzy  and 

on  business  activity,  on  domestic  and  inter- 
psvch  1  on  the  domestic  affairs  of  foreign  countries,  and  on  the 

^nd  modes  of  life  of  Americans. 

financial  results  of  the  stock-market  boom  were  the  fol- 
^Pecul  •  United  States  credit  was  diverted  from  production  to 

the  ecn  increasing  amounts  of  funds  were  being  drained  from 

and  ar  system  into  the  stock  market,  where  thev  circulated  around 
‘‘'creasi '^'^1  ’  ^.^‘'^ing  up  the  prices  of  securities.  In  Germany  it  became 
*'*ans,  borrow  from  the  United  States,  and  the  foreign 

of  re’  "P  the  German  financial  system  and  the  w'hole  system 
loans  to  debts  functioning,  were  shifted  from  long-term 

®^aniined  ^bort-term  credits.  The  results  of  this  have  been 

How  to” chapter  on  reparations.  In  other  countries,  funds  tended 
dinary  ■  blnited  States  where  they  could  e.xpect  to  roll  up  extraor- 
gains  in  a  relatively  short  time.  This  was 
^^ased  afte*^^^^  funds  from  Britain  where  the  stock-market  boom 
^'^unorni  '■b®'-  '•b^  fundamentally  unsound 

decHn'e'^^-nditions  were  beginning  to  break  through  the  facade.  The 
u''eign  loans  by  both  London  and  New  York  began  to  be 


noticeable  by  the  last  half  of  1928  and  made  it  evident  that  the  chk 
support  of  the  facade  was  vanishing.  But  the  continued  rise  of  secutit) 
prices  in  New  York  continued  to  draw  money  from  the  rest  of 
world  and  from  the  productive  and  consumptive  systems  of  the  Unite 
States  itself. 

Early  in  1929,  the  board  of  governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Systetf 
became  alarmed  at  the  stock-market  speculation,  especially  at  its  drain 
ing  credit  from  industrial  production.  To  curtail  this,  in  April  1929’ 
Federal  Reserve  authorities  called  upon  the  member  banks  to  reduce 
their  loans  on  stock-exchange  collateral.  At  the  same  time,  it  engaged  m 
open-market  operations  which  reduced  its  holdings  of  bankers’  accept 
ances  from  about  $300  million  to  about  $150  million.  The  sterilizntin'’ 
of  gold  was  made  more  drastic.  It  was  hoped  in  this  way  to 
the  amount  of  credit  available  for  speculation.  Instead,  the  availa 
credit  went  more  and  more  to  speculation  and  decreasingly  to  prodn  ^ 
tive  business.  Call  money  rates  in  New  York  which  had  reached  7 
cent  at  the  end  of  19:8  were  at  13  percent  by  June  1929.  In  that  mon  ' 
the  election  of  a  Labour  government  in  England  so  alarmed  Bi^^  , 
capital  that  large  amounts  flowed  to  the  United  States  and  contribuj 
further  to  the  speculative  frenzy.  In  August,  the  Federal  Reserve 
count  rate  was  raised  to  6  percent.  By  this  time  it  was  becoming 
dent  that  the  prices  of  stocks  were  far  above  any  value  based  on  eatm  S 
power  and  that  this  earning  power  was  beginning  to  decline 
of  the  weakening  of  industrial  activity.  At  this  critical  moment. 
September  26,  1929,  a  minor  financial  panic  in  London  (the  Hatry  L 
caused  the  Bank  of  England  to  raise  its  bank  rate  from  4)4  percent 
6!4  percent.  This  was  enough.  British  funds  began  to  leave  Wall  Str 
and  the  overinflated  market  commenced  to  sag.  By  the  middle 
October,  the  fall  had  become  a  panic.  In  the  week  of  October 
the  Stock  E.xchange  and  the  Curb  Exchange  in  New  York,  total  sto^^ 
sold  averaged  over  9  million  a  day,  and  on  Thursday,  October  24^^’ 
almost  1914  million  shares  changed  hands.  The  shrinkage  in  values 
measured  by  several  billion  dollars  a  day.  Some  stocks  fell  by  ^ 
even  140  points  in  a  dav.  Auburn  fell  2 10  points.  General  Electee  7 
points,  and  U.S.  Steel  26  points  in  454  days.  By  November  6th 
three  stocks  had  fallen  respectively  55,  78,  and  28  points  more.  B 
a  financial  disaster  of  unparalleled  magnitude. 

The  stock-market  crash  reduced  the  volume  of  foreign  lending  2 
the  United  States  to  Europe,  and  these  two  events  together  tore  a''  ■ 
the  facade  which  until  then  had  concealed  the  fundamental 
ments  between  production  and  consumption,  between  debts  and  ab 
to  pay,  between  creditors  and  willingness  to  receive  goods,  bet'^ 
the  theories  of  1914  and  the  practices  of  1928.  Not  only  were  2 
maladjustments  revealed  but  they  began  to  be  readjusted  with  a  seve  . 
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and  speed  made  all  the  worse  by  the  fact  that  the  adjustments 
been  so  long  delayed.  Production  began  to  fall  to  the  level  of  con- 
j^Pbon,  creating  idle  men,  idle  factories,  idle  money,  and  idle  resources, 
tors  were  called  to  account  and  found  deficient.  Creditors  who  had 
Used  repayment  now  sought  it,  but  in  vain.  All  values  of  real  wealth 
drastically. 


THE  CRISIS  OF  1931 

the*^  this  shrinkage  of  values  which  carried  the  economic  crisis  into 
stage  of  financial  and  banking  crisis  and  beyond  these  to  the  stage 
£  Pukfical  crisis.  As  values  decUned,  production  fell  rapidly;  banks 
thes  'ticreasingly  difficult  to  meet  the  demands  upon  their  reserves; 
f  ^  ^tmands  increased  with  the  decline  in  confidence;  governments 
j  that  their  tax  receipts  fell  so  rapidly  that  budgets  became  unbal- 
®  m  spite  of  every  effort  to  prevent  it. 
c  financial  and  banking  crisis  began  in  central  Europe  early  in 
Stat  London  by  the  end  of  that  year,  spread  to  the  United 

us  and  France  in  1932,  bringing  the  United  States  to  the  acute  stage 
’933,  and  France  in  1934. 

<lefl  ^  stage  began  early  in  1931  in  central  Europe  where  the 

crisis  was  producing  drastic  results.  Unable  to  balance  its 
l^^^get  or  obtain  adequate  foreign  loans,  Germany  was  unable  to  meet 
lar  obligations.  At  this  critical  moment,  as  we  have  seen,  the 

in  Austria  collapsed  because  of  its  inability  to  liquidate 
sufficiently  high  prices  and  with  enough  speed  to  meet  the 
presented  to  it.  The  Austrian  debacle  soon  spread  the  bank- 
die  The  Hoover  Moratorium  on  reparations  relieved 

pressure  on  Germany  in  the  middle  of  1931,  but  not  enough  to 
financial  recovery.  Alillions  of  shon-term  credits  lent 
jjj  were  tied  up  in  frozen  accounts  in  Germany.  As  a  result, 

summer  of  1931,  the  uneasiness  spread  to  London, 
teas  ^  sterling  was  very  vulnerable.  There  were  five  principal 

Britain  pound  was  overvalued;  (2)  costs  of  production  in 

cjjv  ^''Cre  much  more  rigid  than  prices;  (3)  gold  reser%"es  were  pre- 
fionar^^  (4)  the  burden  of  public  debt  w'as  too  great  in  a  defla- 

sfiort  ^  ^’•"^osphere;  (5)  there  were  greater  liabilities  than  assets  in 
term  international  holdings  in  London  (about  /407  million  to 
last  fact  was  revealed  by  the  publication  of  the 
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tope  where  most  of  the  short-term  assets  were  frozen.  The  bank 


stijy  .  -  taised  from  2  percent  to  4  'A  percent  to  encourage  capital  to 
’•fie  \j  ,(ji3o  million  in  credits  was  obtained  from  France  and 


States  in  July  and  August  to  fight  the  depreciation  of  the 
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pound  by  throwing  more  dollars  and  francs  into  the  market.  To  restore 
confidence  among  the  wealthy  (who  were  causing  the  panic)  an  effort 
was  made  to  balance  the  budget  by  cutting  public  expenditures  dras- 
tically.  This,  by  reducing  purchasing  power,  had  injurious  effects  on 
business  activity  and  increased  unrest  among  the  masses  of  the  people- 
Mutiny  broke  out  in  the  British  fleet  in  protest  against  pay  cuts.  Various 
physical  and  extralegal  restrictions  were  placed  on  export  of  gold  (suck 
as  issuing  gold  bars  of  a  low  purity  unacceptable  to  the  Bank  of  France)- 
The  outflow  of  gold  could  not  be  stopped.  It  amounted  to  £  200  niillio'^ 
in  two  months.  On  September  18th  New  York  and  Paris  refused  further 
credits  to  the  British  Treasury,  and  three  days  later  the  gold  standar 
was  suspended.  The  bank  rate  still  stood  at  percent.  To  many  ex¬ 
perts  the  most  significant  aspect  of  the  event  was  not  that  Britain  "'euj 
off  gold,  but  that  she  did  so  with  the  bank  rate  at  4/2  percent.  It  ha 
always  been  said  in  Britain  that  a  10  percent  bank  rate  would  pull  go' 
out  of  the  earth.  By  1931,  the  authorities  in  Britain  saw  clearly  rhe 
futility  of  trying  to  stay  on  gold  by  raising  the  bank  rate.  This  indicates 
how  conditions  had  changed.  It  was  realized  that  the  movement  of  go* 
was  subject  to  factors  which  the  authorities  could  not  control  more  than 
it  was  under  the  influence  of  factors  they  could  control.  It  also  shows— 


hopeful  sign— that  the  authorities  after  twelve  years  were  beginning  *^0 
realize  that  conditions  had  changed.  For  the  first  time,  people  begau 
to  realize  that  the  uvo  problems— domestic  prosperity  and  stable  cX- 
changes— were  quite  separate  problems  and  that  the  old  orthocl  ■ 
practice  of  sacrificing  the  former  to  the  latter  must  end.  From  this 
on,  one  country  after  another  began  to  seek  domestic  prosperity  - 
managed  prices  and  stable  exchanges  by  exchange  control.  That  is,  ^ 
link  between  the  two  (the  gold  standard)  was  broken,  and  one  problei^ 
was  made  into  two. 


The  British  suspension  of  gold  was  by  necessit\%  not  by  choice,  b 
regarded  as  an  evil,  but  it  was  really  a  blessing.  As  a  result  of  this  mis¬ 
take,  many  of  the  benefits  which  could  have  been  derived  from  it  x''® 
lost  by  ttydng  to  counterbalance  the  inflationary  results  of  the  suspt**^ 
sion  by  other  deflationary  actions.  The  discount  rate  was  raised  to 
percent;  valiant  efforts  to  balance  the  budget  continued;  a  protecti  ^ 
tariff  was  established  and  a  program  of  fairly  stiff  taxes  installed.  As 
result,  prices  did  not  rise  enough  to  give  that  spur  to  production  w’hm^ 


would  have  been  necessary  to  increase  prosperity  and  reduce  uncmp‘w 
ment.  No  system  of  exchange  control  was  set  up.  As  a  result,  the 
ciation  of  sterling  in  respect  to  gold-standard  currencies  could  ^ 
prevented,  and  amounted  to  30  percent  by  December  1931,  ^ 

depreciation  was  regarded  by  the  authorities  as  an  evil— chiefly  beca 
of  orthodox  economic  theories  which  considered  parity  of  exchang^ 
as  an  end  in  itself  and  partly  because  of  the  need  to  pay  the  / 1 3®’ 
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in  Franco-American  credits— a  burden  which  increased  as  sterling 
'^Preciated  in  respect  to  dollars  and  francs. 

a  result  of  the  British  abandonment  of  the  gold  standard  the 
core  of  tlie  world’s  financial  system  was  disrupted.  This  core, 
'ch  in  -was  exclusively  in  London,  in  1931  was  divided  among 
l°i  °'h  i'^Tw  York,  and  Paris.  London’s  share  depended  on  financial 
’  and  old  habits;  New  York’s  share  depended  on  her  position  as  the 
nds  great  creditor;  Paris’s  share  depended  on  a  combination  of  a 
t  itor  position  with  an  undervalued  currency  which  attracted  gold. 

'927  to  1931,  these  three  had  controlled  the  world’s  financial  sys- 
,  payments  flowing  in  to  the  three,  credits  flowing  out,  and 
^  exchanges  between  them.  The  events  of  September  1931  broke 
'triangle.  Stable  exchanges  continued  for  dollar-franc,  leaving 
ar-pound  and  pound-franc  to  fluctuate.  This  did  not  permit  an 
^^Pistnient  of  the  maladjusted  exchange  rates  of  1928-1931.  Concretelv, 
Undervaluation  of  the  franc  in  1928  and  the  overvaluation  of  the 
ui  ip,;j  could  not  be  remedied  by  the  events  of  1931.  A  sterling- 
which  would  have  eliminated  the  underv’aluation  of  the  franc 
^  ^  have  resulted  in  a  sterling-dollar  rate  which  would  have  over- 
Uon  overv'aluation  of  sterling.  On  the  otlier  hand,  the  deprecia- 

^un  of  the  pound  put  great  pressure  on  both  the  dollar  and  the  franc, 
cc  ^3nie  time,  Britain  sought  to  exploit  as  much  as  possible  her 
yf  untie  relations  with  her  home  market,  the  empire,  and  that  group 
sgf  countries  known  as  the  “sterling  bloc.”  The  home  market  was 
the  establishment  of  customs  duties  on  imports  into  the 
(special  customs  duties  November  1931,  and  a  general 
9cs  h*''  ^'uhruary  1932).  The  empire  was  brought  into  closer  economic 
in  ^  S^nup  of  eleven  “Imperial  Preference”  treaties  made  at  Ottawa 
*932-  The  sterling  bloc  was  reinforced  and  enlarged  by  a 
"’>1^  ^'^^tcral  trade  agreements  with  various  countries,  beginning 
Norway,  Sweden,  Denmark,  and  Argentina. 

'inp  iT  'uorld  tended  to  divide  into  two  financial  groups— the  ster- 
IJjI  organized  about  Britain  and  the  gold  bloc  organized  about  the 
The  France,  Belgium,  the  Netherlands,  and  Switzerland, 

tjf  depreciation  of  sterling  in  relation  to  gold  made  the  currencies 
bloc  overvalued,  and  relieved  Britain  of  that  burdensome 
to  g  *-bc  first  time  since  1925.  As  a  result,  Britain  found  it  easier 
of  trad difficult  to  import,  and  obtained  a  favorable  balance 
gojj  *^0''  rhe  first  time  in  almost  seven  vears.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Countries  found  their  depressions  intensified. 

Britain'*  Z*'**^^^  result  of  the  British  abandonment  of  the  gold  standard 
jectioo  bcrself  from  her  financial  subjection  to  France.  This  sub- 
reserv  resulted  from  the  vulnerable  position  of  the  British  gold 
in  contrast  to  the  bulging  appearance  of  the  French  reserves. 
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After  1931  the  financial  positions  of  the  tsvo  countries  were  reverse 
When  Britain  was  able  to  add  a  financial  superiority  after  1931  to  th^ 
political  superiority  she  had  possessed  since  1924,  it  became  possiu 
for  Britain  to  force  France  to  accept  the  policy  of  appeasement- 
Moreover,  the  financial  crisis  of  1931  was  to  bring  to  power  in  Britain 
the  national  government  which  was  to  carry  out  the  policy  0 
appeasement. 

As  a  fourth  result,  the  countries  still  on  gold  began  to  adopt  neW 
trade  barriers,  such  as  tariffs  and  quotas,  to  prevent  Britain  from  using 
the  advantage  of  depreciated  currency  to  increase  her  exports  to  them- 
The  countries  alreadv  off  gold  began  to  see  the  value  in  currency  depr®' 
ciation,  and  the  possibility  of  races  in  depreciation  began  to  form 
the  minds  of  some. 

As  a  fifth  result  of  the  abandonment  of  gold,  it  became  possible 
rearm  without  the  resulting  unbalancing  of  the  budget  leading  to  fin*"' 
cial  jeopardy  as  under  a  gold  standard.  Little  advantage  was  taken  0 
this,  because  pacificism  on  the  Left  and  appeasement  on  the  Right 
regarded  as  substitutes  for  arms. 

Because  of  the  deflationary  policy  which  accompanied  the  abandon' 
ment  of  gold  in  Great  Britain,  recovery  from  depression  did  not  resU 
e.xcept  to  a  very  slight  degree.  Neither  prices  nor  employment  m*® 
until  1933,  and,  from  that  year  on,  the  improvement  was  slow. 
depreciation  of  sterling  did  result  in  an  improvement  in  the  foreig" 
trade  balance,  exports  rising  very  slightly  and  imports  falling  12  perce"^ 
in  1932  in  comparison  with  1931.  This  led  to  a  revival  of  confidenc® 
in  sterling  and  a  simultaneous  decline  in  confidence  in  the  gold-stand* 
currencies.  Foreign  funds  began  to  flow  to  London. 

The  flow  of  capital  into  Britain  early  in  1932  resulted  in  an  appr®®^*^ 
tion  of  sterling  in  respect  to  the  gold  currencies.  This  was  unwelcoi"® 
to  the  British  government  since  it  would  destroy  her  newly  acquit® 
trade  advantage.  The  pound  sterling  appreciated  in  respect  to  the  do 
from  3.27  on  December  i,  1931,  to  3.80  on  March  31,  1932.  To  cont 
this,  the  government,  in  May  1932,  set  up  the  E.xchange  Equaliz*  * 
Account  with  capital  of  ;C*75  million.  This  fund  was  to  be  used 
stabilize  the  exchange  rates  by  buying  and  selling  foreign  exchaOg^ 
against  the  trend  of  the  market.  In  this  way,  the  old  automatic  reg" 
tion  by  the  market  of  the  internal  credit  structure  through  the  i"®®^ 
national  flow  of  funds  was  broken.  Control  of  the  credit  structure 
left  to  the  Bank  of  England,  while  control  of  the  exchanges  w'ent  to 
Exchange  Equalization  Fund.  This  made  it  possible  for  Britain  to 
a  policy  of  easy  and  plentiful  credit  within  the  country  without  be  0 
deterred  by  a  flight  of  capital  from  the  country.  Since  the  Excha  e 
Equalization  Fund  was  not  a  system  of  exchange  control  but 
a  government  management  of  the  regular  exchange  market,  it  was 
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2  position  to  handle  anv  very  considerable  emigration  of  capital.  The 
credit  policies  of  Britain  (designed  to  encourage  business  activity) 
thus  to  be  combined  with  deflationarv  prices  (designed  to  prevent 
powerful  flight  of  capital).  The  bank  rate  was  dropped  to  2  percent 
to  k  >932,  and  an  embargo  was  placed  on  new  foreign  capital  issues 
*^^sp  this  easy  money  at  home.  The  chief  e.xccptions  to  this  embargo 
®^°se  from  loans  to  be  used  in  the  general  policy  of  binding  the  sterling 
^  *^0  Britain,  and  the  proceeds  of  these  had  to  be  used  in  Britain, 
this  basis,  although  sterling  fell  to  3.14  by  the  end  of  November 
^  economic  revival  was  built  up.  Cheap  credit  permitted  a 
t  of  economic  activity  from  the  old  lines  (like  coal,  steel,  te.xtiles) 
new  lines  (like  chemicals,  motors,  electrical  products).  The  tariff 
r  nutted  a  rapid  growth  of  cartels  and  monopolies  whose  process  of 
^^tioii  provided  at  least  a  temporarv  revival  of  economic  activity.  The 
continued  low  food  prices  permitted  the  income  from  this  increase  in 
H  diverted  to  necessities  of  a  different  kind,  especially 

e  ling  construction.  The  budget  was  balanced,  and  early  in  1934 
^'  ed  a  surplus  of  30  million. 

]  iniprovement  in  Britain  was  not  shared  by  the  countries  still  on 
th  ■  ^  result  of  the  competition  of  depreciated  sterling,  they  found 

(j  ^^^ijinces  of  trade  pushed  toward  the  unfavorable  side  and  their 
Wion  in  prices  increased.  Tariffs  had  to  be  raised,  quotas  and  ex- 
^°'^rrols  set  up.  The  United  States  could  hardly  do  the  first  of 
(hej.  already  the  highest  in  history),  and  rejected 

^  others  in  principle. 


the  crisis  in  the  united  states,  1933 
^  result  of  the  British  crisis,  the  gold  countries  of  Europe  sought 
’^heir  financial  basis  from  the  gold  exchange  standard  to  the 
p  bullion  standard.  When  Britain  abandoned  gold  in  September  1931, 
"’as  caught  xvith  over  /^6o  million  in  sterling  exchange.  This 
equal  to  about  30  percent  of  her  foreign-e.xchange  holdings  (7,775 
anV°”  of  25,194  million).  The  loss  e.xceeded  the  total  capital 

the  of  ’^be  Bank  of  France.  To  avoid  any  similar  experience  in 

iiiu  f^rance  began  to  transfer  her  holdings  of  exchange  into  gold, 

of  it  called  from  the  United  States.  As  confidence  in  the  pound 
dis^’  *^*^^*'  dollar  fell.  It  became  necessary  to  raise  the  New  York 

count  rate  from  i>/2  percent  to  3)4  percent  (October  1932)  and  to  en- 
flat’^  extensive  open-market  buving  of  securities  to  counteract  the  de- 
effects  of  this.  However,  the  gold  e.xports  and  gold  hoarding 
made  worse  bv  the  fact  that  the  United  States  was  the  only 
standard  country  with  gold  coins  still  circulating. 

^  3  result  of  the  decline  of  confidence  and  the  demand  for  liquidity, 
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the  American  banking  system  began  to  collapse.  The  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation  was  set  up  early  in  1932  with  $3/2  billion  in  goV' 
ernment  money  to  advance  to  banks  and  other  large  corporations. 
the  end  of  the  year,  it  had  lent  over  Si*/,  billion.  When  the  details  0 
these  loans  were  published  (in  January  1933),  runs  on  the  banks 
intensified.  A  bank  holiday  was  declared  in  Nevada  in  October  *93^' 
in  Iowa  in  January  1933,  in  six  states  during  February,  and  in  si-xte^’’ 
states  in  the  first  three  da\-s  of  .March.  From  February  ist  to  March  4y 
the  Federal  ReseiA'e  Bank  in  New  York  lost  S756  million  in  goli^i 
called  in  $709  million  from  the  other  Federal  Reserve  Banks,  which 
also  subject  to  runs. 

The  banks  of  the  whole  United  States  were  closed  by  executive 
on  March  4  to  be  reopened  after  .March  12th  if  their  condition 
satisfactory.  Export  of  gold  was  subjected  to  license,  convertibility  ^ 
notes  into  gold  was  ended,  and  private  holding  of  gold  was  made  illeg^^ 
These  orders,  completed  on  April  20,  1933,  took  the  United  States  0 
the  gold  standard.  This  was  done  in  order  that  the  government  cou 
pursue  a  policy  of  price  inflation  in  its  domestic  program.  It  vas  " 
made  necessary  b\-  the  American  international  financial  position,  as 
continued  very  favorable.  This  was  quite  different  from  the  situat'^'^ 
in  Britain  in  1931.  London  had  left  gold  unwillingly  and  had  folio"'*" 
an  orthodox  financial  program  afterward;  Washington  left  gold  in  *933 
voluntarily  in  order  to  follow  an  unorthodox  financial  program 
inflation.  ,  j 

As  a  result  of  the  abandonment  of  the  gold  standard  by  the 
States,  the  central-exchange  triangle  between  London,  Paris,  and  ^ 
York  was  further  disrupted.  All  three  e.xchange  rates  were  able  to  fluc*^** 
ate,  although  the  E.xchange  Equalization  Account  kept  two  of  * 
relatively  steady.  To  the  worldwide  problem  of  economic  distress  "  ^ 
now  added  the  problem  of  e.xchange  stabilization.  A  dispute 
among  Britain,  France,  and  the  United  States  over  which  of  these 


this 


inom**"' 


problems  should  be  given  priority.  France  insisted  that  no  ecoi 
recovery  was  possible  until  exchanges  were  stabilized.  It  surely 


true  that  as  long  as  the  franc  remained  on  gold  at  the  same 


valuatio'’’ 


dollar- 

iricy 


France  would  suffer  from  the  depreciation  of  the  pound  and  the 
The  United  States  insisted  that  economic  recovery  must  have  pr'^’. 
over  stabilization,  since  the  latter  would  hamper  the  process  of 
reflation  which  the  administration  considered  essential  to  recov 
Britain,  w  hich  had  supported  the  priority  of  recovery  over  stabili'''ar|^j^ 
as  long  as  the  pound  was  the  only  one  of  the  three  currencies 
was  depreciated,  insisted  on  the  importance  of  stabilization  ns 
the  advantages  of  depreciation  began  to  be  shared  by  the  dollai- 
depreciation  of  both  the  dollar  and  the  pound  put  great  strain 
franc.  To  keep  France  from  being  forced  off  the  gold  standard,  13**'"“ 
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April  28,  1933,  lent  her  ^3°  million  to  be  repaid  out  of  the  sterling 
^^change  with  which  France  had  been  caught  in  September  1931.  Until 
^  middle  of  1933,  the  Exchange  Equalization  Account  was  used  by 
to  prevent  any  appreciation  of  the  pound.  This  was  countered 
?  United  States  by  the  inflationary  Thomas  Amendment  to  the 
^^gncultural  Adjustment  Act  (May  12,  1933).  Amendment  gave 
,  ^  president  the  power  to  devaluate  the  dollar  up  to  50  percent,  to 
up  to  $3  billion  in  fiat  money,  and  to  engage  on  an  extensive  pro- 
of  public  spending. 


the  world  ECONO.MIC  CONFERENCE,  I933 

dispute  over  the  prioritv  of  stabilization  or  recov'ery  reached  its 
m  the  ^^’orld  .Monetary  and  Economic  Conference  held  in  London 
dre'^  'a  to  July  27,  1933.  A  Preparatory  Commission  of  Experts 
'\’itl'  ®^ries  of  preliminary  agreem.nts  for  countries  on  gold  or  off, 
at  h  controls  or  without,  but  no  agreement  could  be  obtained 

^  conference  itself.  Britain  and  France  tried  to  get  the  dollar  to 
m  them  in  a  temporary  de  facto  stabilization  in  preparation  for  a  real 
oth  franc  and  pound  had  already  been  pegged  to  each 

francs  per  pound,  which  gave  a  London  gold  price  of  122 
The  United  States  refused  to  join  in  any  temporary  stabiliza- 
ecause  of  the  success  of  the  administration’s  domestic  recovery 
general  price  index  in  the  United  States  rose  by  8.7 
p  l^Fom  February  to  June  1933,  and  farm  products  rose  by  30.1 
mere  hint  of  a  stabilization  agreement  was  sufficient  to 
14^^  ^'^^rp  break  in  the  rise  of  security  and  commodity  prices  (June 
'933),  so  Roosevelt  broke  off  all  negotiations  toward  stabilization 

g  ^  World  Economic  Conference,  as  Professor  William  iVdams 
bjjj  'vrote,  broke  up  on  four  great  negatives:  the  countries  svhich 
renc  trade  restrictions  refused  to  abandon  them  without  cur- 

pfi^^'^.^^^^'^'zation;  the  countries  on  the  gold  standard  refused  to  accept 
as  a  road  to  recovery  because  of  fear  of  inflation;  Great 
bud  price  increases  but  refused  to  permit  an  unbalanced 

a  public  works  program;  and  the  United  States,  which  was 
the  ^  recovery  through  inflation  and  public  works,  refused  to  hamper 
^Ptograni  by  currency  stabilization, 
of  result  of  the  failure  of  the  Economic  Conference,  the  countries 
bloc  ^  tended  to  divide  into  three  groups:  a  sterling  bloc,  a  gold 

Of  ’  ®  dollar  bloc.  The  gold  and  sterling  blocs  were  formally 

former  on  July  3rd  and  the  later  on  July  8th.  A  struggle 
Past  these  three  in  an  effort  to  shift  die  economic  burdens  of 

Mistakes  from  one  to  another. 
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A  great  deal  has  been  written  since  1933  in  an  effort  to  apportio'’ 
the  blame  for  the  failure  of  the  World  Economic  Conference.  It  i*  * 
futile  task.  From  the  point  of  view  of  narrow'  self-interest  in  the  short 
run,  all  countries  W’ere  correct  in  their  actions.  From  the  wider  po*^ 
of  view'  of  the  w'orld  as  a  whole  or  of  the  long-run  results,  all  countries 
were  w'orthy  of  blame.  By  1933,  the  day  in  w'hich  any  country  coul 
follow  a  policy  of  short-run  self-interest  and  remain  under  liberal  capi' 
talism  w'as  past.  For  technological  and  institutional  reasons,  the  econo¬ 
mies  of  the  different  countries  w'ere  so  intertw'ined  with  one  anothet 
that  any  policy  of  self-interest  on  the  part  of  one  would  be  sure  w 
injure  others  in  the  short  run  and  the  country  itself  in  the  long 
Briefly,  the  international  and  the  domestic  economic  systems  had  devc 
oped  to  a  point  w'here  the  customary  methods  of  thought  and  procedure 
in  regard  to  them  were  obsolete.  , 

The  reason  why  a  policy  of  short-run  self-interest  on  the  part  0^ 
one  country  w’as  in  such  sharp  conflict  w'ith  any  similar  policy  pursue 
by  another  country  does  not  rest  on  the  fact  that  the  interests  of  o’'® 
country  wxre  adverse  to  those  of  another.  That  would  have  been 
problem  to  be  treated  bv  simple  compromise.  The  conflicts  betu'e®” 
economic  nationalisms  w'ere  based  on  the  fact  that,  view'ed  superficiaiy’ 
the  crisis  took  entirely  different  forms  in  the  chief  countries  of  ^ 
world.  In  the  United  States,  the  most  obvious  manifestation  of  the  cn 
was  low  prices,  which  by  1933  made  the  whole  banking  system  insolve  ^ 
High  prices  became,  thus,  for  the  United  States,  the  chief  goal  of  debto 
and  creditors  alike.  In  Britain,  the  most  obvious  manifestation  of  ^  ^ 
crisis  was  the  outflow'  of  gold  which  jeopardized  the  gold  standard, 
rectification  of  the  international  balance  of  payments  rather  than  u 
in  prices  thus  became  the  chief  immediate  aim  of  British  policy- 
France,  the  crisis  appeared  chiefly  as  an  unbalanced  internal  budg  ' 
The  French  gold  supply  w'as  more  than  adequate,  and  prices,  as  a  ru 
of  the  substantial  devaluation  of  1928,  were  considered  e.xtreinely  hig 
But  the  unbalanced  budget  created  a  great  problem.  If  the  deficit 
filled  by  borrow’ing  the  result  would  be  inflationary  and 
the  creditor  classes  who  had  suffered  so  greatly  in  the  1920’s.  If 
deficit  W'ere  filled  bv  taxation,  this  w'ould  lead  to  deflation  (with  1 
decline  in  business  activiu')  and  a  flight  of  capital  out  of  the  couo 
To  the  French  government  the  only  way  out  of  this  dilemma 
be  found  in  an  increase  in  business  activity,  which  w'ould  increase  ^ 
tax  yield  without  any  rise  in  rates.  It  could  see  no  value  in  the 
can  concern  w'ith  higher  prices  or  the  British  concern  w'ith  trade  bal3t> 
as  short-run  objectives. 

This  contrast  benveen  the  various  kinds  of  impact  w'hich  the 
nomic  and  financial  crisis  made  on  the  various  countries  could  be 
tended  to  lesser  countries.  In  Sw'itzerland  (w'here  gold  reserves  w 
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"'cll  over  100  percent)  the  chief  problem  was  “hot  money.”  In  Ger- 
the  chief  problem  was  foreign  debts,  but  this  soon  developed  into 
^  Combination  of  all  the  ailments  which  were  afflicting  other  countries 
I  c'v  prices,  unfavorable  balance  of  trade,  unbalanced  budget,  panicky 
^^ort-terin  loans,  and  so  on).  In  the  Netherlands  and  in  the  countries 
eastern  Europe,  the  chief  problem  was  “segmentation  of  prices”  (that 
that  prices  of  food  and  raw  materials,  which  they  sold,  fell  faster  than 
prices  of  manufactured  goods  which  they  bought). 

a  a  result  of  the  crisis,  regardless  of  the  nature  of  its  primary  impact, 
began  to  pursue  policies  of  economic  nationalism.  Tltis  took 
ar  c)f  tariff  increases,  licensing  of  imports,  import  quotas,  sumptu- 
.  laws  restricting  imports,  laws  placing  national  origin,  trade-mark, 
'1  or  quarantine  restrictions  on  imports,  foreign-e.xchange  controls, 
mpetitive  depreciation  of  currencies,  export  subsidies,  dumping  of 
ports,  and  so  on.  These  were  first  established  on  an  extensive  scale  in 
931,  and  spread  rapidly  as  a  result  of  imitation  and  retaliation, 
dis  ^  ^  ^osult  of  such  economic  nationalism,  it  soon  appeared  that  the 
appearance  of  the  old  multilateral  system  of  world  finance  centering 
tfjjj  would  be  followed  by  the  breaking  of  the  multilateral  sys- 

^01  of  World  trade  (also  centering  in  Britain)  into  a  number  of  partially 
grcgated  markets  operating  on  a  bilateral  basis.  International  trade 
r  ined  greatly  as  the  following  figures  indicate: 

Value  of  Trade  is  Miluons  of  Dollars 

1932  1935  1938 

14426  20,762 

43469  40,301  46,865 

the  crisis  in  the  gold  bloc,  1934-1936 
breakup  of  the  World  Economic  Conference,  the  United 
ciated  policy  of  domestic  inflation.  As  the  dollar  depre- 

the^  ’  pressure  on  the  franc  increased,  while  the  pound,  through 
gro  Exchange  Equalization  Account,  tried  to  follow  a  middle 

Wav'll  ^  depreciated,  but  stable,  relationship  to  the  franc.  In  this 
In  tl'  f  P^Fely  artificial  means,  the  pound  was  kept  at  about  85  francs, 
bep  summer  of  1933  (September  8th)  the  United  States  Treasury 
prices  '^^PFcciate  the  dollar  by  buying  gold  at  constantly  increasing 
Ijo  g*  530  an  ounce,  compared  to  the  old  stabilization  rate  of 

Poii  b  pressure  on  the  franc  as  well  as  on  the  pound.  Defla- 

bud  >  >  i'lcrcasingly  severe  in  France,  and,  in  October  1933,  a 

J3y  ileficit  of  over  40  billion  francs  gave  rise  to  a  Cabinet  crisis. 
^  end  of  193  tlie  gold  price  in  New  York  reached  $34,  and  the 
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dollar,  which  had  been  at  4.40  in  relation  to  the  pound  in  August,  ft'} 
to  5.50.  On  February  i,  1934,  the  United  States  went  back  on  the 
standard  at  a  considerable  devaluation  under  the  old  price.  The 
content  was  cut  to  59.06  percent  of  the  1932  amount.  At  the  saif® 
time,  the  Treasury  set  up  a  standing  offer  to  buy  gold  at  $35  an  ounce- 
This  served  to  remove  much  of  the  uncertainty  about  the  dollar, 
stabilized  it  in  regard  to  the  franc  at  a  level  which  put  great  press“^^ 
on  the  franc.  At  this  price  for  gold,  the  metal  flowed  to  the  Unite 
States,  France  losing  about  3  billion  francs’  worth  in  February  J934-  , 

Thus  the  world  depression  and  the  financial  crisis  which  France  na 
escaped  for  over  three  years  were  e.xtended  to  her.  France  had  bee’’ 
able  to  escape  because  of  her  drastic  devaluation  in  the  1920’s,  her 
balanced  economy,  and  her  ability  to  keep  down  unemployment  by  ^ 
ing  restrictions  on  the  entrance  of  seasonal  labor  from  Spain, 
and  Poland.  The  crisis  of  the  pound  in  September  1931  had  begftt 
spread  the  crisis  to  France,  and  the  crisis  of  the  dollar  in  1933  had 
the  situation  worse.  The  American  actions  of  1934,  which  gav®^ 


world  a  59-cent  dollar  and  $35  gold,  made  the  position  of  the  g< 


fold  bloc 


rold,  or 


untenable.  They  had  to  suffer  a  severe  deflation,  or  abandon  g‘ 
devaluate.  Most  of  them  (because  they  fe-ared  inflation  or  because 
had  foreign  debts  which  would  increase  in  weight  if  their  currency 
to  depreciate)  permitted  deflation  with  all  its  suffering.  Italy  ^ 
ordered  deflation  by  decree  in  April  1934,  in  order  to  maintain 
ness  activity  by  forcing  costs  down  as  much  as  prices.  Eventuall)'’ 
members  of  the  gold  bloc  had  to  abandon  gold  to  some  extent  beca 
of  the  pressure  from  the  dollar.  ,  ^P 

Belgium  was  the  first  member  of  the  gold  bloc  to  yield,  setting 
exchange  controls  on  .March  18,  1935,  and  devaluating  the 
about  72  percent  of  its  former  gold  content  on  March  30th.  The 
blow  which  forced  the  change  was  the  British  tariff  on  ii'on  and  * 
established  on  March  26,  1935.  As  a  result  of  this  quick  and 
devaluation,  Belgium  experienced  a  considerable  amount  of 
recovery.  Almost  at  once,  production  and  prices  rose,  while  unernp  • 
ment  fell.  ^^pje 

The  other  members  of  the  gold  bloc  did  not  profit  by  the 
of  Belgium,  but  determined  to  defend  the  gold  content  of  their 


xanC 

cut' 


resist 


rencies  to  the  limit.  France  was  the  leader  in  this  movement, 
her  policy  was  able  to  influence  the  other  members  of  the  bloc  to 
with  the  same  vigor.  This  determination  of  France  to  defend  the 
is  to  be  explained  by  the  fact  that  the  great  mass  of  Frenchmen 
creditors  in  some  way  or  other,  and  having  lost  four-fifths  o  j 

savings  in  the  inflation  of  1914-1926  did  not  view  with  any  P 
another  dose  of  the  same  medicine.  In  this  effort  to  defend  the^ 
France  was  aided  greatly  by  the  activity  of  the  British  Exchange 


gqoali' 
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Account  w  hich  bought  francs  in  enormous  quantities  whenever 
^  currency  became  very  wxak.  By  1935,  tbe  resources  of  the  Account 
^^Pable  of  being  devoted  to  this  purpose  w^ere  largely  expended,  and 
c  franc  fell  be'low  the  gold  export  point  for  long  periods.  The  Bank  of 
•■ance  raised  its  discount  rate  from  2 54  percent  to  6  percent  (May 
1935)  'vith  depressing  economic  results.  Laval  in  July  obtained 
urgency  powers  from  the  Assemblv,  and  adopted  a  policy  of  defla- 
by  decree,  cuttinjj  ordinary  public  expenditures  for  the  year  from 
illion  to  11  billion  francs,  cutting  all  public  salaries  by  10  percent, 
of  reducing  all  rents,  the  cost  of  public  utilities,  and  the  price 

£  chis  Way,  the  strain  on  the  gold  reserves  (w'hich  fell  to  16  billion 

.^cs  during  ,935)  was  relieved  at  the  cost  of  increased  depression, 
y  cptember,  the  franc  was  still  oven'alued  (as  far  as  cost  of  living  w’as 
cerned)  by  about  34  percent  as  compared  to  the  pound  and  by  about 
P^i'cent  as  compared  to  the  dollar.  The  deflation  necessary  to  bring 
Co  ^  dow'ti  to  parin’  with  the  prices  in  the  depreciated-currency 

ah  could  not  be  obtained.  By  the  end  of  1935,  the  government  had 
lined  the  effort,  and  bv  borrowing  to  meet  budgetary  deficits  had 
toward  inflation.  Gold  began  to  leave  the  country  again, 
Cam  ^  after  a  government  of  the  Left  led  by  Blum 

pnver  in  June  1936. 

Pro  ^  “Popular  Front”  government  tried  to  follow’  an  impossible 
and°  on  gold.”  It  sought  inflation  to  relieve  depression 

si5j^^'^'’^”^pb)ynient  and  .sought  to  remain  on  gold  because  this  was  in- 
’’lent  Communist  and  bourgeois  supporters  of  the  govern- 

^fanc””  ^^ort  to  restore  confidence  and  slow  the  “flight  from  the 
'If  in'  w  necess.arv  for  Blum  formally  to  disavow'  any  intention 

Veto  ^  Socialist  program.  The  Right  thus  discovered  that  it  could 

ff  ‘'ictions  of  the  Left  government  merciv  b\’  exporting  capital 

The  flight  of  such  capital  continued  through  the  summer 
S^tdin*^'  "  Blum  negotiated  with  Britain  and  the  United  States  re- 
"’as of  the  franc.  On  September  24,  1936,  the  bank  rate 
T'hr  3  percent  to  5  percent,  and,  on  the  following  dav,  a 


*‘adi  ”^''cr  Currcnc\’  Declaration  announced  that  the  franc  would  be 
the  t  ]■  1  ^'change  stability  would  be  maintained  thereafter  (through 
The  funds),  and  trade  restrictions  would  be  relaxed. 

Sold  *^'^ch  devaluation  (law’  of  October  2,  1936)  provided  that  the 
Pctcenr^'^^'^*^  franc  would  be  reduced  to  an  amount  from  25.2 

P'''ifits  percent  of  the  old  figure  of  65)4  milligrams.  From  the 

stabil'  fiy  thus  revaluing  French  gold  reserves,  an  exchange 

Altl^'^*””  of  10  billion  francs  was  set  up. 

Sold  ’■*’0  French  devaluation  of  September  1936  shattered  the 

oc  and  forced  the  other  members  of  the  bloc  to  follow’  suit,  it  did 
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not  end  the  period  of  deflation.  The  reasons  for  this  were  chiefly  to  be 
found  in  the  complete  mismanagement  of  the  French  devaluation.  This 
decisive  event  was  delayed  too  long— at  least  a  year  after  it  should  have 
been  done— a  year  during  which  gold  steadily  flowed  from  France.  .More¬ 
over,  when  the  devaluation  came,  it  was  insufficient  and  left  the  franc 
still  overv'alued  in  relation  to  price  levels  in  the  other  Great  Powers- 
Furthermore,  the  devaluation  was  shrouded  with  uncertainty,  since  the 
law  permitted  the  government  to  devalue  to  any  gold  content  between 
43  and  49  milligrams.  By  stabilizing  at  about  46  milligrams,  the  govern¬ 
ment  prevented  any  revival  of  confidence  because  of  the  danger  of  3 
further  devaluation  to  43  milligrams.  By  the  time  the  government  realize 


that  a  further  devaluation  t 


>  necessary,  the  situation  had  deteriorati 


so  far  that  a  devaluation  to  43  milligrams  was  worthless.  Finally,  m  cn 
devaluation  law  the  government  took  punitive  measures  against  goW 
hoarders  and  speculators,  seeking  to  prevent  them  from  reaping 
profits  they  would  obtain  by  converting  their  gold  back  into  francs  at  the 
new  value.  As  a  result,  the  e.vported  and  hoarded  gold  did  not  return  but 
stayed  in  hiding.  Thus  the  financial,  budgetary,  and  economic  difncu' 
ties  in  France  continued.  By  the  middle  of  1937,  they  had  become  5° 
bad  that  the  only  possible  solutions  were  e.ychange  control  or  a  drastic 
devaluation.  The  former  was  rejected  because  of  the  pressure  froiu 
Britain  and  the  United  States  based  on  the  Tripartite  Agreement  of  i93 
and  the  support  which  their  stabilization  funds  afforded  the  franc;  t 
latter  was  rejected  by  all  politicians  likely  to  obtain  power  in  France, 
a  result,  the  franc  passed  through  a  series  of  depreciations  and 
devaluations  which  benefited  no  one  except  the  speculators  and  Ic 
France  for  years  torn  by  industrial  unrest  and  class  struggles.  Unable  to 
arm  or  give  foreign  affairs  the  attention  they  needed,  the  governme 
was  subjected  to  systematic  blackmail  by  the  well-to-do  of  the  county 
because  of  the  ability  of  these  persons  to  prevent  social  reform, 
spending,  arming,  or  any  policy  of  decision  by  selling  francs.  Only 
May  1938  was  a  decisive  step  made.  At  that  time  the  franc  was  drastica 
depreciated  to  179  in  the  pound,  and  pegged  at  that  figure.  Bs 
content  (by  a  law  of  November  12,  1938)  was  fixed  at  about  27.5  ^ 

grams  nine-tenths  fine.  By  that  time  France  had  suffered 
economic  chaos  and  governmental  weakness.  These  conditions  had 
couraged  German  aggression,  and,  when  a  decisive  financial  .action 
made  in  1938,  it  was,  because  of  the  rising  international  crisis,  too 
to  reap  any  important  economic  benefits. 

W'c  have  said  that  the  gold  bloc  was  destroyed  by  the  French 
valuation  of  September  1936.  This  was  accomplished  almost  immedia 
Switzerland,  the  Netherlands,  and  Czechoslovakia  devalued  their 
rencies  by  about  30  percent  and  Italy  by  about  40  percent  before  the  e 
of  October.  In  each  case,  like  Belgium  rather  than  France,  the  deva 
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Was  large  enough  in  amount  and  abrupt  enough  in  time  to  con- 
“te  to  a  noticeable  reflation  and  improvement  in  business  activity. 

country  of  the  former  gold  bloc  set  up  a  stabilization  fund  to 
^ttol  exchange  rates,  and  joined  the  Tripartite  currency  agreement  of 
"<=Ptember  1936. 

Pc  historical  importance  of  the  banker-engendered  deflationary  crisis 
^^^'^■7-1940  can  hardly  be  overestimated.  It  gave  a  blow  to  democracy 
W  1°  parliamentary  sj'stem  which  the  later  triumphs  of  these  in 
orld  'War  II  and  tlie  postwar  world  were  unable  to  repair  fully.  It 
^  an  impetus  to  aggression  by  those  nations  where  parliamentary 
So  collapsed,  and  thus  became  a  chief  cause  of  A\'orld  War  II.  It 

ampered  the  Pow'ers  which  remained  democratic  by  its  orthodox 
P  ottiic  theories  that  these  were  unable  to  rearm  for  defense,  with  the 
^^nsequence  that  World  \Var  II  was  unduly  prolonged  by  the  early 
democratic  states.  It  gave  rise  to  a  conflict  between  the 
of  orthodox  and  unorthodox  financial  methods  which  led  to  a 
^^ciuction  in  the  power  of  the  bankers.  And,  finally,  it  impelled 
cial  '  '  •  economic  development  of  the  West  along  the  road  from  finan- 
to  monopoly  capitalism  and,  shortly  thereafter,  toward  the 

Controversy  between  the  bankers  and  the  theorists  of  unorthodox 
^  nce  arose  over  the  proper  way  to  deal  with  an  economic  depression. 
Panlf^  analyze  this  problem  later,  but  here  we  should  say  that  the 
stanH^^^  formula  for  treating  a  depression  was  by  clinging  to  the  gold 
On  raising  interest  rates  and  seeking  deflation,  and  by  insisting 

bud*  deduction  of  public  spending,  a  fiscal  surplus,  or  at  least  a  balanced 
^b<^se  ideas  were  rejected  totally,  on  a  point-by-point  basis,  by 
Th  ^^c^’^'^odox  economists  (somewhat  mistakenly  called  “Keynesian”), 
^orin  formula  sought  to  encourage  economic  recoveiy  by  “re¬ 
in  wif  in  the  value  of  money,”  that  is,  their  own  confidence 


ij^  ,  ■  "'3s  the  primary  concern  of  bankers.  This  formula  had  worked 

(g^  only  when  it  had,  more  or  less  incidentally,  reduced  costs 

gain  'vages)  faster  than  wholesale  prices  so  that  businessmen  re- 
Profi  not  in  the  value  of  money  but  in  the  possibility  of 

‘luickl*  unorthodox  theorists  sought  to  achieve  this  latter  more 
P^ces^K^^^  more  directly  by  restoring  purchasing  power, 
p].  oy  increasing,  instead  of  reducing,  the  money  suppl 


Placi..^ 

bands' 


and  thus 
ipply  and  by 


it  in  the  hands  of  potential  consumers  rather  in  the  banks  or  in  the 


investors. 


3nd  ^u^uge  in  the  accepted  theories  after  1934  was  a  slow  growth, 
it  part  of  the  eclipse  of  financial  capitalism;  in  the  long  run 

to  K  flanks  would  be  reduced  from  the  masters  of  the  economv 

its  sen^an  -  .  • 

“  be  based  0 


sen^ant  in  a  situation  where  the  major  economic  decisions 


n  the  supply  of  money  but  on  the  supply  and  organi- 
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zation  of  real  resources.  As  a  maner  of  fact  the  whole  relationship 
money  and  resources  remained  a  puzzle  to  many  and  was  still  a  subject 
of  debate  in  the  1950’s,  but  at  least  a  great  victory  had  been  won  by 
in  his  control  of  his  own  destiny  when  the  myths  of  orthodo.x  financu' 
theory  were  finally  challenged  in  the  1930’s. 

The  end  of  financial  capitalism  may  well  be  dated  at  the  collapse  0 
the  gold  standard  in  Britain  in  September  1931,  but,  on  the  persona 
side,  it  might  be  dated  at  the  suicide  of  its  most  spectacular  individual, 
“Match  King,’’  Ivar  Kreuger.  in  Paris  in  April  1932. 

Ivar  Kreuger  (1880-1932),  after  several  years’  e.vperience  as  an  e'’' 
gineer  in  America  and  South  Africa,  set  up  in  Stockholm  in  191’  . 

contracting  firm  of  Kreuger  &  Toll.  Bv'  1918  this  firm  was  a  financi*' 
company  with  a  capital  of  12  million  kronor,  and  chieflv  interested  1” 
the  Swedish  .Match  Company,  a  holding  company  organized  by  Krcng^,'^' 
Within  a  decade,  Kreuger  had  control  of  over  150  match  companies 
43  countries.  The  securities  of  these  firms  were  controlled  through 
Delaware  corporation  (called  International  .Match  Company).  This  ho 
ing  company  sold  millions  of  dollars  of  securities  with  no  voting  1 
while  control  was  e.xercised  through  a  small  bloc  of  voting  stock 
bv  Kreuger  &  Toll.  By  granting  loans  to  the  governments  of 
countries,  Kreuger  obtained  match  monopolies  which  brought  io  ® 
stantial  sums.  In  all,  ^330  million  was  lent  to  governments  in  this 
including  $75  million  to  France  and  $125  million  to  German' 
return  Kreuger  obtained  control  of  80  percent  of  the  world’s  rnatd'  >' 
dustry,  most  of  Europe’s  paper  and  wood-pulp  production,  four 
telephone  and  telegraph  companies  in  six  countries,  a  considerable  P‘ 
of  the  farm-mortgage  systems  of  Sweden,  France,  and  Germany. 
iron-ore  mines,  and  numerous  other  enterprises,  including  a 
group  of  banks  and  newspapers  in  various  countries.  The  whole  sy 
w^as  financed  in  a  sumptuous  fashion  by  selling  worthless  and  frauuu 
securities  to  investors  through  the  most  prominent  investment 
the  wmrld.  In  all,  about  $750  million  in  such  securities  was  sold,  u 
one-third  in  the  United  States.  The  respected  Lee,  Higginson,  and 
pany  of  Boston  sold  Si 50  million  of  these  securities  to  600  banks 
brokers  without  making  any  investigation  into  their  value  or  ho 
and  received  about  $6  million  in  fees  for  doing  so.  The  moneV 
raised  bjy  Kreuger  was  used  to  advance  loans  to  various 
pav  interest  and  dividends  on  securities  issued  previously,  and  to  ni  • 
the  further  exploits  of  .Mr.  Kreuger.  As  e.xamples  of  these 
might  mention  that  Kreuger  &  Toll  paid  dividends  of  25  percent 
1919  to  1928  and  30  percent  after  1929,  mostly  from  capital;  S"^ 
.Match  Company  usually  paid  15  per  cent  dividends.  This  was  do 
order  to  persuade  the  investing  public  to  buy  more  of  Kreuger  s 
ties  and  thus  keep  the  system  going.  In  order  to  encourage  this  pd 
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P^'ospectuses  were  falsified,  letters  were  forged,  and  the  stock  market 
manipulated  at  heavy  cost.  Bonds  were  issued  against  the  same 
^curity  several  times  over.  .Most  brazen  of  all,  bonds  were  issued  against 
receipts  of  the  match  monopolies  of  Italy  and  Spain.  Although 
^^reuger  possessed  neither  of  these,  he  carried  them  on  his  books  for 
“  million  and  had  bonds  forged  by  himself  to  substantiate  the  claim, 
the^  ^‘^'^g’t^rawn  out  depression  of  i9’9-i933  made  it  impossible  to  keep 
and  afloat,  although  Kreuger  avoided  no  degree  of  corruption 

Z'  deceit  in  his  efforts  to  do  so.  In  .March  195;  a  note  for  Sii  million 
^'^‘^'^Fnational  Telephone  and  Telegraph  fell  due,  and  Kreuger,  un- 
m'lr  himself.  He  left  claims  against  his  estate  of  I700 

niill'^'^’  personal  debts  were  I179  million  with  assets  of  Ji8 


of  Kreuger  is  merely  a  symbol  of  the  end  of  European 
^^■‘ancial  capitalism.  For  about  fifty  years  before  this  event,  the  cen¬ 
to  d  ^tintrol  made  possible  by  the  financial  system  had  been  used 
[j  monopolistic  tendencies  in  industry.  These  had  been  furthered 

trad  tb  of  large  combinations,  by  the  formation  of  cartels  and 

diose  between  units  of  enterprise,  and  by  the  increase  of 

mo  tangible  restrictions  on  competition  known  as  imperfect  and 
(.Q  competition.  As  a  result,  competition  had  been  declining, 

tria/^  the  market  had  been  increasing,  and  self-financing  by  indus- 
for  ■  growing.  This  last  development  made  it  possible 

tPj  tistry  once  more  to  free  itself  from  financial  control  as  it  had  been 
But  ^  '!"'‘^^t-management  period  which  preceded  financial  capitalism, 
to  th  earlier  stage,  control  did  not  revert  from  financiers  back 

of  ^  °'vners  of  enterprise  but  instead  tended  to  shift  into  the  hands 
oot  of  bureaucratic  managers  whose  powers  of  control  were 

con  °  telationship  to  the  extent  of  their  ownership  of  the  enterprises 
in  1  France,  the  bankers,  although  in  retreat  when  war  came 

of  ^ttid  been  so  strengthened  by  the  unorthodox  financial  policies 


OlOlK 

fim 


lopoly 


'920  s  that  they  were  able  to  prevent  any  important  victory  for 
y  capitalism  in  the  1930’s,  with  the  result  that  the  shift  from 


In  ^’^^’”oply  capitalism  did  not  appear  in  France  until  the  1940’s, 

cauje  •  '’'*^cd  States,  also,  the  transition  was  not  complete  when  war 

Uolij^e*'^  '939’  with  the  result  that  the  United  States,  like  France,  but 
deurp  other  important  country,  had  not  shaken  off  the  w'orld 
B  "“ion  even  as  late  as  1940. 
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Reflation  and  Inflation 

1933-1947 


The  period  of  reflation  began  in  some  countries  (like  Great 
and  the  United  States)  long  before  the  period  of  deflation  had 
elsewhere  (as  in  France).  In  most  countries  the  recovery  was  associa 
with  rising  w  holesale  prices,  with  abandonment  of  the  gold  stan 
or  at  least  devaluation,  and  with  easy  credit.  It  resulted  everywhere 
increased  demand,  rising  production,  and  decreasing  unemploynienf- 
the  middle  of  1932,  recover\'  was  discernible  among  the  members  0 
sterling  bloc;  by  the  middle  of  1933  it  was  general  e.xcept  for  the  ^ 
bers  of  the  gold  bloc.  This  recover)"  was  halting  and  uncertain. 
as  it  w  as  caused  bv'  government  actions,  these  actions  were  aimed  at 
ment  of  the  symptoms  rather  than  the  causes  of  the  depression,  and 
actions,  by  running  contrary  to  orthodox  economic  ideas,  served  to 
up  recovery  by  reducing  confidence.  Insofar  as  the  recovery  xvas  c 
bv"  the  normal  w  orking  out  of  the  business  cycle,  the  recovery 
slow^ed  up  by  the  continuation  of  emergency  measures— such  as  con 
over  commerce  and  finance  and  by  the  fact  that  the  economic 
equilibriums  which  the  depression  had  made  w'ere  frequently 
by  the  first  feeble  movements  toward  recovery.  Finally,  the 
w'as  slowed  up  by  the  drastic  increase  in  political  insecurity  as  a  resu 
the  aggressions  of  Japan,  of  Italy,  and  of  Germany. 

Except  for  Germany  and  Russia  (both  of  xvhich  had  isolated  ^ 
economies  from  world  fluctuations)  the  recovery  continued  for  no 
than  three  or  four  years.  In  most  countries  the  latter  half  of 
the  early  part  of  1938  experienced  a  sharp  “recession.”  In  no  imp® 
country  had  prices  reached  the  1929  level  at  the  beginning  ®  f 
recession  (although  within  10  percent  of  it),  nor  had  the  psreenWe 
persons  unemployed  fallen  to  the  1929  level.  In  many  countries 
the  United  States  or  the  gold  bloc),  industrial  production  had 
1929  levels.  "  ,i„c 

The  recession  was  marked  by  a  break  in  wholesale  prices,  a  ^^.^5 
in  business  activity,  and  an  increase  in  unemployment.  In  most 
it  began  in  the  spring  of  1937  and  lasted  for  about  ten  months  or  a 
It  was  caused  by  several  factors:  ( i )  much  of  the  price  rise  befot® 
had  been  caused  by  speculative  buying  and  by  the  efforts  of 
money”  to  seek  refuge  in  commodities,  rather  than  by  demand 
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or  investors;  (2)  several  international  commodity  car- 
in  the  period  of  depression  and  early  recovery  broke  dovm 
a  resulting  fall  in  prices;  (3)  there  was  a  curtailment  of  public 
j,  spending  in  several  countries,  especially  the  United  States  and 
ranee;  (4)  j^e  replacement  of  capital  goods  worn  out  in  the  period 
^  '9-1934  had  caused  much  of  the  revival  of  1933-1937  and  began  to 
P^r  off  in  1937;  (5)  rhe  increase  in  political  tension  in  the  Mediter- 
^an  and  the  Far  East  as  a  result  of  the  Civil  War  in  Spain  and  the 
sc[*f  arrack  on  North  China  had  an  adverse  effect;  and  (6)  a  “gold 
by  This  last  was  a  sudden  fall  in  the  demand  for  gold  caused 

rc  fact  that  the  great  increase  in  gold  production  resulting  from  the 
the  T  Treasury  price  of  $35  an  ounce  gave  rise  to  rumors  that 

reasury  would  soon  cut  this  price. 

a  result  of  the  recession  of  1937,  the  governmental  policies  of 
"  given  the  first  recovery,  tvere  intensified  and  gave 

to  a  second  recovery.  Bank  rates  M’ere  lotvered— in  some  cases  to 
*^ack  spending  was  resumed  or  increased;  all  efforts  to  get 

Stjt  ^  So^tl  standard  were  postponed  indefinitely,  in  the  United 
the  ^h'  sterilization  of  gold  was  ended,  and  all  thoughts  of  reducing 
the  of  gold  were  abandoned.  The  chief  new  factor  after 

pQj.t^'^t^^^sion  M'as  one  which  was  of  minor  but  rapidly  growing  im- 
deficit  spending  which  had  been  used  to  pay  for  public 
that  before  1937  was  increasingly  devoted  to  rearmament  after 

fiscal  Britain,  for  example,  spent  million  on  arms  in  the 

Possibi"^^^  *93*5-1937  and  ^162  million  in  the  year  1937-1938.  It  is  not 
by  ^  to  say  to  what  extent  this  increase  in  annaments  was  caused 
the  deficit  spending  and  to  u'hat  extent  it  was  the  result  of 

political  tensions.  Similarly,  it  is  not  possible  to  say  which  is 
"Itioh  effect  as  betueen  political  tensions  and  rearmament, 
tcacff  ’  relationships  between  all  three  of  these  factors  are  mutual 

^tiua  cause  and  effect.  At  any  rate,  after  the  recession  of  1937, 

political  tensions,  and  prosperity  increased  together.  For  most 
Iq^  political  tensions  led  to  the  use  of  arms  in  open  conflict 

tfjj]  ®  °re  full  prosperity  had  been  achieved.  In  most  countries,  indus- 
of  exceeded  the  1929  level  by  the  end  of  1937,  but  because 

"'ith  *^^*^^**^^  Iti  population,  efficiency,  and  capital  this  was  achieved 
as  ^**11  utilization  of  resources.  In  the  United  States  (with  Canada 
tiofj  ^PP^odage)  and  in  France  (with  Belgium  as  an  appendage)  produc- 
fitst  low  throughout  the  1930’s,  reaching  the  1929  level  in  the 

level  in  the  late  summer  of  1939  and  never  reaching  the  1929 

(exc  second  pair.  As  a  result  of  the  failure  of  most  countries 

tesoj,"  Germany  and  the  Soviet  Union)  to  achieve  full  utilization  of 
resoyj,  possible  to  devote  increasing  percentages  of  these 

ees  to  armaments  without  suffering  any  decline  in  the  standards  of 
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living.  In  fact,  to  the  surprise  of  many,  the  exact  opposite  resuhe^"^* 
armaments  grew,  the  standard  of  living  improved  because  of  the  f;ict 
the  chief  obstacle  in  the  way  of  an  improving  standard  of  living-f^^' 
is,  lack  of  consumers’  purchasing  power,  was  remedied  bv  the 
that  armament  manufacture  supplied  such  purcliasing  power  in  tlie 
ket  tvithout  turning  into  the  market  anv  equivalent  in  goods  which  v’OU 
use  up  purchasing  power.  , 

The  recovery  from  depression  after  1933  did  not  result  in  any  niatKe 
reduction  in  the  restrictions  and  controls  which  tlie  depression 
brought  to  commercial  and  financial  activity.  Since  these  controls  ^ 
been  established  because  of  the  depression,  it  might  have  been 
that  such  controls  would  have  been  relaxed  as  the  depression  hUr  ■ 
Instead,  they  were  maintained  and,  in  some  cases,  extended.  The 
for  this  were  various.  In  the  first  place,  as  the  political  crisis  became  m 
intense  the  value  of  these  controls  for  defense  and  war  was  reah^ 

In  the  second  place,  powerful  bureaucratic  vested  interests  had 
up  for  enforcing  these  controls.  In  the  third  place,  these 
which  had  been  established  chiefly  for  controlling  foreign  trade,  l 
vtry  effective  in  controlling  domestic  economic  activity.  In  the  fo 
place,  under  the  protection  of  these  controls  the  difference 
levels  between  some  countries  had  grown  so  great  that  the 
controls  would  have  torn  their  economic  structures  to  piece.s.  I'’ 
fifth  place,  the  demand  for  protection  from  foreign  competition^^^l^ 
mained  so  great  that  these  controls  could  not  be  removed.  In  the  ■ 
place,  the  debtor-creditor  relationships  between  countries  still 
valid  and  unbalanced  and  would  have  required  new  controls 
as  the  old  ones  were  lifted  to  prevent  unbalanced  payments  an  j 
flationary  pressure.  In  the  seventh  place,  the  existence  of 
capital"  within  national  economic  systems  made  it  inipos.sible  to 
the  controls,  since  the  flight  of  such  capital  would  have  been  .^1 
of  the  economic  system.  The  chief  example  of  such  imprisoned 
was  the  property  of  the  Jews  in  Germany,  amounting  to  over  lO 
marks. 

For  these  and  other  reasons  tariffs,  quotas,  subsidies,  e.xchangt 
trols,  and  government  manipulations  of  the  market 
moment  at  which  these  controls  could  have  been  withdrawn  mo-st 
was  at  the  beginning  of  1937,  because  by  that  time  recovery 
developed  and  the  international  disequilibriums  were  less  acute 
of  the  disruption  of  the  gold  bloc  late  in  1936.  The  moment 
without  much  being  accomplished,  and,  by  the  end  of  i937> 
sion  and  the  mounting  political  crisis  made  all  hopes  of  relaxing 
utopian. 

Such  hopes,  hoxvever,  were  found  both  before  and  after  i937'  •yn 
included  the  Oslo  Agreements  of  1930  and  1937,  the  Ouchy  Conv 


other 

restri( 
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*93',  the  Hull  Reciprocal  Trade  Program  of  1934  and  after,  the  V’^an 
^  6  and  Mission  of  1937,  and  the  constant  work  of  the  League  of 
^hons.  Of  these,  only  the  Hull  Program  accomplished  anything  con- 
and  the  importance  of  its  accomplishment  is  a  subject  of  dispute, 
he  Hull  Reciprocal  Trade  Program  is  of  more  importance  from  the 
economic  point  of  view.  It  openly  aimed  at  freer 
•  '’multilateral  trade.  The  act,  as  passed  in  1934  and  renewed  at  regular 
^^^tvals  since,  empowered  the  executive  branch  to  negotiate  with  other 
m^tade  agreements  in  which  the  United  States  could  reduce 
in'^rl  ^  '"’’t’tint  up  to  50  percent.  In  return  for  lowering  our  tariffs 

tQ  ^  hoped  to  obtain  trade  concessions  from  the  other  party 

"ere'^  Although  these  agreements  were  bilateral  in  form,  they 

diti  ^''’^'-'luteral  in  effect,  because  each  agreement  contained  an  uncon- 
tQ  '^”*1  oiost-favored-nation  clause  bv  which  each  partv  bound  itself 
other  p.artv  concessions  at  least  as  great  as  those  it  ex- 
of  1  niost  favored  nation  with  which  it  traded.  As  a  result 

u  clauses  any  concessions  made  bv  either  tended  to  be  generalized 
’cr  countries.  The  interest  of  the  United  States  in  removing  the 
oil  world  trade  was  to  be  found  in  the  fact  that  she  had 
^^uiaiid*' ^  capacity  beyond  that  necessary  to  satisfy  articulate  domestic 
to  p  almost  ci  erv  field  of  economic  activity.  As  a  result  she  had 

Suited  ‘’F  Hod  her  hands  full  of  surplus  goods.  The  interest  of  the 

be  States  in  multilateral  trade  rather  than  in  bilateral  trade  w-as  to 
'u  the  fact  that  her  surpluses  existed  in  all  types  of  goods— 
thcjg  materials,  and  industrial  products— and  the  markets  for 

any  have  to  be  sought  in  all  kinds  of  foreign  economies,  not  in 

Wbp  °  ^  '-.'  pe.  The  United  States  had  excess  supplies  of  food  like 
iro^.  corn;  of  raxv  materials  like  petroleum,  cotton,  and 

^P'^^lalized  industrial  products  like  radios,  automobiles,  and 
’’'’’intr  to  sell  all  these  types  to  a  food-producing 

Canada"  Denmark,  or  to  a  raw-material-producing  country  like 
Or  ‘^lalay  States,  or  to  an  industrial  country  like  Germany 

'^'mfender'^  United  States  became  the  xvorld’s  chief 

tlie^f  multilateral  trade.  Her  chief  argument  was  based 

living  ^rade  would  contribute  to  a  higher  standard  of 

So  sound^  parties.  To  the  United  States,  whose  political  security  was 

of  li^,'  rarely  required  a  moment’s  thought,  a  higher  standard 

the  I T chief  aim  of  existence.  Accordingly,  it  was  difficult 
States  to  comprehend  the  point  of  view  of  a  state  wliich, 
’’tcond  f  security,  placed  a  high  standard  of  living  in  a  position 

^‘’slvir* 

inter  to  the  United  States  in  its  attitude  tow'ard  the  problem 

^^c'kitig  rrade  was  Nazi  Germanv.  This  and  other  countries  were 

nuependcnce”  (that  is,  political  goals  in  the  economic  sphere). 
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and  they  rejected  “dependence”  even  if  it  did  include  a  higher  standard 
of  living.  They  frequently  rejected  the  argument  that  autarky 
necessarily  injurious  to  the  standard  of  living  or  to  international  tra  > 
because  by  “autarky”  they  did  not  mean  self-sufficiency  in  all  things 
but  self-sufficiency  in  necessities.  Once  this  had  been  achieved,  they  state 
their  willingness  to  e.vpand  the  w  orld’s  trade  in  nonessentials  to  an  e.stet''^ 
as  great  as  any  standard  of  living  might  require. 

The  basic  key  to  the  new'  emphasis  on  autarky  is  to  be  found  m  * 
fact  that  the  advocates  of  such  economic  behavior  had  a  new  concepO^ 
of  the  meaning  of  sovereignty.  To  them  sovereignty  had  not  only 
the  legal  and  political  connotations  it  had  aUvays  held,  but  in  adcU 
had  to  include  economic  independence.  Since  such  economic  indepen 
ence  could,  according  to  the  theory,  be  obtained  only  by  the  W 
Powers,  the  lesser  states  were  to  be  deprived  of  sovereignty  in  its  fn 
sense  and  be  reduced  to  a  kind  of  vassal  or  client  condition  in  respect 
the  Great  Powers.  The  theory  was  that  each  Great  Power,  in  order  ^ 
enjoy  full  sovereignty,  must  adopt  a  policy  of  autarky.  Since  no  poy  ’ 
however  great,  could  be  self-sufficient  within  its  own  national  boundari  ^ 
it  must  e.ttend  this  sphere  of  autarky  to  include  its  weaker  neighbors,  * 
this  sphere  would  have  political  as  w'ell  as  economic  implications,  s 
it  was  unthinkable  tliat  any  Great  Power  should  permit  its  lesser  neighs 
to  endanger  it  by  suddenly  cutting  off  its  suppbes  or  markets.  The 
thus  led  to  the  conception  of  “continental  blocs”  consisting  of  aggrep 
of  lesser  states  about  the  few  Great  Pow'ers.  This  theory  w'as  entirely 
accord  w'ith  the  political  development  of  the  late  nineteenth  and  e  ^ 
twentieth  century.  This  development  had  seen  an  increasing 
the  powers  of  states  with  a  decreasing  number  of  Great  Pow’ers-  ^ 
decline  in  the  number  of  Great  Powers  occurred  because  of 
vance  of  technology,  which  had  progressed  to  a  point  where  only  a 
states  could  follow.  The  theory  of  continental  blocs  w'as  also  in 
with  the  growth  of  communications,  transportation,  weapons,  jj 
ministrative  techniques.  These  made  it  almost  inevitable  that  the 
would  be  integrated  into  increasingly  large  political  units.  The 
bUity  of  this  development  can  be  seen  from  the  fact  that  the 
1914-1945,  w  aged  for  the  preservation  of  the  small  states  (like 
Czechoslovakia,  Holland,  and  Belgium),  succeeded  in  reducing  the 
ber  of  Great  Powers  from  seven  to  tw'o.  ^ 

This  integration  of  states  into  continental  or  other  large  blocs 
we  have  seen,  a  quite  legitimate  and  attainable  ambition,  but  it 
by  the  aggressor  states  (like  Germany,  Japan,  and  Italy)  by 
gitimate  methods.  A  better  method  for  attaining  such  integration  '' 
have  been  based  on  consent  and  mutual  penetration.  But  this 
method  of  integration  could  have  succeeded  only  if  it  were 
offered  as  an  alternative  to  the  authoritarian  solution  of  the  agg^® 
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This  was  not  done.  Instead,  the  “liberal”  states  refused  to  recog- 
the  inevitabilitv  of  integration  and,  while  resisting  the  authoritarian 
sought  as  well  to  resist  the  whole  process  of  integration.  Tliey 
^  preserve  the  atomistic  world  structure  of  sovereign  states 
'ch  Was  so  out  of  keeping  with  technological  developments  both  in 
' (new  weapons,  speedy  transportation,  and  quicker  communica- 
and  in  economics  (mass  production  and  increasing  need  for  exotic 
trials  such  as  tin,  rubber,  or  uranium  found  in  small  and  scattered 
c  As  a  result  the  liberal  Powers  resisted  the  German  efforts  to 

M’lth  the  real  world  developments  without  putting  any  realistic 
Progressive  substitute  program  in  its  place. 

0  policy  of  negativism  on  the  part  of  the  liberal  Pow’ers  was  made 
rse  by  the  fact  that  these  Powers  had  put  Germany  and  otliers  into  a 
int  debtors)  where  they  were  driven  in  the  direction  of  greater 

ihat  world  on  a  voluntary  basis.  This  appeared  in  the  fact 

Pa^r  Powers  had  to  adopt  freer  and  increased  trade  in  order  to 
'ito  debts.  Having  put  the  majority  of  the  countries  of  the  world 
'^«bts  P^^'^^ion  of  needing  increased  integration  in  order  to  pay  their 
the  liberal  countries  made  it  impossible  to  obtain  such  integration 
Pat'  ^  ^^talist  basis  by  adopting  policies  of  isolationist,  economic 
and  ^  themselves  (by  high  tariffs,  ending  of  long-term  loans, 

Snite^^'  This  dog-in-the-manger  policy  in  economic  matters  was 
oj.  ^  ®'fidar  to  their  policy  in  political  matters  where,  after  setting  up  an 
P^tt  achieve  peace,  they  declined  to  permit  Gennany  to  be  a 

the  ®tid,  later,  when  Germany  became  a  part  they  refused  to  use 
the  for  peaceful  goals  but  instead  tried  to  use  it  to  enforce 

Sov'  Versailles  or  to  build  up  a  po\ver  balance  against  the 

Union. 

't’hen'^  of  the  liberal  states  in  the  1920’s  becomes  more  obvious 

ciji  examine  the  great  increase  in  restrictive  economic  and  finan- 
h  1930’s.  It  is  usually  said  that  the  excesses  in  these  were 

T'his  •  increase  in  nationalism  resulting  from  the  depression. 

^  ^  IS  not  true,  and  the  increase  in  such  restrictions  cannot  be  quoted 
cijj  increasing  nationalism.  No  country  entered  upon  these  poli- 

P^onl  ^  '^®^*°i^®hstic  reasons— that  is,  for  the  closer  integration  of  its  owq 
®Sgran'd°^  distinguish  them  more  sharply  from  other  people,  or  for  the 
tio^ic  of  iis  own  people  over  another.  The  increase  in  eco- 

''op  ^|^'^^*^'onalism  w-as  based  on  a  much  more  practical  cause  than  that 
in  ^®ot  that  the  nation  was  the  only  social  unit  capable  of  action 
itig  ^^^^^i^gency  resulting  from  the  depression.  And  men  were  demand- 
If  3  ,  tliis  the  only  available  agency  was  the  national  state, 

itwjj  agency  had  been  available,  it  w'ould  have  been  used.  Since 

One’s  ^*'‘**'^  used— used,  not  wdth  the  purpose  of  injuring 

Poighbors,  but  solely  with  the  purpose  of  benefiting  oneself.  The 
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fact  that  neighbors  were  injured  was  a  more  or  less  accidental  resulj' 
regrettable,  but  inevitable  so  long  as  the  largest  unit  of  political  organ>' 
zation  (that  is,  the  largest  unit  capable  of  complete  action)  was  the  nation' 
state.  When  a  theater  catches  fire,  and  persons  are  trampled  in 
resulting  panic,  this  is  not  because  anyone  desired  this,  but 
because  each  individual  sought  to  escape  from  the  building  as  soon  a* 
possible.  The  result  is  disaster  because  the  individual  is  the  only  nni| 
available  capable  of  action.  And  the  individual  is  too  small  a  unit 
action  to  spare  many  individuals  from  tragedy.  If  a  larger  unit  of  organ* 
zation  exists  (as,  for  e.xample,  if  the  persons  in  the  theater  are  a  conipa**.' 
of  infantry  with  its  officers),  or  if  some  cool-headed  person  can  orga***^^ 
the  group  into  a  unit  of  action  larger  than  the  individual,  all  n**S 
escape  safely.  But  the  chances  of  forming  an  organization  after 
panic  has  begun  are  almost  nil.  In  1929-1934,  the  panic  started  before  a  , 
unit  of  action  larger  than  the  nation-state  e.\isted.  As  a  result,  all  suffer  ■ 
and  the  puny  efforts  to  form  an  organization  after  the  panic  began  'V® 
vain.  This  is  the  real  tragedy  of  the  1920’s.  Because  of  the  conscrvat*  ' 
timidity,  and  hypocrisy  of  those  w'ho  were  trying  to  build  an  m 
national  organization  in  the  period  19 19-1929,  this  organization 
inadequate  by  1929  when  the  emergency  began  that  the  organiz®  *^^ 
which  had  been  set  up  was  destroyed  rather  than  strengthened.  1 
instruments  of  international  cooperation  had  been  further  advance 
1929,  the  demand  for  action  would  have  made  use  of  these 
and  a  new  era  of  political  progress  would  have  commenced, 
inadequacy  of  these  instruments  forced  men  to  fall  back  on  the  broa  ^ 
instrument  which  was  available— the  nation-state;  and  there 
retrogressive  movement  capable  of  destroying  all  Western  Civiliz**_^  ^ 
The  economic  nationalism  which  arose  from  the  need  to  act 
crisis— and  to  act  unilaterally  because  of  the  lack  of  any  organ  able  to 
multilaterally  (that  is,  internationally)  was  intensified  after  the 
down  in  finance  and  economics  of  1931-1933  by  several  devclopioc”’^^’ ^ 
the  first  place,  it  was  increased  by  the  discovery,  by  Germany  i**  *9-^^ 
by  Italv  in  1934,  by  Japan  in  1936,  and  by  the  United  States  in  *9^^ 
that  deflation  could  be  prevented  by  rearming.  In  the  second 
was  increased  by  the  realization  that  political  activity  was  more  P^|^jj.|i 
ful  and  more  fundamental  than  economic  activity— a  realization 
became  clear  when  it  was  found  that  every  step  tow'ard  a  tinilatct<i 

"  illed 


nomic  solution  resulted  in  reprisals  from  other  nations  which 
out  that  step  and  made  necessary  another  step,  which,  in  its  tur'h 
forth  new  reprisals;  this  soon  show^cd  that  except  in  a  nation  capa** 
self-sufficiency  such  actions  in  the  economic  sphere  could  accon  f 
little  and  that  unilateral  action,  if  taken  at  all,  must  be  accomp*’'”‘^^^,^jj. 
political  steps  (which  would  permit  no  reprisals).  In  the  third  plac*^’ 
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nationalism  was  increased,  and  internationalism  reduced,  by  the 
o^^2t  increase  in  political  insecurity,  since  the  preservation  of  an  inter- 
'°nal  economic  organization  involved  entrusting  one’s  economic  fate, 
some  degree,  to  the  hands  of  another.  Rather  than  this,  economic 
jonalisni  was  increased  in  the  name  of  autarky,  security,  economic 
so  on.  Self-sufficiency,  even  if  it  involved  a  lower 
on  living,  was  held  preferable  to  international  division  of  labor, 

anH  that  political  security  w  as  more  important  than  a  high— 

^ ‘nsecure -standard  of  living. 

suff^  *  consequence  of  these  three  causes,  international  trade  began  to 
f'V’ee^  ”ow  injury.  The  old  nineteenth  centur\’  transfer  of  goods  be- 
tial  ''^^lostrial  and  colonial  areas  (producers  of  food  and  raw  mate- 
of  '^“^1  begun  to  decline  by  a  purely  natural  evolution  as  the  result 
inc  ^  '^^nstrialization  of  colonial  areas.  But  now,  as  a  result  of  the 
economic  nationalism,  another  kind  of  transfer  was  disrupted, 
lati  "^1^^  transfer  among  industrial  nations  resulting  from  an  inter- 
tial  division  of  labor  and  an  uneven  distribution  of  raw  materials, 
of  this  can  be  seen  in  the  iron  and  steel  industry  of  western 
’ton  "Ehere  British  and  German  coal,  French  and  Belgian  low-grade 
to  p  Swedish  high-grade  iron  ores  were  mingled  and  combined 
StadcT^''^  Ptoduction  of  high-grade  surgical  steels  in  Sweden,  of  low- 
aiij  steels  in  Belgium,  of  heavv  machine  products  in  Germany, 

to  ®^cel  products  in  France.  This  transfer  of  goods  began 

tesoit  ’o  i^Ite  onslaught  of  economic  nationalism  after  1929.  As  a 

for  jT  '^’^ory  turned  backward,  and  the  older  interchange  of  colonial 
Eco  **^'-*^*  products  increased  in  relative  importance. 

This  tiationalism  also  increased  the  trend  toward  bilateralism. 

Soon  f  chief  and  earliest  impetus  from  Germany,  but  it  was 

the  On]  f*y  other  countries  until,  by  1939,  the  United  States  was 

fied  .  '■’’Portant  supporter  of  multilateral  trade.  Most  countries  justi- 
^oiTipelloJ  ‘^^^‘^P’^tince  of  bilateralism  on  the  grounds  that  they  were 
In  mon  accept  it  because  of  economic  pressure  from  Germany, 

"'ere  this  was  not  true.  Some  states,  like  Austria  or  Romania, 

coui(F^  accept  bilateralism  because  that  was  the  only  way 

^^'^dinrr  n  ■  with  Germanv.  But  other,  more  important,  states,  in- 
'^sed  did  not  have  this  excuse  for  their  actions,  although  they 

Pror  real  reasons  for  Britain’s  adoption  of  bilateralism 

found  in  the  structure  of  the  British  domestic 
^*^*^^*^  and  growing  rigidity  of  that  economy  through  the 

The  ne\\^''^**^  “icrease  in  monopolies  and  cartels. 

^Eat  0  policy  of  Britain  after  193 1  was  the  complete  antithesis 

^P^ctacnigj^*^^^  United  States,  although  the  more  extreme  and 

niethods  of  Germany  concealed  this  fact  from  many  persons 
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until  1945.  The  United  States  sought  multilateralism  and  expansion  0 
world  trade.  Britain  sought  debt  collection  and  increase  of  exports 
through  bilateralism.  Without  equality  of  treatment,  its  trade  agreements 
sought  to  reduce  debts  first  and  to  increase  exports  second,  if  this  secon 
was  compatible  with  the  reduction  of  debts.  In  some  cases,  in  order  to 
reduce  outstanding  debts,  it  made  agreements  to  curtail  exports  froi^ 
Britain  or  to  reduce  quotas  on  such  goods  (Anglo-Italian  agreements 
April  1936,  of  November  1936,  and  of  March  1938,  as  amended 
1939).  It  established  payment  agreements  and  clearings  with  debtor 
countries.  Current  trade  was  subordinated  to  liquidation  of  past  de 
This  was  the  direct  opposite  of  the  American  theory  which  tended  to 
neglect  past  debts  in  order  to  build  up  present  trade  in  the  hope  t 
eventually  past  debts  could  be  liquidated  because  of  the  increased  vo^ 
ume  of  trade.  The  British  preferred  a  smaller  volume  of  trade  with  tap* 
payments  to  a  larger  volume  with  delayed  payments. 

These  tactics  did  not  work  very  well.  Even  with  clearings  and 
strictcd  exports  Britain  had  great  difficulty  in  bringing  into  existence 
unfavorable  balance  of  trade  with  debtor  countries.  Its  balances  g® 
erally  remained  favorable,  with  exports  higher  than  imports.  As  a  res 
payments  continued  to  lag  behind  (two  and  a  half  years  in  respect 
Turkey),  and  it  was  necessary  to  rewrite  the  commercial  agreed® 
embodying  the  new  bilateralism  (in  the  case  of  Italy,  four  agreements 
three  years).  In  some  cases  (like  Turkey  in  May  1938),  special  jo* 
trading  organizations  were  set  up  to  sell  products  of  the  clearing  co^^^ 
try  in  free-e.xchange  markets  so  that  debts  owed  to  Britain  from 
clearing  country  could  be  paid.  This,  however,  meant  that  the  *  ^ 
e.xchange  countries  had  to  obtain  Turkish  products  from  Britain 
could  sell  none  of  their  own  products  in  Turkey  because  of  1**®^ 
exchange. 

Because  of  the  failure  of  Britain’s  bilateral  agreements  to  achieve  ^ 
she  had  hoped,  she  was  driven  to  replace  these  agreements  by  o® 
alwavs  moving  in  the  direction  of  more  control.  Clearing  agrcen* 
w'hich  were  originallv  voluntary  were  later  made  compulsory; 
which  were  earlier  one-endcd  became  later  double-ended.  Britain  , 
barter  agreements  with  various  countries,  including  one  direct 
rubber  for  wheat  with  the  United  States.  In  1939  the  Federation  of 
ish  Industries  went  so  far  as  to  seek  an  agreement  with  Germany  ® 


ing  markets  and  fixing  prices  for  most  economic  activities. 

As  a  result  of  all  this,  the  international  commodity  markets  in  " 
anything  could  be  bought  or  sold  (if  the  price  was  right)  "'®®^ 
rupted.  The  center  of  these  (chiefly  in  Britain)  began  to  disapp®'‘*®’^^,^5 
actly  as  the  international  capital  market  (also  centering  in  |,cts. 

doing.  Both  markets  \\  ere  broken  up  into  partial  and  segregated  m**^ 

In  fact,  one  of  the  chief  developments  of  the  period  was  the  diS‘W 
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of  The  Market.  It  is  an  interesting  fact  that  the  history  of  modern 
rope  is  exactly  parallel  in  time  with  the  existence  of  the  market  (from 
®  twelfth  century  to  the  twentieth  century). 

THE  PERIOD  OF  INFLATION,  I938-I945 

Th  • 

ne  period  of  reflation,  which  began  in  most  countries  in  the  first  half 
line^^^’  following  period  of  inflation  without  any  sharp 

oe  of  demarcation  between  the  two.  The  increase  in  prices,  prosperity, 
Poynient,  and  business  activity  after  1933  was  generally  caused  by 
the  public  spending.  As  the  political  crisis  became  worse  w'ith 

1  ®*-r)icks  on  Ethiopia,  on  Spain,  on  China,  on  Austria,  and  on  Czecho- 
public  spending  increasingly  took  the  form  of  spending  on 
the  several  years  it  was  possible  in  most  countries  to  increase 

„  of  armaments  without  reducing  the  output  of  consumers’ 

fact  capital  goods  merely  by  putting  to  work  the  resources,  men, 

and  capital  which  had  been  standing  idle  in  the  depression, 
at  ^  '''^cn  there  were  no  longer  any  idle  resources  and  increased 
fro  obtained  by  diverting  resources  to  this  purpose 

production  of  consumers’  or  capital  goods  did  the  period  of 
Qf  ^  *°n  begin.  At  that  point,  a  competition  began  between  the  producers 
rg  ^^"^‘^"■'cnts  and  the  producers  of  wealth  for  the  limited  supply  of 
^ach  competition  took  the  form  of  price  competition,  with 

mar  offering  higher  wmges  for  manpower,  higher  prices  for  raw 
obr  ^  result  was  inflation.  The  money  which  the  community 
^or  the  production  of  wealth  as  well  as  for  the  production  of 
off  j  available  to  buy  the  former  only  (since  arms  are  not  usually 
niosr°  public).  This  intensified  the  inflation  greatly.  In 

^mil  rhe  transition  from  reflation  to  inflation  did  not  occur 

and*  entered  the  war.  Germany  was  the  chief  exception 

full  “fso  Italy  and  Russia,  since  all  of  these  were  making  fairly 

'vas  of  their  resources  by  1938.  In  Britain,  such  full  utilization 

’942**°*^  ®^'^ained  until  1940  or  1941,  and  in  the  United  States  not  until 
oy  1943.  In  France  and  the  other  countries  on  the  Continent 

^as*'*^'^  Germany  in  1940  and  1941,  such  full  utilization  of  resources 

Th*e°*^  before  they  were  defeated. 

'iflati  inflation  1938-1947  was  very  similar  to  the  period  of 

S^eater*^  ^914-1920.  The  destruction  of  property  and  goods  was  much 
Sweater'  ^mobilization  of  resources  for  such  destruction  was  also 
surners'  ^  result,  the  supply  of  real  wealth,  both  producers’  and  con- 
^ause  curtailed  much  more  completely.  On  the  other  hand,  be- 

itj  increased  knowledge  and  experience,  the  output  of  money  and 
niuch  more  skillfully  handled.  The  two  factors  to- 
'■  gave  a  degree  of  inflation  which  was  somewhat  less  intense  in  the 
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Second  World  War  than  in  the  First.  Price  controls  and  rationing 
were  better  applied  and  more  strictly  enforced.  Surpluses  of  money  were 
taken  up  by  new  techniques  of  compulsory  or  voluntary  savings.  Th® 
financing  of  the  war  was  more  skillful  so  that  a  much  larger  increase  m 
production  M’as  obtained  from  a  similar  degree  of  inflation. 

-Much  of  the  improvement  in  financing  ^Vorld  War  11  in  comparison 
with  World  ^Var  I  arose  from  the  fact  that  attention  was  concentrated  on 
real  resources  rather  than  on  money.  This  was  reflected  both  in  the  way 
in  which  each  country  managed  its  domestic  economy  and  in  the  rela¬ 
tionships  between  countries.  The  latter  can  be  seen  in  the  use  of  Lend- 
Lease  rather  than  commercial  e.vchange  as  in  World  War  I  to  provide 
America’s  allies  with  combat  supplies.  The  use  of  commercial  exchange 
and  orthodo.x  financing  in  the  First  World  W'ar  had  left  a  terrible 
burden  of  intergovernmental  debts  and  ill-feeling  in  the  posttvar  period' 
In  World  War  II  the  L'^nited  States  provided  Great  Britain  under  Lend- 
Lease  with  $’7,000  million  in  supplies,  received  $6,ooo  million  in  return) 
and  wrote  off  the  account  with  a  payment  of  about  $8oo  million  in  tb® 
postwar  settlement. 

In  domestic  economies  even  more  revolutionary  techniques  were  de¬ 
veloped  under  the  general  category  of  centralized  planning.  This  went 
much  further  in  Great  Britain  than  in  the  United  States  or  GerinadV) 
and  was  chieflv  remarkable  for  the  fact  that  it  applied  to  real  resources 
and  not  to  money  flows.  The  chief  of  these  controls  were  over  mad' 
power  and  materials.  Both  of  these  were  allotted  where  they  seem® 
to  be  needed,  and  were  not  permitted,  as  in  World  War  I,  to  be  drav'd 
here  and  there  in  response  to  rising  wages  or  prices.  Rises  in  prices  wer® 
controlled  bv’  sopping  up  excess  purchasing  power  by  compulsory  ° 
semicompulsorv’  saving  and  by  rationing  of  specific  necessities.  Abo'® 
all,  price  rises  in  such  necessities  were  prevented  by  subsidies  to  produc 
ers,  which  gave  them  more  payment  for  production  without  any  increas® 
in  the  final  selling  price.  As  a  result,  in  Britain  the  cost  of  living  rose  from 
loo  in  1939  to  1:6  in  1941,  but  rose  no  more  than  to  129  by  the  war 
end  in  1945.  In  the  United  States  wholesale  prices  of  all  commodities  ros® 
only  26  percent  from  1940  to  1945.  but  were  twice  as  high  as  in  i94°  , 
1947.  .Most  of  this  increase  in  the  United  States  came  after  the  wat 
end,  and  may  be  attributed  to  the  refusal  of  the  Republican-control 
Congress,  led  by  Senator  Taft,  to  profit  from  the  errors  of  i9i8-'9*° 
As  a  result,  most  of  the  mistakes  of  that  earlier  period,  such  as  the  end'  » 
of  price  controls  and  rationing  and  the  delays  in  reconversion  to  pea®'® 
time  production,  were  repeated,  but  only  after  the  war  itself  had  be®d 


Outside  the  Lmited  States,  mam-  of  the  wartime  control  mech 
were  continued  into  the  postwar  period,  and  contributed  substanti: 
the  creation  of  a  new  kind  of  economic  system  which  we  might  c 
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pluralist  economy”  because  it  operates  from  the  shifting  alignments  of  a 
uiber  of  organized  interest  blocs,  such  as  labor,  farmers,  heavy  industry, 
I  ^^uiers,  financial  groups,  and,  above  all,  government.  This  will  be  an- 
luter.  At  this  point  we  need  only  say  that  the  postwar  economy 
^’^'^Irely  different  in  character  from  that  of  the  ipao’s  following  World 
Tills  ivas  most  notable  in  the  absence  of  a  postwar  depression, 


"'hich  w 
''u  effort 


as  widely  expected,  but  which  did  not  arrive  because  there  was 
■  to  stabilize  on  a  gold  standard.  The  major  difference  was  the 


-  of  the  bankers,  w  lio  have  been  largely  reduced  in  status  from  the 
aboi.!^  servants  of  the  economic  system.  This  has  been  brought 

concern  with  real  economic  factors  instead  of  with 


2bout  by 


unancial 


counters,  as  previously.  As  part  of  this  process,  there  has  been  a 


at  reduction  in  the  economic  role  of  gold.  From  this  has  flowed  tw’o 
gold  Po-''t'var  problems  which  would  haie  been  avoided  by  the 
the  There  are  (i)  slow  worldwide  inflation  arising  from 

demands  for  economic  resources  by  consumers,  by  in- 
‘^^^unse  and  government  needs;  and  (2)  the  constant 
in  . acute  exchange  difficulties,  such  as  the  “dollar  shortage” 
tieiTi'  4  *-^ude,  arising  from  the  inability  of  gold  shipments  or  foreign 
Uiove  ittfluence  domestic  prices  sufficiently  to  reverse  these  foreign 
gold  ^be,se  inconveniences,  associated  with  the  absence  of  a 

und  the  inadequacies  of  the  financial  arrangements  in  sub- 
full  generally  regarded  as  a  small  price  to  pay  for  the 

trij^  and  rising  standards  of  living  which  advanced  indus- 

uountries  were  able  to  obtain  under  planning  in  the  postw  ar  era. 
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INTERNATIONAL 
SOCIALISM 
AND  THE 

SOVIET  CHALLENGE 


The  biternational  Socialist  Movement 
The  Bolshevik  Revolution  to  1^2^ 
Stalinism, 


The 

International  Socialist  Movement 

Thk  international  Socialist  movement  was  botli  a  product  of  the 
nineteenth  century  and  a  revulsion  against  it.  It  was  rooted  in  some 
of  the  cliaractcristics  of  the  century,  such  as  its  industrialism,  its 
°P|>niism,  its  belief  in  progress,  its  humanitarianism,  its  scientific  mate- 
and  its  democracy,  but  it  was  in  revolt  against  its  laissez  faire,  its 
'Ile-class  domination,  its  nationalism,  its  urban  slums,  and  its  emphasis 
the  price-profit  system  as  the  dominant  factor  in  all  human  values. 
^  's  does  not  mean  that  all  Socialists  had  the  same  beliefs  or  that  these 
^  *^fs  did  not  chane^e  with  the  passing  years.  On  the  contrary,  there 
almost  as  many^'different  kinds  of  Socialism  as  there  were  Socialists, 

^  beliefs  categorized  under  this  term  changed  from  year  to  year 

''l  country  to  countrj’. 

g  ”  '^s’^tialism,  especially  in  its  early  years,  brought  with  it  social  and 
^^^onomic  conditions  which  were  admittedly  horrible.  Human  beings 
brought  together  around  factories  to  form  great  new  cities  which 
sordid  and  unsanitary.  In  many  cases,  these  persons  were  reduced 
'^“'^^itions  of  animality  which  shock  the  imagination.  Crov-ded  to- 
yier  in  ^\-ant  and  disease,  with  no  leisure  and  no  security,  completely 
on  a  weekly  wage  which  was  less  than  a  pittance,  they  worked 

dangerous  machines  with  no  protection  against  inevitable  accidents, 
ade^^^'  returned  at  night  to  crowded  rooms  without 

^natc  food  and  lacking  light,  fresh  air,  heat,  pure  water,  or  sanitation, 
conditions  have  been  described  for  us  in  the  writings  of  novelists 
Pari'  in  England,  Hugo  or  Zola  in  France,  in  the  reports  of 

‘^‘’•aimittees  such  as  the  Sadler  Committee  of  1832  or  Lord 
'  s  Committee  in  1842,  and  in  numerous  private  studies  like  In 


375 
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Darkest  England  by  General  Booth  of  the  Salvation  Army- 

at  the  end  of  the  century,  private  scientific  studies  of  these  conditions 
began  to  appear  in  England,  led  by  Charles  Booth’s  Life  and  Labour  O] 
the  People  in  London  or  B.  Seebohm  Rowntree’s  Poverty,  a  Study  ‘>1 
Toven  Life. 

The  Socialist  movement  was  a  reaction  against  these  deplorable  con  i' 
tions  of  the  working  masses.  It  has  been  customary  to  divide  this  ntove* 
ment  into  two  parts  at  the  year  1848,  the  earlier  part  being  called 
period  of  the  Utopian  Socialists”  while  the  later  part  has  been  calie 
“the  period  of  scientific  Socialism.”  The  dividing  line  between  the  tvvo 
parts  is  marked  by  the  publication  in  1848  of  The  Coimmnist  Manif^^^’’ 
of  Karl  Alarx  and  Friedrich  Engels.  This  work,  which  began  u'itk  t' 
ominous  sentence,  “A  spectre  is  haunting  Europe— the  spectre  of 


munism,”  and  ended  with  the  trumpet  blast,  “Workers  of  the 


^vorli 

unite!”  is  generally  regarded  as  the  seed  from  which  developed,  in 
twentieth  century,  Russian  Bolshevism  and  Stalinism.  Such  a  view  is 
doubtedly  an  oversimplification,  for  the  development  of  Socialist  ideology 
is  full  of  twists  and  turns  and  might  well  have  grown  along  quite  u* 
ferent  paths  if  the  history  of  the  movement  itself  had  been  diffeteut- 

The  history  of  the  Socialist  movement  may  be  divided  into  three 
periods  associated  with  the  three  Socialist  Internationals.  The  First  Intet 
national  lasted  from  1864  to  1876  and  was  as  much  anarchistic  as 
ciaiistic.  It  w  as  finally  disrupted  by  the  controversies  of  these  two  group^s- 
The  Second  International  was  the  Socialist  International,  founded 
18S9.  This  became  increasingly  conservative  and  was  disrupted  by 
Communists  during  W’orld  \Var  I.  The  Third,  or  Communist,  In^®''^ 
national  y  as  organized  in  1919  by  dissident  elements  from  the  Secod 
International.  As  a  result  of  the  controversies  of  these  three  moveinen  > 
the  whole  anticapitalist  ideology,  which  began  as  a  confused  revolt  agai  ^ 
the  economic  and  social  conditions  of  industrialism  in  1848,  became  sort^ 
out  into  four  chief  schools.  These  schools  became  increasingly  doctrioa 
and  increasingly  bitter  in  their  relationships. 

The  basic  division  within  the  Socialist  movement  after  1848 
tween  those  who  wished  to  abolish  or  reduce  the  functions  of  tbe 
and  those  who  wished  to  increase  these  functions  by  giving 
activities  to  the  state.  The  former  division  came  in  time  to  include 
anarchists  and  the  syndicalists,  while  the  latter  division  came  to  iuu 
the  Socialists  and  the  Communists.  In  general  the  former 
lieved  that  man  was  innateh'  good  and  that  all  coercive  power  was 
with  public  authority  the  worst  form  of  such  coercive  power.  AH  0^ 
world’s  evil,  according  to  the  anarchists,  arose  because  man’s  innate 
ness  was  corrupted  and  distorted  by  coercive  power.  The  remedVi  '■  u 
felt,  was  to  destroy  the  state.  This  would  lead  to  the  disappearance  0 
other  forms  of  coercive  power  and  to  the  liberation  of  the  innate 
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■less  of  man.  The  simplest  way  to  destroy  the  state,  they  felt,  would  be  to 
^^ssinate  the  chief  of  the  state;  this  would  act  as  a  spark  to  ignite  a 
'wholesale  uprising  of  oppressed  humanity  against  all  forms  of  coercive 
power.  These  views  led  to  numerous  assassinations  of  various  political 
Raders,  including  a  king  of  Italy  and  a  president  of  the  United  States,  in 
'de  period  1895-1905. 

Syndicalism  was  a  somewhat  more  realistic  and  later  version  of 
^'larchism.  It  was  equally  determined  to  abolish  all  public  authority,  but 
not  rely  on  the  innate  goodness  of  individuals  for  the  continuance 


did 


”  Social  life.  Rather  it  aimed  to  replace  public  authority  by  volun- 
*•^0'  associations  of  individuals  to  supply  the  companionship  and  man¬ 
agement  of  social  life  which,  according  to  these  thinkers,  the  state  had 
^  signally  failed  to  provide.  The  chief  of  such  voluntary  associations 
P  acing  the  state  would  be  labor  unions.  According  to  the  syndicalists, 
state  was  to  be  destroyed,  not  by  the  assassination  of  individual  heads 
states,  but  by  a  general  strike  of  the  workers  organized  in  labor 
'ons.  Such  a  strike  would  give  the  workers  a  powerful  esprit  de  corps 
s®d  on  a  sense  of  their  power  and  solidarity.  By  making  all  forms  of 
“Impossible,  the  general  strike  would  destroy  the  state  and  replace 
y  a  fle,\ible  federation  of  free  associations  of  workers  (syndicates). 
R  , most  vigorous  proponent  was  the  Russian  exile  .Michael 
i  ^  (1814-1876).  His  doctrines  had  considerable  appeal  in  Russia 

1  but  in  western  Europe  they  were  widely  accepted  only  in  Spain, 
1  Pp^'ally  Barcelona,  and  in  parts  of  Italy  where  economic  and  psvcho- 
6  cal  conditions  were  somew'hat  similar  to  those  in  Russia.  Syndicalism 
unshed  in  the  same  areas  at  a  later  date,  although  its  chief  theorists 
Georges  Sorcl  (1847-1922). 

to  th  ^  group  of  radical  social  theorists  was  fundamentally  opposed 

allv  ~^'l^^‘'*^®*®}'“dicalists,  although  this  fact  was  recognized  only  gradu- 
ern  second  group  wished  to  widen  the  power  and  scope  of  gov- 

ents  by  giving  them  a  dominant  role  in  economic  life.  In  the  course 
selv^*'^''^’  confusions  within  this  second  group  began  to  sort  them- 
and  group  divided  into  two  chief  schools:  the  Socialists 

tion^  ^  Communists.  These  two  schools  were  further  apart  in  organiza- 
Social”*^  '^'mcir  activities  than  they  were  in  their  theories,  because  the 
became  increasingly  moderate  and  even  conservative  in  their 
ever  remaining  relatively  revolutionary  in  their  theories.  How- 

of  ’  theories  gradually  followed  their  activities  in  the  direction 

''‘olent  period  of  the  Second  International  (18S9-1919), 

tQ  ^critioversies  arose  between  those  who  pretended  to  remain  loyal 
these  •  ideas  of  Karl  .Marx  and  those  who  washed  to  revise 

cons  H  ^  more  moderate  direction  to  adapt  them  to  w  hat  they 

inter  changing  social  and  economic  conditions.  The  strict 

P  cters  of  Karl  Marx  came  to  be  known  as  Communists,  w  hile  the 
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more  moderate  revisionist  group  came  to  be  known  as  Socialists.  T^e 
rivalries  of  the  two  groups  ultimately  disrupted  the  Second  International 
as  well  as  the  labor  movement  as  a  whole,  so  that  antilabor  regimes 
able  to  come  to  pow  er  in  much  of  Europe  in  the  period  1918-1939-  Th'* 
disruption  and  failure  of  the  working-class  movement  is  one  of  the  chief 
factors  in  European  historv  in  the  twentieth  century  and,  according!)'’ 
requires  at  least  a  brief  survey  of  its  nature  and  background. 

The  ideas  of  Karl  Mar.x  (1818-1883)  of  his  associate  Friedrich 
Engels  (1820-1895)  were  published  in  the  Communist  Manifesto  0 
1848  and  in  their  three-volume  opus.  Das  Kapital  (1867-1894).  Although 
they  w’ere  aroused  by  the  deplorable  conditions  of  the  European  working 
classes  under  industrialism,  the  chief  sources  of  the  ideas  themselves  wer^ 
to  be  found  in  the  idealism  of  Hegel,  the  materialism  of  the  ancient  Gree 
atomists  (especially  Democritus),  and  the  theories  of  the  English  classi¬ 
cal  economists  (especially  Ricardo).  .Marx  derived  from  Hegel  what  has 
come  to  be  known  as  the  “historical  dialectic.”  This  theory  maintain® 
that  all  historical  events  were  the  result  of  a  struggle  between  opposu'g 
forces  w'hich  ultimately  merged  to  create  a  situation  which  was  diffcf*^"^ 
from  either.  Any  e.xisting  organization  of  society  or  of  ideas 
calls  forth,  in  time,  an  opposition  {antithesis).  These  two  struggle 
each  other  and  give  rise  to  the  events  of  history,  until  finally  the  two  fn*® 
into  a  new  organization  (synthesis).  This  synthesis  in  turn  becomes  esta^^ 
lished  as  a  new’  thesis  to  a  new’  opposition  or  antithesis,  and  the  strugg* 
continues,  as  history  continues. 

A  chief  element  in  Mar.vist  theory  was  the  economic  interpretation  f 
history.  According  to  this  view',  the  economic  organization  of  any  society 
w’as  the  basic  aspect  of  that  society,  since  all  other  a.spccts,  such  as  po*' 
cal,  social,  intellectual,  or  religious,  reflected  the  organization  and  po"' 
of  the  economic  level. 

From  Ricardo,  .Marx  derived  the  theory  that  the  value  of 
goods  W’as  based  on  the  amount  of  labor  put  into  them.  Applying 
idea  to  industrial  society  where  labor  obtains  w  ages  which  reflect  0^^^ 
part  of  the  value  of  the  product  they  are  making,  Marx  decided  t  ^ 
labor  was  being  exploited.  Such  exploitation  was  possible,  he  beli®)'®  J 
because  the  working  classes  did  not  own  the  “instruments  of  production  ^ 
(that  is,  factories,  land,  and  tools)  but  had  allowed  these,  by 
chicanery,  to  fall  into  the  hands  of  the  possessing  classes.  In  this  "  .  ’ 
the  capitalistic  system  of  production  had  divided  society  into  tw'O  f 
thetical  classes:  the  bourgeoisie  w’ho  ow'ned  the  instruments  of  produc 
and  the  proletariat  who  lived  from  selling  their  labor.  The 
however,  were  robbed  of  part  of  their  product  by  the  fact  that  t 
w-ages  represented  only  a  portion  of  the  value  of  their  labor,  the  ‘ 
value”  of  which  thev  were  deprived  going  to  the  bourgeoisie  as  ptn 
The  bourgeoisie  were  able  to  maintain  this  exploitative  system  b® 
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economic,  social,  intellectual,  and  religious  portions  of  society  re- 
ected  the  exploitative  nature  of  the  economic  system.  The  money  which 
^  bourgeokie  took  from  the  proletariat  in  the  economic  system  made  it 
possible  for  them  to  dominate  the  political  system  (including  the  police 
the  army),  the  social  system  (including  family  life  and  education), 
^s  Well  as  the  religious  system  and  the  intellectual  aspects  of  society  (in- 
0  uding  the  arts,  literature,  philosophv,  and  all  the  avenues  of  pub- 
for  these). 

^loni  these  three  concepts  of  the  historical  dialectic,  economic  de- 
^^rniinism,  and  the  labor  theory  of  value,  Marx  built  up  a  complicated 
eory  of  past  and  future  historv.  He  believed  that  “all  historv  is  the 
'Story  of  class  struggles.”  Just  as  in  antiquity,  history  w’as  concerned 
)'''th  the  struggles  of  free  men  and  slaves  or  of  plebians  and  patricians,  so, 
Middle  Ages,  it  was  concerned  with  the  struggles  of  serfs  and  lords, 
in  modern  times,  with  the  struggles  of  proletariat  and  bourgeoisie. 
2ch  privileged  group  arises  from  opposition  to  an  earlier  privileged 
group,  plays  its  necessary  role  in  historical  progress,  and  is,  in  time, 
successfully  challenged  by  those  it  has  been  exploiting.  Thus  the 
uurgeoisie  rose  from  exploited  serfs  to  challenge  successfully  the  older 
privileged  group  of  feudal  lords  and  moved  into  a  period  of  bourgeois 
supremacy  in  which  it  contributed  to  history  a  fullv  capitalized  industrial 
society  but  will  be  challenged,  in  its  turn,  by  the  rising  power  of  the 
laboring  masses. 

To  Marx,  the  revolution  of  the  proletariat  was  not  onlv  inevitable 
^  Would  incvitablv  be  successful,  and  would  give  rise  to  an  entirely 
ucw  society  with  a  proletariat  system  of  government,  social  life,  intei- 
ual  patterns,  and  religious  organization.  The  “inevitable  revolution” 
l^ust  lead  to  an  “inevitable  victory  of  the  proletariat”  because  the 
lejj '  position  of  the  bourgeoisie  allowed  them  to  practice  a  merci- 
^'P*^’'furion  of  the  proletariat,  pressing  these  laboring  masses  down- 
in  ^  subsistence,  because  labor,  having  become  noth- 

u  commodity  for  sale  for  wages  in  tlie  competitive  market, 
naturally  fall  to  the  level  which  would  just  allow  the  necessary 


Would 

labor  to  survive.  From  such  exploitation,  the  bourgeoisie 
I’ccome  richer  and  richer  and  fewer  and  fewer  in  numbers,  and 
Woul'l^  ownership  of  all  property  in  the  society  while  the  proletariat 
be”V'  poorer  and  poorer  and  more  and  more  numerous  and 

Would'"^'^  ^'Inscr  and  closer  to  desperation.  F.ventually,  the  bourgeoisie 
that  , and  the  proletariat  would  become  so  numerous 
^  latter  could  rise  up  in  their  w  rath  and  take  over  the  instru- 
of  production  and  thus  control  of  the  w  hole  societv. 
ording  to  this  theory,  the  “inevitable  revolution”  would  occur 
pt'riod  advanced  industrial  country  because  only  after  a  long 

of  industrialism  would  the  revolutionary  situation  become  acute 
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and  would  the  society  itself  be  equipped  with  factories  able  to  support 
a  Socialist  system.  Once  the  revolution  has  taken  place,  there  will  be 
established  a  "dictatorship  of  the  proletariat”  during  which  the  politica , 
social,  military,  intellectual,  and  religious  aspects  of  society  will  be 
transformed  in  a  Socialist  fashion.  At  the  end  of  this  period,  full  Socia  - 
ism  w’ill  be  estabhshed,  the  state  will  di.sappear,  and  a  “classless  society 
will  come  into  existence.  At  this  point  history  will  end.  This  rather 
surprising  conclusion  to  the  historical  process  would  occur  because 
Marx  had  defined  history  as  the  process  of  class  struggle  and  had  de¬ 
fined  the  state  as  the  instrument  of  class  exploitation.  Since,  in  diC 
Socialist  state,  there  will  be  no  exploitation  and  thus  no  classes,  there 
will  be  no  class  struggles  and  no  need  for  a  state. 

In  1889,  after  the  First  International  had  been  disrupted  by  the  con¬ 
troversies  betw’een  anarchists  and  Socialists,  a  Second  International  ha 
been  formed  by  the  Socialists.  This  group  retained  its  allegiance  w 
Marxist  theory  for  a  considerable  period,  but  even  from  the  beginning 
Socialist  actions  did  not  follow  .Marxist  theory.  This  divergence  arose 
from  the  fact  that  Marxist  theory  did  not  provide  a  realistic  or  wor  ' 
able  picture  of  social  and  economic  developments.  It  had  no  r® 
provision  for  labor  unions,  for  w’orkers’  political  parties,  for  bourgeo*® 
reformers,  for  rising  standards  of  living,  or  for  nationalism,  yet  these 
became,  after  Marx’s  death,  the  dominant  concerns  of  the  working  cla*®' 
Accordingly,  the  labor  unions  and  the  Social-Democratic  political  p®*" 
ties  w^hich  they  dominated  became  reformist  rather  than  revolutionary 
groups.  They  were  supported  by  upper-class  groups  wdth  humanitarian 
or  religious  motivations,  wdth  the  result  that  the  conditions  of  an 
of  w'ork  among  the  laboring  classes  were  raised  to  a  higher  level,  a 
first  slowly  and  reluctantly,  but,  in  time,  with  increasing  rapidity- 
long  as  industrv^  itself  remained  competitive,  the  struggle  between  in 
dustrialists  and  labor  remained  intense,  because  any  success  which  n 
wwkers  in  one  factorv  might  achieve  in  improving  their  wage  1^'' 
or  their  w'orking  conditions  would  raise  the  costs  of  their  employ^ 


and  injure  his  competitive  position  with  respect  to  other  emplnV^V 
But  as  industrialists  combined  together  after  1890  to  reduce  comp^*^ 


among  themselves  by  regulating  their  prices  and  production,  a 
ibor  unions  combined  together  into  associations  covering  rt*a''|j 
factories  and  even  whole  industries,  the  struggle  between  capita*  aii^ 
labor  became  less  intense  because  any  concessions  made  to  labor 
affect  all  capitalists  in  the  same  activitv'  equally  and  could  be  cover 
simply  by  raising  the  price  of  the  product  of  all  factories  to  the  u 


consumers. 


In  fact,  the  picture  which  .Marx  had  drawn  of  more  and  more  n 
ous  workers  reduced  to  lower  and  lower  standards  of  living  by 
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fewer  exploitative  capitalists  proved  to  be  completely  erroneous  in 
^  more  advanced  industrial  countries  in  the  twentieth  century.  In- 
^tead,  what  occurred  could  be  pictured  as  a  cooperative  effort  by 
^monized  -workers  and  monopolized  industry  to  exploit  unorganized 
'Consumers  by  raising  prices  higher  and  higher  to  provide  both  higher 
and  higher  profits.  This  whole  process  was  advanced  by  the 
“'^tions  of  governments  w'hich  imposed  such  reforms  as  eight-hour 
minimum-wage  laws,  or  compulsory  accident,  old  age,  and  retire- 
insurance  on  whole  industries  at  once.  As  a  consequence,  the 
'I'orkers  did  not  become  w'orse  off  but  became  much  better  off  wdth 
®  advance  of  industrialism  in  the  twentieth  century. 

\  tendency  tow'ard  rising  standards  of  living  also  revealed  another 
3rxist  error.  Mar.x  had  missed  the  real  essence  of  the  Industrial  Revo- 
He  tended  to  find  this  in  the  complete  separation  of  labor  from 
°"'nership  of  tools  and  the  reduction  of  labor  to  nothing  but  a  com- 
_todity  in  the  market.  The  real  essence  of  industrialism  was  to  be  found 
^  me  application  of  nonhuman  energy,  such  as  that  from  coal,  oil,  or 
“mrpower,  to  production.  This  process  increased  man’s  ability  to 
KC  goods,  and  did  so  to  an  amazing  degree.  But  mass  production 
d  exist  only  if  it  were  followed  by  mass  consumption  and  rising 
,  rds  of  living.  Moreover,  it  must  lead,  in  the  long  run,  to  a  de- 
^  basing  demand  for  hand  labor  and  an  increasing  demand  for  highly 
theT^  ^‘^‘^hnicians  who  are  managers  rather  than  laborers.  And,  in 
longer  run,  this  process  would  give  rise  to  a  productive  system  of 
fy  ^  level  of  technical  complexity  that  it  could  no  longer  be 
d  by  the  owners  but  would  have  to  be  run  by  technically  trained 
‘lagers.  Moreover,  the  use  of  the  corporate  form  of  industrial  or- 
^  mzation  as  a  means  for  bringing  the  savings  of  the  many  into  the 
in  ^  securities  to  wider  and  wider  groups  of 

stors  (including  both  managerial  and  laboring  groups)  would  lead 
in  of  management  from  owmership  and  to  a  great  increase 

c  number  of  owners. 

j^^l  ’^'■‘ese  developments  w^ere  quite  contrary  to  the  expectations  of 
Cone  expected  impoverishment  of  the  masses  and 

Wn  of  owmership,  with  a  great  increase  in  the  number  of 

gjj  .  2od  a  great  decrease  in  the  number  of  owmers,  with  a  gradual 

dusi-  of  che  middle  class,  there  occurred  instead  (in  highly  in- 

s}j'  ^^cd  countries)  rising  standards  of  living,  dispersal  of  owner- 
1'' ^^l^cive  decrease  in  the  numbers  of  laborers,  and  a  great  increase 
^  ^iiiddle  classes.  In  the  long  run,  under  tlie  impact  of  graduated 
and  inheritance  taxes,  the  rich  became  poorer  and  poorer, 
cietie  ^  ^  ^Poaking,  and  the  great  problem  of  advanced  industrial  so- 
*  oceanic,  not  the  exploitation  of  laborers  by  capitalists,  but  the 
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exploitation  of  unorganized  consumers  (of  the  professional  and  lower- 
middle-class  levels)  by  unionized  labor  and  monopolized  managers 
acting  in  concert.  The  influence  of  these  last  two  groups  on  the  state 
in  an  advanced  industrial  countr}"  also  served  to  increase  their  ability 
to  obtain  what  they  wished  from  society  as  a  whole. 

As  a  consequence  of  all  these  influences,  the  revolutionary  spirit  did 
not  continue  to  advance  with  the  advance  of  industrialism,  as  Marx  had 
e.xpected,  but  began  to  decrease,  with  the  result  that  the  more  advanced 
industrial  countries  became  less  and  less  revolutionary.  Moreover,  what 
revolutionary  spirit  did  exist  in  advanced  industrial  countries  was  not 
to  be  found,  as  Marx  had  expected,  among  the  laboring  population 
but  among  the  lower  middle  class  (so-called  “petty  bourgeoisie  )■ 
The  average  bank  clerk,  architect’s  draftsman,  or  schoolteacher  was 
unorganized,  found  himself  oppressed  by  organized  labor,  monopoliz®n 
industry,  and  the  growing  power  of  the  state,  and  found  himself  caught 
in  the  spiral  of  rising  costs  resulting  from  the  efforts  of  his  three  oppr®*' 
sors  to  push  the  costs  of  social  welfare  and  steady  profits  on  to  the 
unorganized  consumer.  The  petty  bourgeois  found  that  he  wore  a 
white  collar,  had  a  better  education,  was  expected  to  maintain  mote 
expensive  standards  of  personal  appearance  and  living  conditions,  but 
received  a  lower  income  than  unionized  labor.  As  a  consequence  of  ^ 
this,  the  revolutionary  feeling  e.xisting  in  advanced  industrial  countries 
appeared  among  the  petty  bourgeoisie  rather  than  among  the  pro*®' 
tariat,  and  was  accompanied  by  psychopathic  overtones  arising  front 
the  suppressed  resentments  and  social  insecurities  of  this  group.  “O 
these  dangerous  and  even  explosive  feelings  among  the  petty  bourgeoisi® 
took  an  antirevolutionary  rather  than  a  revolutionary  form  and  ap^ 
peared  as  nationalistic,  anti-Semitic,  antidemocratic,  and  anti-labor 
union  movements  rather  than  as  antibourgeois  or  anticapitalist  move 
ments  such  as  Marx  had  expected.  j 

Unfortunately,  as  economic  and  social  developments  in  advance^ 
industrial  countries  moved  in  the  un-.Mar.xian  directions  we  have  m^”j 
tinned,  the  unionized  laborers  and  their  Social  Democratic  polin^® 
parties  continued  to  accept  the  .Marxist  ideology  or  at  least  to  u 
the  old  .Mar.xist  war  cries  of  “Down  with  the  capitalists!”  or 
live  the  revolution”  or  “Workers  of  the  world,  unite!”  Since  the  !' 
ist  ideology  and  the  Marxist  war  cries  were  more  easily  observed  t 
the  social  realities  they  served  to  conceal,  especially  when  labor  1*^® 
sought  all  publicity  for  what  they  said  and  profound  secrecy  for 
they  did,  many  capitalists,  some  workers,  and  almost  all 
missed  the  new  developments  completely  and  continued  to  believe 
a  workers’  revolution  was  just  around  the  corner.  All  this 
distort  and  to  confuse  people’s  minds  and  people’s  actions  in  niue 
the  twentieth  century.  The  areas  in  which  such  confusions  became 
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S^eat  significance  were  in  regard  to  the  class  struggle  and  to  national- 

We  have  pointed  out  that  the  class  struggles  betw^een  capitalists  and 
.  l^>boring  masses  were  of  great  importance  in  the  early  stages  of 
ustrialism.  In  these  early  stages  the  productive  process  was  more 
,  P^'^'^cnt  on  hand  labor  and  less  dependent  on  elaborate  equipment 
it  became  later.  .Moreover,  in  these  earlv  stages,  labor  was  unor¬ 
ganized  (and  thus  competitive),  while  capitalists  were  unmonopolized 
|,arid  thus  competitive).  As  the  process  of  industrialization  advanced, 
^ever,  wages  became  a  decreasing  portion  of  productive  costs,  and 
costs,  especially  the  costs  of  equipment  for  mass  production,  for 
®  technical  management  required  by  such  equipment,  and  for  the 
'^ertising  and  merchandising  costs  required  for  mass  consumption, 
.  more  and  more  important.  All  of  these  things  made  planning  of 
’'^Creasing  significance  in  the  productive  process.  Such  planning  made 
necessary  to  reduce  the  number  of  uncontrolled  factors  in  the  pro¬ 


ductive 


process  to  a  minimum  while  seeking  to  control  as  many  of 


^*|ese  factors  as  possible.  An  industry  which  had  hundreds  of  millions 
“^  dollars  (or  even  billions)  in  equipment  and  plant,  as  did  the  steel 
to  ‘^ntomobiles,  chemicals,  or  electrical  utilities,  had  to  be  able 

°  plan,  in  advance,  the  rate  and  the  amount  of  usage  that  equipment 
nuld  receive.  This  need  led  to  monopoly,  which  was,  essentially,  an 
th”*^  control  both  prices  and  sales  by  removing  competition  from 
®  market.  Once  such  competition  had  been  removed  from  the  market, 
^  mbstantially  reduced,  it  became  both  possible  and  helpful  for  labor 


to  be 


unionized. 


nionized  labor  helped  planning  by  providing  fixed  wages  for  a 
period  into  the  future  and  by  providing  a  better  trained  as  well 
a  more  highly  disciplined  labor  force.  Aloreover,  unionized  labor 
thu"^^  planning  by  establishing  the  same  wages,  conditions,  hours  (and 
^  costs)  on  an  industrywide  basis.  In  this  way  unionized  labor  and 
opohzed  industry  ceased  to  be  enemies,  and  became  partners  in  a 
project  centered  on  a  yery  e.xpensive  and  complex  technologi- 
one^  The  cla.ss  struggle  in  Mar.xian  terms  largely  disappeared.  The 
Co  ,  f'^^^P^mn  was  that,  in  a  planned  industry,  the  managerial  staff 
to  K  ^^’^P^re  wage  costs  with  fixed  capital  costs  and  might  decide, 
c  resentment  of  labor,  to  replace  a  certain  amount  of  labor  by  a 

on  ^mount  of  new  machinery.  Labor  tended  to  resent  this  and  to 

.1*^  unless  consulted  on  the  problem.  The  net  result  was  that 
(>0  of  production  continued,  and  advanced  industrialized 

the  continued  to  advance  in  spite  of  the  contrary  influence  of 
^or  ”!^'’®P®11^2tion  of  industry  which  made  it  possible,  to  .some  extent, 
tion  ^  factories  to  survive  because  of  decreased  market  competi- 
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The  effects  of  nationalism  on  the  Socialist  movement  was  of 
greater  significance.  Indeed,  it  was  so  important  that  it  disrupted  the 
Second  International  in  1914-1919.  .\Iar.\  had  insisted  that  all  the  pro¬ 
letariat  had  common  interests  and  should  form  a  common  front  en 
not  fall  vfictim  to  nationalism,  which  he  tended  to  regard  as  capitalist'^ 
propaganda,  seeking,  like  religion,  to  divert  the  workers  from  the't 
legitimate  aims  of  opposition  to  capitalism.  The  Socialist  movement 
generally  accepted  .Manx’s  analysis  of  this  situation  for  a  long  tmiei 
arguing  that  workers  of  all  countries  were  brothers  and  should  io'” 
together  in  opposition  to  the  capitalist  class  and  the  capitalist  state. 
The  .Marxian  slogans  calling  on  the  workers  of  the  world  to  form  a  com 
mon  front  continued  to  be  shouted  even  when  modern  nationalism  n 


made  deep  inroads  on  the  outlook  of  all  workers.  The  spread  of  tutt 
versa!  education  in  advanced  industrial  countries  tended  to  spread  t 
nationalist  point  of  view  among  the  working  classes.  The  Internationa 
Socialist  movements  could  do  little  to  rei'erse  or  hamper  this  develop 
ment.  These  movements  continued  to  propagate  the  international's'^ 
ideology  of  international  Socialism,  but  it  became  more  and  more  re 
mote  from  the  lives  of  the  average  worker.  The  Social  Democrat' - 
parties  in  most  countries  continued  to  embrace  the  international  po't^ 
of  view  and  to  insist  that  the  workers  would  oppose  any  war  between 
capitalist  states  by  refusing  to  pay  taxes  to  support  such  wars  or 
bear  arms  themselves  against  their  “brother  workers”  in  foreign  cou" 
tries. 

How  unrealistic  all  this  talk  was  became  quite  clear  in  1914 
.  ■  mted  the't 


only’  ' 
refuse 
itate 


own  governments  in  the  First  World  W’ar.  In  most  countries 
small  minority  of  the  Socialists  continued  to  resist  the  war,  tc 
to  pay  ta.xes,  or  to  serve  in  the  armed  forces,  or  continued  to  ag"  ^ 
for  social  revolution  rather  than  for  victory.  This  minority, 
among  the  Germans  and  Russians,  became  the  nucleus  of  the 
Communist,  International  which  was  formed  under  Russian  leaders  r 


in  1919.  The  Left-wing  minority  who  became  the  Communists 


refused 

to  support  the  war  efforts  of  their  various  countries,  not  because  "^6/ 
were  pacifists  as  the  Socialists  were  but  because  they  were  untinatio'^^^ 
ist.  They  were  not  eager  to  stop  the  war  as  the  Socialists  were, 
u'ished  it  to  continue  in  the  hope  that  it  would  destroy  existing 
nomic,  social,  and  political  life  and  provide  an  opportunity 
rise  of  revolutionary"  regimes.  .Moreover,  they  did  not  care  wl'O  " 
the  war,  as  the  Socialists  did,  but  were  willing  to  see  tlieir  ov'n 
tries  defeated  if  such  a  defeat  would  serve  to  bring  a  Comm 
regime  to  power.  The  leader  of  this  radical  group  of  violent  diss' 
Socialists  was  a  Russian  conspirator,  Vladimir  Rich  Ulyanov,  bt 
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^nown  as  Lenin  (1870-1924).  Although  he  expressed  his  point  of  view 
‘'■^quently  and  loudly  during  the  war,  it  must  be  confessed  that  his 
support,  even  among  extremely  violent  Socialists,  was  microscopic, 
cvertheless,  the  fortunes  of  war  served  to  bring  this  man  to  power  in 
ussia  in  November  1917,  as  the  leader  of  a  Communist  regime. 


The  Bolshevik  Revolution  to  1924 

Th 

corruption,  incompetence,  and  oppression  of  the  czarist  regime 
forgotten  at  the  outbreak  of  war  in  1914  as  most  Russians,  ev^en 
wlio  were  sent  into  battle  with  inadequate  training  and  inadequate 
•^“Pons,  rallied  to  the  cause  of  Holy  Mother  Russia  in  an  outburst  of 
j  This  loyalty  survived  the  early  disasters  of  1914  and  1915 

"'as  able  to  rally  sufficiently  to  support  the  great  Brusilov  offensive 
ui  -^^stria  in  1916.  But  the  tremendous  losses  of  men  and  supplies 
"s  endless  warfare,  the  growing  recognition  of  the  complete  in- 
Petence  and  corruption  of  the  government,  and  the  growing  ru- 
cza^  pernicious  influence  of  the  czarina  and  Rasputin  over  the 

fo  ^  *^0  destroy  any  taste  that  the  Russian  masses  might  have  had 

ter  of  morale  was  accelerated  by  the  severe  win- 

and  semistarvation  of  1916-1917.  Public  discontent  showed  itself  in 
Can’  1  strikes  and  rioting  began  in  Petrograd.  Troops  in  the 

fou  !!  fo  suppress  these  agitations,  and  the  go\'ernment  soon 

bod  helpless.  When  it  tried  to  dissolve  the  Duma,  that 

u^j^^^pfosed  to  be  intimidated,  and  formed  a  provisional  government 
j\jj  .  ^fince  Lvov.  In  this  new  regime  there  was  only  one  Socialist, 
Alth^^  Justice  Alexander  Kerensky, 
feco  government  forced  the  abdication  of  the  czar, 

full  ’•^^0  independence  of  Finland  and  Poland,  and  established  a 

of  civil  liberties,  it  postponed  any  fundamental  social  and 
changes  until  the  establishment  of  a  future  constituent  as- 
failed'^'  made  every  effort  to  continue  the  war.  In  this  way  it 

bfgjjd  satisfy  the  desires  of  large  numbers  of  Russians  for  land, 
the  ve  Pouce.  Powerful  public  feeling  against  efforts  to  continue 
bejj  orced  the  resignation  of  several  of  the  more  moderate  mem- 
Keren  1  government,  including  Prince  Lvov,  A\  ho  was  replaced  by 
ha(j  ^  rnore  radical  Socialists  had  been  released  from  prison  or 

sistaj,  from  exile  (in  some  cases,  such  as  Lenin,  by  German  as- 

'^'ich  ^  •  *^^'^**^  agitations  for  peace  and  land  won  adherents  from  a 
'  group  than  their  own  supporters,  and  especially  among 
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the  peasantrv’,  \t  ho  were  very  remote  from  Socialist  s)"mpathies  or  ide^s 
but  were  insisting  on  an  end  to  the  war  and  a  more  equitable  systeO’ 
of  land  ownership. 

In  St.  Petersburg  and  Moscow  and  in  a  few  other  cities,  assemblies  ° 
workers,  soldiers,  and  peasants,  called  soviets,  were  formed  by  the  inof® 
radical  Socialists  in  opposition  to  the  Provisional  Government. 
Bolshevik  group,  under  Lenin’s  leadership,  put  on  a  powerful  prop*' 
ganda  campaign  to  replace  the  Provisional  Government  by  a  national 
system  of  soviets  and  to  adopt  an  immediate  program  of  peace  ni’ 
land  distribution.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  Bolshevik  group  won 
converts  or  increased  in  size  very  rapidly,  but  their  constant  agitatio’’ 
did  sen^e  to  neutralize  or  alienate  support  for  the  Provisional  Govern 
ment,  especially  among  the  soldiers  of  the  two  chief  cities.  On  Nov'er^ 
her  7,  1917,  the  Bolshevik  group  seized  the  centers  of  government  in 
St.  Petersburg  and  was  able  to  hold  them  because  of  the  refusal  of  t  ® 
local  military  contingents  to  support  the  Provisional  Governmen^j 
Within  twenty-four  hours  this  revolutionary  group  issued  a  series 
decrees  which  abolished  the  Provisional  Government,  ordered  the  tra^^ 
fer  of  all  public  authoritv  in  Russia  to  soviets  of  workers,  soldiers, 
peasants,  set  up  a  central  e.xecutive  of  the  Bolshevik  leaders,  called  t 
“Council  of  People’s  Commissars,”  and  ordered  the  end  of 
with  Germany  and  the  distribution  of  large  landholdings  to  the  p®®* 

the 

The  Bolsheviks  had  no  illusions  about  their  position  in  Russia  at 
end  of  1917.  They  knew  that  they  formed  an  infinitesimal  groop 
that  vast  country  and  that  they  had  been  able  to  seize  power  beca 
they  were  a  decisive  and  ruthless  minority  among  a  great  mass  of  P® 
sons  who  had  been  neutralized  by  propaganda.  There  was  consider® 
doubt  about  how  long  this  neutralized  condition  would  cotiti 
Moreover,  the  Bolsheviks  were  convinced,  in  obedience  to 
theory,  that  no  real  Socialist  svstem  could  be  set  up  in  a  country 
industrially  backward  as  Russia.  And  finally,  there  was  grave  “  ^ 
if  the  W'estern  Powers  would  stand  idly  by  and  permit  the  Bolsn 
to  take  Russia  out  of  the  war  or  attempt  to  establish  a  Socialist  ^ 
nomic  system.  To  the  Bolsheviks  it  seemed  to  be  quite  clear  that 
must  simply  try  to  survive  on  a  day-to-day  basis,  hope  to 
great  mass  of  Russians  neutralized  by  the  achievement  of  peace, 
and  land,  and  trust  that  the  rapid  advent  of  a  Socialist  revolutm^^^ 
industrially  advanced  Germany  would  provide  Russia  with  an 
nomic  and  political  ally  which  could  remedy  the  weaknesses  and  ® 
wardness  of  Russia  itself. 

From  1917  to  1921  Russia  passed  through  a  period  of 
credible  political  and  economic  chaos.  With  counterrevoluti<\^^^ 
movements  and  foreign  inten'entionist  forces  appearing  on  all  s' 
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^  area  under  Bolshevik  control  was  reduced  at  one  time  to  little  more 
the  central  portions  of  European  Russia.  Within  the  country  there 
^as  extreme  economic  and  social  collapse.  Industrial  production  was 
'^organized  by  the  disruption  of  transportation,  the  inadequate  sup- 
Py  of  raw  materials  and  credit,  and  the  confusions  arising  from  the 
so  that  there  M'as  an  almost  complete  lack  of  such  products  as 
otlung,  shoes,  or  agricultural  tools.  By  1920  industrial  production  in 
S®oeral  was  about  13  percent  of  the  1913  figure.  At  the  same  time, 
P^Per  money  w'as  printed  so  freely  to  pay  for  the  costs  of  war,  civil 
and^'  operation  of  the  government  that  prices  rose  rapidly 

the  ruble  became  almost  worthless.  The  general  index  of  prices  was 
,  y  wee  times  the  1913  level  in  1917  but  rose  to  more  than  16,000  times 
level  by  the  end  of  1920.  Unable  to  get  either  industrial  products 
sound  money  for  their  produce  the  peasants  planted  only  for  their 
j  or  hoarded  their  surpluses.  Acreage  under  crops  was  re- 

ra*^'!ii  ^*^“**'  f’^c-third  in  1916-1920,  while  yields  fell  even  more 

^Paly,  from  74  million  tons  of  grain  in  1916  to  30  million  tons  in 
P  to  less  than  20  million  tons  in  1920.  The  decrease  in  1920 
ted  from  drought;  this  became  so  much  worse  in  1921  that  the 
completely.  Loss  of  life  in  these  two  years  of  famine 
.  five  million,  although  the  American  Relief  Administration 
(in  country  and  fed  as  many  as  ten  million  persons  a  day 

able  'bourse  of  this  chaos  and  trapdy  the  Bolshevik  regime  was 
nate  T  to  crush  counterrevolutionary  movements,  and  to  elimi- 

Qp  interventionists.  They  were  able  to  do  this  because  tlieir 

vip  divided,  indecisive,  or  neutralized,  while  they  were 

‘^^cisive,  and  completely  ruthless.  The  chief  sources  of  Bol- 
Police  found  in  the  Red  Army  and  the  secret 

'Vor^^'  ’^^utrality  of  the  peasants,  and  the  support  of  the  proletariat 
industry  and  transportation.  The  secret  police  (Cheka)  was 
^^ted  '^r  fanatical  and  ruthless  Communists  who  systematically  mur- 
thg  old  potential  opponents.  The  Red  Army  was  recruited  from 

ration  ^™y  but  was  rewarded  by  high  pay  and  favorable  food 

an^j  j,|^'  ■^i'^hough  the  economic  system  collapsed  almost  completely, 
PoDul  refused  to  supply,  or  even  produce,  food  for  the  city 

fi-Q^  ^tlT”'  Bolsheviks  established  a  system  of  food  requisitions 


'vhich 


requisitions 

peasants  and  distributed  this  food  by  a  rationing  system 


their  supporters. 
^  Bolsheviks  in  July  1918  n 


The  murder  of  the  imperial  family 

_ -amoved  this  possible  nucleus  for  the 

to  ^  "'■^'’"'utionary  forces,  while  the  general  refusal  of  these  forces 
P®9sants^*^  revolutionary  distribution  of  agricultural  lands  kept  tlie 
the  n  ^  ’^^utral  in  spite  of  the  Bolshevik  grain  requisitions.  .Moreover, 
r  Sants  Were  divided  among  themselves  by  tlie  Bolshevik  success 
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in  splitting  them  so  that  the  poorer  peasants  banded  together  to  divert 
much  of  the  burden  of  grain  requisitions  onto  their  more  afflu^'^^ 
neighbors. 

The  most  acute  problem  facing  the  revolutionary  regime  at  the 
end  of  1917  was  the  war  with  Germany.  At  first  the  Bolsheviks  trie 
to  end  the  fighting  without  any  formal  peace,  but  the  Germans  con- 
tinned  to  advance,  and  the  Bolsheviks  were  compelled  to  sign  the 
Treaty  of  Brest-Litovsk  (.March  191S).  By  this  treaty  Russia  lost  a 
the  western  borderlands,  including  Poland,  the  Ukraine,  and  the  Baltic 
areas.  The  German  forces  tried,  with  little  success,  to  obtain  economic  re 
sources  from  the  Ukraine,  and  soon  adv^anced  far  beyond  the  boundaries 
established  at  Brest-Litovsk  to  occupy  the  Don  Valley,  the  Crimea,  an 
the  Caucasus. 

In  various  parts  of  Russia,  notably  in  the  south  and  the  east,  countet' 
revolutionary  armies  called  “Whites”  took  the  field  to  overthrow 
Bolsheviks.  The  Cossacks  of  the  Don  under  L.  G.  Kornilov,  Anton 
Denikin,  and  Petr  Wrangel  occupied  the  Caucasus,  the  Crimea,  a 
the  Ukraine  after  the  Germans  withdrew  from  these  areas.  In  Siberia 
a  conservative  government  under  Admiral  Aleksandr  Kolchak  was  s 
up  at  Omsk  and  announced  its  intention  to  take  over  all  of  Russia  (  a 
1918).  A  group  of  40,000  armed  Czechoslovaks  who  had  deserted  fi"®^ 
the  Habsburg  armies  to  fight  for  Russia  turned  against  the  Bolshev 
and,  while  being  evacuated  to  the  east  along  the  Transsiberian  Raiw^y’ 
seized  control  of  that  route  from  the  Volga  to  Vladivostok  (summ 


Various  outside  Powders  also  intervened  in  the  Russian  chaos.  An  3^ 
lied  expeditionarv"  force  invaded  northern  Russia  from  Murmansk  a 
Archangel,  while  a  force  of  Japanese  and  another  of  Americans  Ian 
at  Vladivostok  and  pushed  westward  for  hundreds  of  miles.  The  Bn 
seized  the  oil  fields  of  the  Caspian  region  (late  1918),  while  the  Fren 


occupied  parts  of  the  Ukraine  about  Odessa  (March  1919)- 
Against  these  various  forces  the  Bolsheviks  fought  with  gm 
success,  using  the  new  Red  Army  and  the  Cheka,  supported  by^ 
nationalized  industrial  and  agrarian  systems.  While  these  fough^ 
preserve  the  revolutionarv'  regime  within  Russia,  various  sympatbi^^^^^ 
were  organized  outside  the  country.  The  Third  International  '' 
organized  under  Grigori  Zinovdev  to  encourage  revolutionary  ni 
ments  in  other  countries.  Its  only  notable  success  was  in  Hting 
where  a  Bolshevik  regime  under  Bela  Kun  was  able  to  maintain 


for  a  few  months  (.March- August  1919). 

By  1920  Russia  was  in  complete  confusion.  At  this  point  the  ^ 
Polish  government  invaded  Russia,  occupying  much  of  the 
Bolshevik  counterattack  drove  the  Poles  back  to  Warsaw  where 
called  upon  the  Entente  Powers  for  assistance.  General  Weygan 
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military  mission  and  supplies.  Thus  supported,  Poland  was 
reinvade  Russia  and  impose  the  Treaty  of  Riga  (March  1921). 
the  established  a  Polish-Russian  boundary  150  miles  east  of 

l^entative  “Curzon  Line”  which  had  been  drawn  along  the  ethno- 
tont^ frontier  by  the  Western  Powers  in  1919.  By  this  act  Poland 
'''ithin  its  boundaries  several  millions  of  Ukrainians  and  White 


with 
able 


took 


^tans  and  ensured  a  high  level  of  Soviet-Polish  enmity  for  the  next 
years. 

^eh  of  the  burden  of  this  turmoil  and  conflict  was  imposed  on  the 
qj:  peasantry  by  the  agricultural  requisitions  and  the  whole  system 

so-called  “war  Communism.”  As  part  of  this  system  not  only  were 
agriciilrn  ■  .  -  L 

Ptivat< 


agricultural  crops  considered  to  be  government  property  but  all 


’^t'ade  and  commerce  were  also  forbidden;  the  banks  wcic 
industrial  plants  of  over  five  workers  and  all 
enterprises  of  over  ten  workers  were  nationalized  (1920).  This 
ni  of  e.xtreme  Communism  was  far  from  being  a  success,  and 
opposition  steadily  increased  in  spite  of  the  severe  punishments 
niove*^^^  for  violations  of  the  regulations.  As  counterrevolutionary 
drew^^”^^  were  suppressed  and  foreign  interventionists  gradually  with- 
jjj  .’  opposition  to  the  system  of  political  oppression  and  “War  Com- 
and  '^creased.  This  culminated  in  peasant  uprisings,  urban  riots, 
a  tu^  of  the  sailors  at  Kronstadt  (March  1921).  Within  a  week 

and  point  was  passed;  the  whole  system  of  “War  Communism” 
'^omic^  requisitioning  was  abandoned  in  favor  of  a  “New  Eco- 

com*^  ^°f‘oy”  of  free  commercial  activity  in  agricultural  and  other 
reestablishment  of  the  profit  motive  and  of 
^ionin^  “"''^'^rship  in  small  industries  and  in  small  landholding.  Requisi- 
*ures  ^  replaced  by  a  system  of  moderate  ta.xation,  and  the  pres- 

Ren  1  secret  police,  of  censorship,  and  of  the  government 

'Here  ^  relaxed.  As  a  result  of  these  tactics,  there  was  a  dramatic 

'iient^^^  prosperity  and  in  political  stability.  This  improve- 

^con  for  two  years,  until,  by  late  1923,  political  unrest  and 

P^oacL**^  problems  again  became  acute.  At  the  same  time,  the  ap- 
fQj.  death  of  Lenin  complicated  these  problems  with  a  struggle 

^power  among  Lenin’s  successors. 

’^“^se  the  political  organization  of  the  Bolshevik  regime  in  its  first 
"'3s  on  a  trial-and-error  basis,  its  chief  outlines  were  not 
aspecr  about  1923.  These  outhnes  had  two  quite  different 

try  constitutional  and  the  political.  Constitutionally  the  coun- 

organized  (  in  1922)  into  a  Union  of  Socialist  Soviet  Republics 
frot,^  fo  number  of  these  republics  has  changed  greatly,  rising 

’960’s  ^  ’924  and  eleven  in  the  1936-1940  period  to  fifteen  in  the 

Keder  1  c  largest  and  most  important  was  the  Russian  Soviet 

®  ocialist  Repubhc  (RSFSR),  which  covered  about  three-quar- 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


390  j 

ters  of  the  area  of  the  whole  Union  with  about  five-eighths  of  the  tots 
population.  The  constitution  of  this  RSFSR,  drawn  up  in  19181 
came  the  pattern  for  the  governmental  systems  in  other  republics  ss 
they  were  created  and  joined  with  the  RSFSR  to  form  the  USSR- 
this  organization  local  soviets,  in  cities  and  villages,  organized  on  sj' 
occupational  basis,  elected  representatives  to  district,  count\%  regio'’^' 
and  provincial  congresses  of  soviets.  As  we  shall  see  in  a 
these  numerous  levels  of  indirect  representation  served  to  weaken  f'’.' 
popular  influence  at  the  top  and  to  allow  the  various  links  in  the  chai'' 
to  be  controlled  bv  the  Communist  political  party.  The  city  so'|^.f 
and  the  provincial  congresses  of  soviets  sent  representatives  to  an 
Russian  Congress  of  Soviets  which  possessed,  in  theory,  full  constk^^ 
tional  powers.  Since  this  Congress  of  Soviets,  with  one  thousand  nic^^ 
bers,  met  no  more  than  once  a  year,  it  delegated  its  authority 
All-Russian  Central  E.\ecutive  Committee  of  three  hundred  members. 
E.\ecutive  Committee,  meeting  only  three  times  a  year,  entrusted 
to-day  administration  to  a  Council  of  People’s  Commissars,  or 
of  seventeen  persons.  When  the  Union  of  ^cialist  Soviet  Republics 
formed  in  1923  by  adding  other  republics  to  the  RSFSR,  the  neW  ^ 
publics  obtained  a  somewhat  similar  constitutional  organization, 
similar  system  was  created  for  the  whole  Union.  The  latter 
a  Union  Congress  of  Soviets,  large  and  unwieldy,  meeting  infreque  . 
and  chosen  by  the  city  and  provincial  soviets.  This  Union 
elected  an  equally  unwieldy  All-Union  Central  Executive  Comm 
consisting  of  two  chambers.  One  of  these  chambers,  the  Counc^^ 
the  Union,  represented  population;  the  other  chamber,  the 
Nationalities,  represented  the  constituent  republics  and  autonom 
regions  of  the  Soviet  Union.  The  Council  of  People’s  Commissa^  .| 
the  RSFSR  was  transformed,  with  slight  changes,  into  a  Union  Co 
of  Commissars  for  the  whole  Union.  This  ministry  had  commissar* 
five  fields  (foreign  affairs,  defense,  foreign  trade,  communications, 
posts  and  telegraphs)  from  which  the  constituent  republics  were 
eluded,  as  well  as  numerous  commissars  for  activities  which 


shared  with  the  republics. 

This  system  had  certain  notable  characteristics.  There  was  no  gj 
tion  of  powers,  so  that  the  various  organs  of  government  could 
in  legislative,  executive,  administrative,  and,  if  necessary,  judicial 
ties.  Second,  there  was  no  constitution  or  constitutional  la"' 
sense  of  a  body  of  rules  above  or  outside  the  government, 
stitutional  laws  were  made  by  the  same  process  and  had  the  same  j 
as  other  laws.  Third,  there  were  no  guaranteed  rights  or  liberti 
individuals,  since  the  accepted  theory  was  that  rights  and  obhg 
arise  from  and  in  the  state  rather  than  outside  or  separate 
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there  were  no  democratic  or  parliamentary  elements  because 
^  t  monopoly  of  political  power  by  the  Communist  Party, 
lei  ^  ^°*Timunist  Party  was  organized  in  a  system  similar  to  and  paral- 
to  the  state,  except  that  it  included  only  a  small  portion  of  the 
ation.  At  the  bottom,  in  every  shop  or  neighborhood,  were  unions 
members  called  “cells.”  Above  these,  rising  level  on  level, 
organizations  consisting,  on  each  level,  of  a  party  congress 
Th  ®'^^^tuive  committee  chosen  by  the  congress  of  the  same  level, 
in  found  in  districts,  in  counties,  in  provinces,  in  regions,  and 

and  ^  republics.  At  the  top  was  the  Central  Party  Congress 

the  Central  Executive  Committee  chosen  by  it.  As  years  went  by, 
entral  Party  Congress  met  more  and  more  rarely  and  then  merely 
^proved  the  activities  and  resolutions  of  the  Central  Executive  Com- 
of  committee  and  its  parallel  institution  in  the  state  (Council 

of  Commissars)  were  dominated,  until  1922,  by  the  personality 

(]g  .  His  elo(qucnce,  intellectual  agility,  and  capacity  for  ruthless 
in  2nd  practical  improvisation  gave  him  the  paramount  position 
P2“V  and  state.  In  May  1922,  Lenin  had  a  cerebral  stroke  and, 
illn^  ^  ®^ries  of  such  strokes,  died  in  January  1924.  This  long-drawn 
ess  gave  rise  to  a  struggle,  for  control  of  the  party  and  the  state  ap- 
j  within  the  party  itself.  This  struggle,  at  first,  took  the  form  of 
fan”'l°”  lesser  leaders  against  Trotsky  (the  second  most  impor- 

of  „  '■^der,  after  Lenin).  But  eventually  this  developed  into  a  struggle 
Scalit^  2gainst  Trotsky  and,  finally,  of  Stalin  against  the  rest.  By  1927 
n  haj  ^  decisive  victory  over  Trotsky  and  all  opposition, 
istr  **  '^'ctory  was  due  very  largely  to  his  ability  to  control  the  admin- 
of  h-""^  niachincry  of  the  party  behind  the  scenes  and  to  the  reluctance 
gig  opponents,  especially  Trotsky,  to  engage  in  a  show'down  strug- 
dg  .  Stalin  lest  this  lead  to  civil  war,  foreign  intervention,  and  the 
the  *^he  revolutionary  achievement.  Thus,  tvhile  Trotsky  had 

of  the  Red  Army  and  of  the  mass  of  party  members,  these 
of  neutralized  by  his  refusal  to  use  them  against  Stalin’s  control 

party  machinery'. 

'ttider'^  as  w  e  have  said,  remained  a  minority  of  the  population, 

't'ere^  theory  that  quality  was  more  important  than  quantity.  There 
ti^jjl^HiOoo  members  in  .March  1917,  and  650,000  in  October  1921;  at 
Subc^  "^“te  a  purge  began  which  reduced  the  party  rolls  by  24  percent, 
liotj  the  rolls  were  reopened,  and  membership  rose  to  3.4  mil- 

the  r  power  to  admit  or  to  purge,  held  in  the  hands  of 

the  Executive  Committee,  completely  centralized  control  of 

elggj-  t*^self;  the  fact  that  there  was  only  one  legal  party  and  that 
party  P°®'*^'ons  in  the  state  were  by  ballots  containing  only  one 


even  one  name  for  each  office,  gave  the  party  complete 
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control  of  the  state.  This  control  was  neither  weakened  nor  threatene 
by  a  new  constitution,  of  democratic  appearance  and  form, 
came  into  existence  in  1956. 

In  1919  the  Central  E.xecutive  Committee  of  nineteen  appointed 
subcommittees  of  five  each  and  a  secretariat  of  three.  One  of  the  su 
committees,  the  Politburo,  was  concerned  with  questions  of  ’ 
while  the  other,  the  Orgburo,  was  concerned  with  questions  of 
organization.  Only  one  man,  Stalin,  was  a  member  of  both  of  these, 
April  1922,  a  new  secretariat  of  three  was  named  (Stalin,  Vyache« 
.Molotov,  Valerian  Kuibyshev)  with  Stalin  as  secretary-general.  Fro  ^ 
this  central  position  he  was  able  to  build  up  a  party  bureaucracy  1°)^^ 
to  himself,  purge  those  who  would  be  most  opposed  to  his  plii‘^*’  ^ 
transfer  to  remote  positions  those  party  members  whose  loyah/ 
himself  was  not  beyond  question.  At  the  death  of  Lenin  in 
1924,  Stalin  was  the  most  influential  party  member,  but  still  lutke 
the  background.  At  first  he  ruled  as  one  of  a  triumvirate  of  ' 

Grigori  Zinoviev,  and  Lev  Kamenev,  all  united  in  opposition  to  i 
sky.  The  last  was  removed  from  his  position  as  w'ar  commissar 
January  1925,  and  from  the  Politburo  in  October  1926.  In  ’9'7’ 
Stalin’s  behest,  Trotsky  and  Zinoviev  were  expelled  from  the 
Zinoviev  was  later  restored  to  membership  but  in  1929  Trotsky  ' 
deported  to  exile  in  Turkey.  B_y  that  time  Stalin  held  the  reins  of 
emment  firmly  in  his  own  hands. 


Stalinism,  1924-1939 


As  Stalin  gradually  strengthened  his  internal  control  of  the 
Union  after  Lenin’s  death  in  1924,  it  became  possible  to  turn, 
increasing  energy,  to  other  matters.  The  New  Economic  Policy,  "  ’ ,  ^ 
Lenin  had  adopted  in  1921,  performed  so  successfully  that  the 
Union  experienced  a  phenomenal  recovery  from  the  depths  to  " 
“War  Communism’’  had  dragged  it  in  1918-1921. 

Unfortunately  for  the  economic  theorists  of  the  Soviet 
NEP  was  not  really  a  “policy’’  at  all,  and  it  certainly  was  not 
munism.  By  reestablishing  a  new  monetary  system  based  on 
which  one  of  the  new  gold  rubles  was  equal  to  50,000  of  tlie  0 
flated  paper  rubles,  a  firm  financial  basis  was  provided  for 
Except  for  a  continuance  of  government  regulation  in  interna 
trade  and  in  large-scale  heavy  industry,  a  regime  of  freedom 
mitted.  Agricultural  production  rose,  commercial  activities  flou'"’ 
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lighter  industrial  activities  devoted  to  consumers’  goods  began 
^*^^over.  Distinctions  of  wealth  reappeared  among  the  peasants,  the 
ones  (called  “kulaks”)  being  regarded  with  suspicion  by  the 
"ith  em y  by  their  less  fortunate  neighbors.  At  the  same 
Pilose  who  made  their  fortunes  in  commerce  (called  “nepmen”) 
e  sporadically  persecuted  by  the  regime  as  enemies  of  Socialism. 
J^etheless,  the  economic  system  flourished.  Acreage  under  cultiva- 
Coll  million  acres  in  19:1  to  222  million  in  1927;  grain 

ctions,  after  the  famine  of  1922  had  passed,  approximately  doubled 
coal  production  doubled  in  three  years,  while  produc- 
textiles  quadrupled.  As  a  consequence  of  such  recovery, 
level  economic  system  in  1927  was,  once  again,  back  to  its  1913 
the^  ’  ‘"''’■l^cugh,  since  population  had  gone  up  by  ten  million  persons, 
per  capita  income  was  lower. 

"  spite  of  the  economic  recovery  of  the  NEP,  it  gave  rise  to  im- 
c  I  problems.  Just  as  the  free  agricultural  economj'  produced 
''ihed’  commercial  system  produced  nepmen,  so  the 

miv  A  ^'^'^^strial  system  had  undesirable  consequences.  Under  this 


direct 


system  industries  concerned  with  national  defense  were  under 
"^‘usts  ^*^^*^*^  control;  heavy  industry  was  controlled  by  monopolistic 
bud  owmed  by  the  state,  but  operated  under  separate 

Oue^r^  "ere  e.xpecced  to  be  profitable;  small  industry  was  free, 

to  K  of  this  was  that  small  industry  was  squeezed  in  its  efforts 

sy  1  lubor,  materials,  or  credit,  and  its  products  were  in  scarce 
free  ^  prices.  Another  result  was  that  agricultural  prices,  being 

ttcov^'^^  competitive,  fell  low'er  and  lower  as  agricultural  production 
ply  ^ot  industrial  prices,  being  monopolistic,  or  in  short  sup- 

high.  The  result  was  a  “scissors  crisis,”  as  it  is  called  in 
the/^J'®''  "parity  prices,”  as  it  is  called  in  America).  This  meant  that 
Were  sold  were  at  low  prices,  wdiile  the  goods  they  bought 

at  "'g*'  prices,  and  scarce.  Thus,  in  1923,  agricultural  prices  were 
pej.yg^P^^cent  of  the  1913  level,  w'hile  industrial  prices  were  at  187 
as  *'*^^*'  could  obtain  only  one-third 

obtairj^.  "^^^^^actured  goods  for  their  crops  as  they  had  been  able  to 
Was  ab]*”  withholding  credit  from  industry,  the  government 

itig  pj,j^  force  factories  to  liquidate  their  stocks  of  goods  by  lower- 


Percei 


The  n  while  agricultural  prices  rose  to  77  percent  of  1913. 

iQij  p  ^  position  was  improved  from  one-third  to  one-half  of  his 
gave  00  time  did  he  regain  his  1913  parity  level.  This 

disturb  ^  of  agrarian  di.scontent  and  to  numerous  peasant 

Lenirr^  ^^‘ring  the  latter  part  of  the  NEP. 
made  it  insisted  that  the  weakness  of  the  proletariat  in  Russia 
oecessary  to  maintain  an  alliance  with  the  peasantry.  This  had 


!  a  consequence,  by  1924  industrial  prices  fell  to  141 
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been  done  during  the  period  of  state  capitalism  (November 
June  1918),  but  the  alliance  had  been  largely  destroyed  in  the 
of  “War  Communism"  (June  1918-April  19:1).  Under  the  NEP 
liancc  was  reestablished,  but  the  “scissors  crisis”  once  again  destro}f 
it.  Then  it  was  reestablished  only  partiallv.  Stalin’s  victory  over  ' 
and  his  personal  inclination  for  terroristic  methods  of  government 
to  decisions  which  marked  the  end  of  these  cycles  of  peasant  discon 
tent.  The  decision  to  build  Socialism  in  a  single  countr\'  made  it  neee^ 
sary,  it  was  felt,  to  emphasize  the  predominance  of  heavy  industry 
order  to  obtain,  as  quickly  as  possible,  the  basis  for  the  mtinufaet 
of  armaments  (chiefly  iron,  steel,  coal,  and  electrical  power  proi^^-' 
Such  projects  required  great  masses  of  labor  to  be  concentrated  to 
gether  and  fed.  Both  the  labor  and  the  food  would  have  to  be  dra^  ^ 
from  the  peasantry,  but  the  emphasis  on  heavy'  indu.strial 
rather  than  on  light  industry  meant  that  there  would  be  fe"' 
sumers’  goods  to  give  to  the  peasantry  in  return  for  the  food  ta 
from  them.  Moreover,  the  drain  of  manpower  from  the  peasantry  ^ 
form  urban  labor  forces  would  mean  that  those  who  continued  to 
peasants  must  greatly  improve  their  methods  of  agricultural  produ 
in  order  to  supply,  with  a  smaller  proportion  of  peasants,  foo 
themselves,  for  the  new  urban  laborers,  for  the  growing  1  js 
reaucracy,  and  for  the  growing  Red  Army  which  was  regai'dc 
essential  to  defend  "Socialism  in  a  single  country.” 

The  problem  of  obtaining  increasing  supplies  of  food  from 
peasants  without  offering  them  consumers’  industrial  goods  in 
could  not,  according  to  Stalin,  be  worked  in  a  peasant  regime 
on  freedom  of  commerce,  as  under  the  NEP  of  1921-19271  or  ji; 
based  on  individual  farmers,  as  in  the  “War  Communism”  of 
the  former  of  these  required  that  the  peasants  be  given  goods  in  csc 
while  the  latter  could  be  made  a  failure  by  peasant  refusals  to  pm^jj 
more  food  than  was  required  by  their  own  needs.  The  NtP 
not  find  a  solution  to  this  problem.  In  spite  of  the  closing  of 
sors  in  1923-1927,  industrial  prices  remained  higher  than  farm 
peasants  were  reluctant  to  supply  food  to  the  cities  since  they 
not  get  the  cities’  products  they  wanted  in  return,  and  the  amo 
peasants’  grain  which  was  sold  remained  about  13  percent  of 
raised  in  1927  compared  to  26  percent  in  1913.  Such  a  system 
provide  a  high  standard  of  living  for  the  peasants,  but  it  cou 
provide  the  highly  industrialized  basis  necessary  to  support  ‘  Soc  ‘ 
in  a  single  country.”  piid 

The  new  direction  which  Russia’s  development  took  after 
which  we  call  “Stalinism”  is  a  consequence  of  numerous  factors. 
of  these  factors  were  (i)  the  bloodthirsty'  and  paranoiac 
Stalin  and  his  associates,  (2)  a  return  of  Russia  to  its  older 
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on  a  new  level  and  a  new  intensity,  and  (3)  a  theory  of  social, 

P®  itical,  and  economic  developments  which  is  included  under  the 
P  tase  “Socialism  in  a  single  country.”  This  theory  was  embraced  with 
an  insane  fanaticism  by  the  rulers  of  the  new  Russia,  and  pro- 
1,'  such  powerful  motivations  for  Soviet  foreign  and  domestic  poli- 
it  must  be  analyzed  at  some  length. 

_  he  rivalry  between  Stalin  and  Trotsky  in  the  mid- 1920’s  was  fought 
^*^h  slogans  as  well  as  with  more  violent  weapons.  Trotsky  called  for 
^''’orld  revolution,”  while  Stalin  wanted  “Communism  in  a  single  coun- 
V  ’  According  to  Trotsk)%  Russia  was  economically  too  weak  and  too 
^^ckward  to  be  able  to  establish  a  Communist  system  alone.  Such  a 
all  agreed,  could  not  e.xist  except  in  a  fully  industrialized  coun- 
Russia,  which  was  so  far  from  being  industrialized,  could  obtain 
®  necessary  capital  only  by  borrowing  it  abroad  or  bs’  accumulating 
^  ^'■om  its  own  people.  In  either  case,  it  would  be  taken,  in  the  long 
from  Russia’s  peasants  by  political  duress,  in  the  one  case  being 
^•'‘Ported  to  pay  for  foreign  loans  and,  in  the  other  case,  being  given, 
and  raw  materials,  to  the  industrial  workers  in  the  city.  Both 
^vould  be  fraught  with  dangers;  foreign  countries,  because  their 
*^conomic  systems  were  capitalistic,  would  not  stand  idly  by  and 
jj  ^  rival  Socialistic  system  to  reach  successful  achievement  in  Rus- 
Ig*’  'Moreover,  in  either  case,  there  would  be  a  dangerously  high 
of  peasant  discontent,  since  the  necessarx’  food  and  raw  materials 
“"‘d  have  to  be  taken  from  Russia’s  peasantry  by  political  duress, 
^^ihout  economic  return.  This  followed  from  the  Soviet  theory  that 
ind  °f  foreign  capitalist  countries  would  require  Russia’s  new 

*^o  emphasize  heavy  industrial  products  able  to  support  the 
to  of  armaments  rather  than  light  industrial  products  able 

provide  consumers’  goods  which  could  be  given  to  the  peasants  in 
7"  for  tKeir  producl 

'Vo  ^'^^^f'^viks  assumed,  as  an  axiom,  that  capitalistic  countries 
jyal*  oot  allow  tlie  Soviet  Union  to  build  up  a  successful  Socialistic 
sjj.  which  would  make  all  capitalism  obsolete.  This  idea  was 
th^^Sthened  by  a  theory,  to  which  Lenin  made  a  chief  contribution, 
the  ''^P^t'ialisni  is  the  last  stage  of  capitalism.”  According  to  this 
a  fully  industrialized  capitalistic  country  enters  upon  a  period 
depression  which  leads  it  to  embrace  a  program  of  w'ar- 
g  (;_  ‘'S&fcssion.  The  theory  insisted  that  the  distribution  of  income  in 
tj^^^ipitalistic  society  would  become  so  inequitable  that  the  masses  of 
Would  not  obtain  sufficient  income  to  buy  the  goods  being 
"’ith^H^^  f’y  the  industrial  plants.  As  such  unsold  goods  accumulated 
profits  and  deepening  depression,  there  would  be  a  shift 
good*-  production  of  armaments  to  proyide  profits  and  produce 

^  whicli  could  be  sold  and  there  would  be  an  increasingly  ag- 
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gressive  foreign  policy  in  order  to  obtain  markets  for  unsold  goods  i'' 
backward  or  undeveloped  countries.  Such  aggressive  imperialisiTi'  ^ 
seemed  to  Soviet  thinkers,  would  inevitably  make  Russia  a  target  o 
aggression  in  order  to  prevent  a  successful  Communist  system 
from  becoming  an  attractive  model  for  the  discontented  proletariat  * 
capitalistic  countries.  According  to  Trotsk)',  all  these  truths  made  it  <1“* 
obvious  that  “Socialism  in  a  single  country”  was  an  impossible  * 
especially  if  that  single  country  was  as  poor  and  backward  as  Russ*^| 
To  Trotsky  and  his  friends  it  seemed  quite  clear  that  the  salvation 
the  Soviet  sj-stem  must  be  sought  in  a  world  revolution  which  woi* 
bring  other  countries,  especially  such  an  advanced  industrial  countt) 


s  Germany,  to  Russia’s  side  as  allies. 


5  wendi**S 


its  weary  way  in  1923-19:7,  it  became  quite  clear  not  only  that  v 
revolution  was  impossible  and  that  Germany  was  not  going  either 
a  Communist  revolution  or  an  alliance  with  the  Soviet,  it  also 
equally  clear  that  “oppressed  colonial”  areas  such  as  China  were 
going  to  ally  with  the  Soviet  Union.  “Communism  in  a  single  couR 
had  to  be  adopted  as  Russia’s  policy  simply  because  there  was  no  < 
ternative. 

Communism  in  Russia  alone  required,  according  to  Bolshevik  r 
ers,  that  the  country  must  be  industrialized  with  breakneck  sp®®  ’ 
whatever  the  waste  and  hardsliips,  and  must  emphasize  heavy 
and  armaments  rather  than  rising  standards  of  living.  This  meant 
the  goods  produced  by  the  peasants  must  be  taken  from  then*) 
political  duress,  without  any  economic  return,  and  that  the  ult* 


authoritarian  terror  must  be  used  to  prev^ent  the  peasants 


from 


reducing  their  level  of  production  to  their  own  consumption  ne® 
they  had  done  in  the  period  of  “War  Communism”  in 
meant  that  the  first  step  toward  the  industrialization  of  Russia  req  , 
that  the  peasantry  be  broken  by  terror  and  reorganized  from  a 
istic  basis  of  private  farms  to  a  Socialistic  system  of  collective 
.Moreover,  to  prevent  imperialist  capitalistic  countries  from 
vantage  of  the  inevitable  unrest  this  program  would  create  in  ^ 
it  was  necessary  to  crush  all  kinds  of  foreign  espionage, 
the  Bolshevik  state,  independent  thought,  or  public  discontent. 
must  be  crushed  by  terror  so  that  the  whole  of  Russia  cou 
formed  into  a  monolithic  structure  of  disciplined  proletariat 
would  obev'  their  leaders  with  such  unquestioning  obedience  ^ 
would  strike  fear  in  the  hearts  of  every  potential  aggressor.  3 

The  steps  in  this  theory  followed  one  another  like  the  steps 
geometrical  proposition;  failure  of  the  revolution  in  industria  1 
vanced  Germany  required  that  Communism  be  established  in 
Russia;  this  demanded  rapid  industrialization  with  emphasis  on 
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for  meant  that  the  peasants  could  not  obtain  consumers’  goods 

redi]  niaterials;  this  meant  that  the  peasants  must  be 

Oji  terroristic  duress  to  collective  farms  w  here  they  could 

all  reduce  their  levels  of  production;  this  required  that 

^ate  and  independence  be  crushed  under  a  despotic  police 

Co  prevent  foreign  capitalistic  imperialists  from  exploiting  the  dis- 
proof”^^  social  unrest  in  Russia.  To  the  rulers  in  the  Kremlin  the  final 
had”  proposition  appeared  when  Germany,  which 

in  Communist  but  had  remained  capitalistic,  attacked  Russia 

historian,  who  might  question  the  assumptions  or  the  stages  in  this 
Wi  ’^he  theory  made  it  possible  for  Bolshevik 

isj^  ^0  abandon  most  of  the  influences  of  Western  ideology  in  Marx- 
irs  humanitarianism,  its  equalitj’^,  or  its  antimihtarist,  anti- 
dcjD  allow  it  to  fall  back  into  the  Russian  tradition  of  a 

'V’as^  police  state  resting  on  espionage  and  terror,  in  which  there 
^lers  ^olf  in  ideology  and  manner  of  living  between  tlie 

aj  '^he  ruled.  It  should  also  be  evident  that  a  new  regime,  such 

ciai  ^  ^^'ism  was  in  Russia,  would  have  no  traditional  methods  of  so- 
3nd  or  circulation  of  elites;  these  w’ould  be  based  on  intrigue 

cisive  would  inevitably  bring  to  the  top  the  most  de- 

^^^^^loss,  most  unprincipled,  and  most  violent  of  its 
escgbi’^p’  ^  group,  forming  around  Stalin,  began  the  process  of 

hnued  "‘Communism  in  a  single  country”  in  1927-1929,  and  con- 
gcjjj^  of^  interrupted  by  the  approach  of  w^ar  in  1941.  This  pro- 
^lans’°  industrialization  w’as  organized  in  a  series  of  “Five-Year 

Th'  u-  irrst  covered  the  years  1928-1932. 

tio^  of  elements  in  the  First  Five-Year  Plan  wxre  the  collectiviza- 
In  Q  j  agriculture  and  the  creation  of  a  basic  system  of  heavy  industry, 
citicj  “^^rease  the  supply  of  food  and  industrial  labor  in  the 

oWti'  forced  the  peasants  off  their  own  lands  (w’orked  by  their 
coopg  rbeir  own  tools)  onto  large  communal  farms,  worked 

huge  s  ^  lands,  tools,  and  animals  owned  in  common,  or  onto 
ployg*^®^®.f®rms,  run  as  state-owned  enterprises  by  wage-earning  em- 
co^  lands,  tools,  and  animals  owned  by  the  government.  In 

dividgj'^^  ^^rms  the  crops  w'ere  owned  jointly  by  the  members  and  were 
and  ofU  certain  amounts  had  been  set  aside  for  ta.xes,  purchases, 
the  cr  payments  W'hich  directed  food  to  the  cities.  In  state  farms 
had  bee^*  "ere  owmed  outright  by  the  state,  after  the  necessary  costs 
farjpj  time,  experience  show’ed  that  the  costs  of  the  state 

hardly,  and  their  operations  so  inefficient  that  they  were 

The  although  they  continued  to  be  created. 


e  shift 
^  '’lolenth 


to  the  new  system  came  slowly  in  1927-1929  and  then  w^as 
ly  into  full  operation  in  1950.  In  the  space  of  six  weeks 
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(Februan^’-March  1930)  collective  farms  increased  from  59,4°°’  " 
4,400,000  families,  to  1 10,200  farms,  with  14,300,000  families.  All 
ants  ^^•ho  resisted  Avere  treated  with  violence;  their  property 
fiscated,  they  were  beaten  or  sent  into  e.xile  in  remote  areas;  many 
killed.  This  process,  known  as  “the  liquidation  of  the  kulaks’’  (*'’ 
the  richer  peasantry  resisted  most  vigorously),  affected  five  nn 
kulak  families.  Rather  than  give  up  their  animals  to  the  colle<^ 
farms,  many  peasants  killed  them.  As  a  result,  the  number  of 
was  reduced  from  30.7  million  in  1928  to  19.6  million  in  193 3’  "  j 
in  the  same  five  years,  sheep  and  goats  fell  from  146.7  million  to  5°'^ 
million,  hogs  from  26  to  12.1  million,  and  horses  from  33  5 
million.  .Moreover,  the  planting  season  of  1930  was  entirely 
and  the  agricultural  activities  of  later  years  continued  to  be  distu 
so  that  food  production  decreased  drastically.  Since  the  government 
sisted  on  taking  the  food  needed  to  support  the  urban  popul^‘t"’'^’,.^p 
rural  areas  were  left  with  inadequate  food,  and  at  least  three 
peasants  starv'ed  in  1931-1933.  Twelve  years  later,  in  1945, 

Winston  Churchill  that  twelve  million  peasants  died  in  this  reorg'-* 
tion  of  agriculture.  ^Ifj. 

To  compensate  for  these  setbacks,  large  areas  of  previously 
vated  lands,  man\'  of  them  semiarid,  were  brought  under 
mostly  in  Siberia,  as  state  farms.  Considerable  research  \vas  done 
crop  varieties  to  increase  yields,  and  to  utilize  the  drier  lands  of 
and  the  shorter  growing  season  in  the  north.  As  a  consequence,  t 
under  cultivation  increased  by  21  percent  in  1927-1938.  Hov'e' 
fact  that  the  Soviet  population  rose,  in  the  same  eleven 
150  million  to  170  million  persons,  meant  that  the  cultivated 
per  capita  rose  only  from  1.9  to  2.0  acres.  The  use  of  scnnain^^ 
required  a  considerable  extension  of  irrigation;  thus  there  vvas  ‘ 
crease  of  about  50  percent  in  the  acreage  irrigated  in  the  dcca 
1938  (from  10,6  million  acres  to  15.2  million  acres).  Some  of 
gation  projects  combined  irrigation  with  the  generation  of  electri  . 
waterpower,  and  provided  improved  water  transportation 
in  our  Tennessee  \^alley  Authority;  this  was  true  of  the 
at  Dnepropetrovsk  on  the  lower  Dnieper  River,  which  had  a  t-’T 
of  half  4  million  kilowatts  (1935).  coH’' 

The  reduction  in  farm  animals,  which  was  not  made  up  by  >94 
bined  with  the  efforts  to  develop  heavy  industry,  resulted  i'l  "  jlic 
of  tractors  and  other  mechanized  equipment  in  agricuh^^^^^^jjiiJ 


)  483-5 


number  of  tractors  rose  from  26.7  thousand  in  192  I  w  doti*^  '■ 

in  1938,  while  in  the  same  decade  the  percentage  of  ploV'^S 
tractors  increased  from  i  percent  to  72  percent.  Harve.sting  "'as 
ingly  done  by  combines,  the  number  of  these  increasing  f'"*”” 
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,  '928  to  182,000  in  1940.  Such  complicated  machinery  was  not 

9ons^  collective  farms  but  by  independent  machine-tractor  sta- 

^  scattered  about  the  country;  they  had  to  be  hired  from  tliese  as 
^as  needed.  The  introduction  of  mechanized  farming  of  this  t\  pe 
^nced°*^  unnii.xed  success,  as  many  machines  were  ruined  by  ine.xperi- 

thel^  *Jnd  tlie  costs  of  upkeep  and  fuel  were  very  high.  Never- 

(q  tile  trend  toward  mechanization  continued,  partly  from  a  desire 
United  States  and  partly  from  a  rather  childish  enthusiasm 
technolog)-.  These  two  impulses  combined,  at  times,  to 
eflj  •  ^  “gigantoniania,”  or  enthusiasm  for  large  size  rather  than  for 

nian  °r  a  satisfactor)^  way  of  life.  In  agriculture  this  gave  rise  to 
"'ere  state  farms  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  acres  which 

^lech  ^.”'^®”®tisly  inefficient.  Moreover,  the  shift  to  such  large-scale 
'Zed  "griculture,  in  contrast  to  the  old  czarist  agriculture  organ- 

^ystern  peasant  plots  cultivated  in  a  three-year,  fallow-rotation 

insect  '  '"creased  such  problems  as  spreading  drought,  losses  to 

fej.jili^P*^^’-'’’  decreasing  soil  fertility,  requiring  the  use  of  artificial 
bee  these  problems,  Soviet  agriculture,  without  ever 

base  successful  or  even  adequate,  provided  a  steadily  expanding 

the  inv^  growth  of  Soviet  industry,  until  both  were  disrupted  by 
The  Hitler’s  hordes  in  the  summer  of  1941. 

the  s  portion  of  the  First  Five-Year  Plan  was  pursued  with 

lac  ^  ™thless  drive  as  the  collectivization  of  agriculture  and  had  simi- 
results;  impressive  physical  accomplishment,  large-scale 
stand’  integration,  ruthless  disregard  of  personal  comfort  and 

goats  a  ^  constant  purges  of  opposition  elements,  of  scape- 

ganda  inefficient,  all  to  the  accompaniment  of  blasts  of  propa- 

attaoi^-  tlic  plan’s  real  achievements  to  incredible  dimensions. 

Within''^  ^PPnsition  groups  (sometimes  real  and  frequently  imaginary) 

“"for 
'vithin 
The 


'^'^P'talist  imperi-alist”  countries  and  their  secret  “saboteurs” 


•■‘an  of  PHn  of  1928-1932  was  followed  by  a  Second 

cotnpigt*?^^~.*937  and  a  Third  Plan  of  1938-1942.  The  last  of  these  was 
ftotp  ‘disrupted  by  the  German  invasion  of  June  1941,  and  had, 
its  beginning,  undergone  periodic  modifications  which  changed 
becaujg  f  direction  of  an  increased  emphasis  on  armaments 

of  the  rising  international  tensions.  Because  of  the  inadequacies 

'^^nts  1^*  ^  Soviet  statistics,  it  is  not  easy  to  make  any  definite  state- 
^bere  y,y.  success  of  these  plans.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 

that  th'  ^  increase  in  the  physical  output  of  industrial  goods  and 
was  very  largely  in  capital  equipment  rather  than  in 
^  goods.  It  is  also  clear  that  much  of  this  advance  was  uncoor- 
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dinated  and  spotn*  and  that,  while  Soviet  national  income  was 
the  standard  of  living  of  the  Russian  peoples  was  declining 
1928  level.  j 

The  following  estimates,  made  by  Alexander  Baykov,  will  give  so^^ 
idea  of  the  magnitude  of  the  achievement  of  the  Soviet  economic  s) 
in  the  period  1928-1940: 


Coal  (million  tons) 

Oil  (million  tons) 

Pig  iron  (million  tons) 

Steel  (million  tons) 

Cement  (million  tons) 

Electric  power  (billion  kw.) 

Cotton  textiles  (million  meters) 

Woolen  textiles  (million  meters) 

Leather  shoes  (million  pairs) 

Railroad  freight  (billion  ton-kilometers) 
Total  population  (millions) 

Urban  population  (estimated  percentage) 
Employed  persons  (millions) 

Total  wage  payments  (millions  of  rubles) 
Grain  crops  (millions  of  hectoliters) 


1928 

35.0 
1 1.5 

3- 3 

4- 3 
1.8 

5- 0 
2742.0 

93.2 

93-4 

150.0 

18.0% 


92.2 


1940 

id6.o 

31,1 

15'® 

18.3 

48.3 

3700J 

ijo.0 

itO'O 

4'J’“ 

173^ 

33.o“/» 

31.* 

,6i^ 

iiiJ 


There  can  be  little  doubt  that  this  tremendous  achievement  in  ’ 
trialization  made  it  possible  for  the  Soviet  system  to  withsta 
German  assault  in  1941.  At  the  same  time  the  magnitude  of  the  a^ 
ment  produced  great  distortions  and  tensions  in  Soviet  life-  ^ 

persons  moved  from  villages  to  cities  (some  of  these  entirely  n  >3] 
find  inadequate  housing,  inadequate  food,  and  violent  psVC  ®  f, 
tensions.  On  the  other  hand,  the  same  move  opened  to  them  wici^  0  ^  ^ 
tunities  in  free  education,  for  themselves  and  for  their  children, 
as  opportunities  to  rise  in  the  social,  economic,  and  party  in 

As  a  consequence  of  such  opportunities,  class  distinctions 
the  Soviet  Union,  the  privileged  leaders  of  the  secret 
Red  Armv,  as  well  as  the  leaders  of  the  party  and  certain  favote^ 
musicians,  ballet  dancers,  and  actors,  obtaining  incomes  so  ■' 
those  of  the  ordinary  Russian  that  they  lived  in  quite  a  dilfeid’-^^j^j^ct 
The  ordinary  Russian  had  inadequate  food  and  housing,  "'as 
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Qj,  ^^’•^nded  rationing,  having  to  stand  in  line  for  scarce  consumers’  items 
''’ithout  them  for  long  periods,  and  was  reduced  to  living, 
his  family,  in  a  single  room,  or  even,  in  many  cases,  to  a  corner 
room  shared  with  other  families.  The  privileged  rulers  and 
the  had  the  best  of  everj'thing,  including  foods  and  wines, 

offi  vacation  villas  in  the  country  or  in  the  Crimea,  the  use  of 
sion**^  iti  the  city,  the  right  to  live  in  old  czarist  palaces  and  man- 
obtain  tickets  to  the  best  seats  at  the  musical  or 
Wer  Performances.  These  privileges  of  the  ruling  group,  however, 
even  ^  terrible  price:  at  the  cost  of  complete  insecurity,  for 

^ctet”^  highest  party  officials  were  under  constant  surt^eillance  by  the 
to  de*^  P^°hce  and  inevitably  >\'ould  be  purged,  sooner  or  later,  to  e.xile  or 

The 

Phns  of  inequality  was  increasingly  rapid  under  the  Five-Year 

V’ete  embodied  in  law.  All  restrictions  on  ma.ximum  salaries 

gfgjjt^^^”^°ved;  variations  in  salaries  grew  steadily  wider  and  were  made 
s’  nonmonetary  privileges  extended  to  the  favored  upper 
^arc  stores  were  established  where  the  privileged  could  obtain 

diffe  low  prices;  two  or  even  three  restaurants,  with  entirely 

of  nienus,  were  set  up  in  industrial  plants  for  different  levels 
Wgfg  f  housing  discrimination  became  steadily  wider;  all  wages 

3  piecework  basis  even  when  this  was  quite  impractical; 
differ  ^vid  work  minimums  were  steadily  raised.  Much  of  this 

^Vstem  °f  wages  was  justified  under  a  fraudulent  propaganda 

^own  as  Staklianovism. 

in  j  ’935i  miner  named  Stakhanov  mined  102  tons  of  coal 

''1  other'  times  the  usual  output.  Similar  exploits  were  arranged 

taisitjg  ^^^’•'vities  for  propaganda  purposes  and  used  to  justify  speedup, 
the  St  H  quotas,  and  wage  differences.  At  the  same  time. 

Only  hying  of  the  ordinary  worker  was  steadily  reduced  not 

''’^stion  c]uotas  but  also  by  a  systematic  policy  of  segmented 

then  purchased  from  the  collective  farms  at  low  prices 

"'as  public  at  high  prices.  The  gap  between  these  two 

•>>’  year.  At  the  same  time  the  amount  of 
Or  I  from  the  peasants  was  gradually  increased  by  one  technique 
We^  collective  farms  had  to  shift  to  tractors  and  combines 

tractor  .'•'^hen  from  the  farms  themselves  and  centralized  in  machine- 
rates  controlled  by  the  government.  They  had  to  be  hired 

farm.  approached  one-fifth  of  the  total  output  of  the  collective 

(sales^  sources  of  governmental  income  was  a  turnover 

gen^  consumers’  goods;  this  varied  from  item  to  item,  but 

ducgf  I  y  about  60  percent  or  more.  It  was  not  imposed  on  pro- 


’f  half 


thT^^'  were,  on  the  contrary,  subsidized  to  the  extent 

government’s  e-\penditures.  Price  segmentation  was  so  great 
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that  in  the  period  1927-1948  consumers’  prices  went  up  thirtyfo'*^’ 
wages  went  up  elevenfold,  while  prices  of  producers’  goods  and  atiP*'" 
ments  went  up  less  than  threefold.  This  served  to  reduce  consunipf><|^^ 
and  to  falsify  the  statistical  picture  of  the  national  income,  standat 
of  living,  and  the  breakdown  between  consumers’  goods,  capital  good*' 
and  armaments. 

As  public  discontent  and  social  tensions  grew  in  the  period  of 
Five-Year  plans  and  the  collectivization  of  agriculture,  the  use  of  spV’i'’?’ 
purges,  torture,  and  murder  increased  out  of  all  proportion.  Every 
of  discontent,  every  discovery  of  inefficiency^  every  recognition  of 
past  mistake  of  the  authorities  resulted  in  new  waves  of  police  activit}’ 
When  the  meat  supplies  of  the  cities  almost  vanished,  after  the 
tivization  of  agriculture  in  the  early  1930’s,  more  than  a  dozen  of  f  ^ 
high  officials  in  charge  of  meat  supplies  in  Moscow  were  arrested  2^^ 
shot,  although  they  were  in  no  way  responsible  for  the  shortagC' 
the  middle  1930’s  the  search  for  “saboteurs”  and  for  “enemies  of 
state”  became  an  all-enveloping  mania  which  left  hardly  a  family 
touched.  Hundreds  of  thousands  were  killed,  frequently  on  comp*®' 
false  charges,  while  millions  were  arrested  and  e.xiled  to  Siberia  or  P' 
into  huge  slave-labor  camps.  In  these  camps,  under  conditions  of  s®' 
starv’ation  and  incredible  cruelty,  millions  toiled  in  mines,  io 
camps  in  the  Arctic,  or  building  new  railroads,  new  canals,  or  new  t 
Estimates  of  the  number  of  persons  in  such  slave-labor  camp® 
period  just  before  Hitler's  attack  in  1941  vary  from  as  low'  as  two 
lion  to  as  high  as  twenty  million.  The  majority  of  these  prisoners 
done  nothing  against  the  Soviet  state  or  the  Communist  sysf®’*'’’ 
consisted  of  the  relatives,  associates,  and  friends  of  persons 
been  arrested  on  more  serious  charges.  Many  of  these  charges 
pletelv  false,  having  been  trumped  up  to  provide  labor  in  remote 
scapegoats  for  administrative  breakdowns,  and  to  eliminate  p^^  ^1^^ 
rivals  in  the  control  of  the  Soviet  system,  or  simply  bccau.se  ^ 
constantly  growing  mass  paranoidal  suspicion  which  envelop® 
upper  levels  of  the  regime.  In  many  cases,  incidental  events  led  m  ^ 
scale  reprisals  for  personal  grudges  far  bevond  any  scope  ^gjls 

t  itself.  In  most  cases  these  “liquidations”  took  place  in  the 
«cret  police,  in  the  middle  of  the  night,  wdth  no  public  [,|,c 


the  secret 

ments  except  the  most  laconic.  But,  in  a  few'  cases,  spectacue» 
trials  were  staged  in  which  the  accused,  usually  famous 
were  berated  and  reviled,  volubly  confessed  their  own  liastarcHy  2® 
and,  after  conviction,  were  taken  out  and  shot.  l;cp' 

These  purges  and  trials  kept  the  Soviet  Union  in  an  uproar  <1 
the  rest  of  the  world  in  a  state  of  continuous  amazement  r  n 
the  period  of  the  Five-Year  plans.  In  1929  a  large  group  of 
who  objected  to  the  ruthless  e.xploitation  of  the  peasantry  (di®  * 


%htist 
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.opposition”),  led  by  the  party’s  most  expert  theoretician  ( 
^hird  *^^ology,  Nikolai  Bukharin,  was  purged.  In  1933  about 
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1  of 

fhird  loeoiogy,  JMEolai  bukharm,  was  purged.  In  1933  about  a 

’■^0  members  of  the  party  (at  least  a  million  names)  were  expelled 
potter  1935,  following  upon  the  murder  of  a  Stalinist  sup- 

‘'’cludi  P^irov,  by  the  secret  police,  many  of  the  “Old  Bolsheviks,” 
year  Zinoviev  and  Kamenev,  were  tried  for  treason.  The  following 
•tied  Spanish  Civil  War  was  beginning,  the  same  group  w  ere 

auQti,  oiore  as  “Trotskyists”  and  were  shot.  A  few  months  later 
group  of  “Old  Bolsheviks,”  including  Karl  Radek  and 
Same  *  were  tried  for  treason  and  executed.  Later  in  that 

(*937)  evidence  that  the  Soviet  army  leaders  had  been  in 
with  the  German  High  Command  was  sent  from  the 
to  c  |!^  secret  police,  through  Benes,  the  president  of  Czechoslovakia, 
Tlaese  communications  had  been  going  on  since  before  1920, 
beg^  ^P^"^  secret  to  careful  students  of  European  affairs,  and  had 
the  by  both  governments  as  part  of  a  common  front  against 

as  ®^tern  democratic  Powers;  nevertheless  this  information  wms  used 
^'ght  Pttrge  the  Red  Anuy  of  most  of  its  old  leaders,  while 

Were  highest  generals,  led  by  Marshal  .Mikhail  Tukhachevski, 

^  later,  in  March  1938,  the  few  remain- 
^^*tharin^°  were  tried,  convicted,  and  executed.  These  included 

the  s  *”’  ■^'^hsei  Rykov  (who  had  succeeded  Lenin  as  president  of 
Police)'"*^'^  Yagoda  (who  had  been  head  of  the  secret 

^teason'r^^  ^^^der  who  wms  publicly  eliminated  by  these  “.Moscow 
ol(jgr  I  “tals”  thousands  were  eliminated  in  secret.  B\’  1939  all  of  the 
had  died  Bolshevism  had  been  driven  from  public  life  and  most 

such  as  leaving  only  Stalin  and  his  younger  collaborators. 

Word  Glotov  and  Voroshilov.  All  opposition  to  this  group,  in  action, 
^^bota  was  regarded  as  equivalent  to  counterrevolutionary 

^ndcr  aggressive  capitalistic  espionage, 

eies;  0^  all  Russia  was  dominated  by  three  huge  bureaucra- 

rhe  sg  ^  government,  of  the  party,  and  of  the  secret  police.  Of  the.se, 
w  as  more  powerful  than  the  party  and  the  parts'  more 
farm  government.  Every  office,  factory,  university,  collec- 

the  laboratory,  or  museum  had  all  three  structures.  When 

of  a  factory  sought  to  produce  goods,  they  were 
^P^cial  d)  "itlr  by  the  party  committee  (cell)  or  b\-  the 

"ere  secret  police  unit)  within  the  factory.  Tlicre 

*’^''vinp  I  ^^’■"’orks  of  secret-police  spies,  unknow  n  to  each  other,  one 
to  3  ] .  special  department  of  the  factory,  while  the  other  reported 
"upaj^j  °  ^'  ^1  of  the  secret  police  outside.  Most  of  these  spies  were 

'b'rioris”  ^t.'rved  under  threats  of  blackmail  or  liquidation.  Such  “liqui- 
'-ould  range  from  wage  reductions  (^which  went  to  the  secret 
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police),  through  beatings  or  torture,  to  exile,  imprisonment,  expels*® 
from  the  party  (if  a  member),  to  murder.  The  secret  police  had 
mous  funds,  since  it  collected  wage  deductions  from  large 
had  millions  of  slave  laborers  in  its  camps  to  be  rented  out,  like 
animals  on  a  contract  basis,  for  state  construction  projects.  Whene'^^ 
the  secret  police  needed  more  money  it  could  sweep  large  numkers^^^ 
persons,  without  trial  or  notice,  into  its  wage  deduction  system  ov  1 
its  labor  camps  to  be  hired  out.  It  would  seem  that  the  secret 
operating  in  this  fashion,  were  the  real  rulers  of  Russia.  This 
except  at  the  very  top,  where  Stalin  could  always  liquidate  the 
of  the  secret  police  by  having  him  arrested  by  his  second  in  - 

in  return  for  Stalin’s  promise  to  promote  the  arrester  to  the  top  P®*' 

In  this  wav  the  chiefs  of  the  secret  police  were  successively  elimi'’® 

V.  iMenzhinsky  was  replaced  by  Yagoda  in  1934,  Yagoda  by  o 
Yezhov  in  1936,  and  Yezhov  by  Lavrenti  Beria  in  1938.  These 
shifts  sought  to  cover  up  the  falsifications  of  evidence  which  these 
had  prepared  for  the  great  purges  of  the  period,  each  man’s 
being  closed  by  death  as  his  part  in  the  elimination  of  Stalin’s  riva 
concluded.  To  keep  the  organization  subordinate  to  the 
of  the  leaders  of  the  secret  police  was  a  member  of  the  Politburo 
Beria,  and  Beria  was  completely  Stalin’s  creature  until  they  pensn 
gether  in  1953. 

It  would  be  a  grave  mistake  to  believe  that  the  Soviet  system  0 
ernment,  with  its  peculiar  amalgam  of  censorship,  mass  propagao” 
ruthless  terror,  was  an  invention  of  Stalin  and  his  friends;  it  'gni; 
equally  erroneous  to  believe  that  this  system  is  a  creation  of 
the  truth  is  that  it  is  a  part  of  the  Russian  way  of  life  and  has  a 
going  back  through  czarism  to  Byzantianism  and  to  caesarism.  It* 
itself  it  has  typical  precedents  in  Ivan  the  Terrible,  Peter  the 
Paul  I,  or  Alexander  III.  The  chief  changes  were  that  the 
through  the  advance  of  technology,  of  weapons,  of  coniniumc 
and  of  transportation,  became  more  perx^asive,  more  constant, 
lent,  and  more  irrational.  As  an  example  of  its  irrationality 
point  out  that  policy  was  subject  to  sudden  reversals,  which 
were  pursued  with  ruthless  severity,  but  under  which,  once  po*  ^ 
shifted,  those  who  had  been  most  active  in  the  earlier  official 
were  liquidated  as  saboteurs  or  enemies  of  the  state  for 
activities  as  soon  as  the  policy  xvas  changed.  In  the  late  1920S  jjj 
in  the  Ukraine  had  to  speak  Ukrainian;  in  a  few  years  those 
xvere  persecuted  for  seeking  to  disrupt  the  Soviet  Union.  As 
were  shifted,  each  demanded  100  percent  loyalty,  which  bec^ 
excuse  for  liquidation  by  a  successor  as  soon  as  the  leader 
reversals  in  policy  toward  the  peasants  created  many  victims,  a* 
violent  reversals  in  foreign  policy.  Soviet-German  relations  shu 
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n  K  ’ 

3S1S  of  friendship  in  1912-1927  to  one  of  most  violent  animosity  in 
patent  friendship  and  cooperation  in  1939-1941, 
followed  h\-  \  iolent  animosity  again  in  1941.  These  reversals  of 


they 


t'ere  difficult  for  the  heavily  censored  Russian  people  to  follow; 
Mere  almost  impossible  for  Soviet  sympathizers  or  members  of 
^  ttimunist  parties  in  foreign  countries  to  follow;  and  they  were  yery’' 
“ttgerous  to  the  leaders  of  the  Soviet  system,  who  might  find  themselves 
cr  arrest  today  for  bavin?  followed  a  different  (hut  official)  policy 
yf-'f  previously. 

in  spite  yf  difficulties,  the  Soviet  Union  continued  to 

'  'IT  industrial  and  military  strength  in  the  decade  before  1941.  In 
^  of  low  standards  of  hying,  racking  internal  tensions,  devastating 
the  ■  dislocations,  and  large-scale  waste  and  inefficiency, 

basis  of  Soviet  power  continued  to  expand.  Nazi  Germans, 
’c  outside  world  in  general,  were  more  aware  of  the  tensions, 
and  inefficiency  than  they  were  of  the  growing 
to  result  that  all  were  amazed  at  the  Soviet  Union’s  ability 

'  ‘Stand  the  German  assault  which  began  on  June  22,  1941. 
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Introduction 


The  fate  of  Germany  is  one  of  the  most  tragic  in  all  human  history, 
for  seldom  has  a  people  of  such  talent  and  accomplishment 
brought  such  disasters  on  themselves  and  on  others.  The  explana- 
tj?''  bow  Germany  came  to  such  straits  cannot  be  found  by  examining 
bistory  of  the  twentieth  century  alone.  Germany  came  to  the  disaster 
*945  by  a  path  whose  beginnings  lie  in  the  distant  past,  in  the  whole 
Pattern  of  German  history  from  the  days  of  the  Germanic  tribes  to 
®  present.  That  Germany  had  a  tribal  and  not  a  civilized  origin  and 
outside  the  boundaries  of  the  Roman  Empire  and  of  the  Latin 
i*Hguage  were  two  of  the  factors  which  led  Germany  ultimately  to 
UaP^  T^be  Germanic  tribe  gave  security  and  meaning  to  each  individ- 
^  life  to  a  degree  where  it  almost  absorbed  the  individual  in  the 
.  °Hp,  as  tribes  usually  do.  It  gave  security  because  it  protected  the 
‘vidual  in  a  social  status  of  kno'ivii  and  relatively  stable  social  rela- 
'vith  his  fellows;  it  gave  meaning  because  it  was  all-absorbing— 
n  if  vou  will,  in  that  it  satisfied  almost  all  an  individual’s 

Th 

®  shattering  of  the  Germanic  tribe  in  the  period  of  the  migrations, 
but^^'^  hundred  years  ago,  and  the  exposure  of  its  members  to  a  higher, 

.  squally  total  and  equally  satisfying,  social  structure-the  Roman 
system;  and  the  subsequent,  almost  immediately  subsequent, 
of  shat  Roman  system  caused  a  double  trauma  from  which 
***^Hians  have  not  recovered  even  toda\’.  The  shattering  of  the  tribe 
.’•hs  individual  German,  as  a  similar  c.xperience  today  has  left  many 
secu^-^"^’  of  unfamiliar  experiences  in  which  there  was  neither 

she  meaning.  A\’hen  all  other  relationships  had  been  destroyed, 

Sum  "’****  foft  with  only  one  human  relationship  on  which  he 

S-'oulH  energy— loyalty  to  his  immediate  companions.  But  this 

single  1"°'^  his  iife’s  energy  or  satisfy  all  of  life’s  needs-no 

^  lunian  relationship  ever  can— and  the  effort  to  make  it  do  so  can 
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only  turn  it  into  a  monstrosity.  But  the  German  tribesman  of  the  sixth 
centuty-,  when  all  else  was  shattered,  made  such  an  effort  and  trietl 
to  build  all  security  and  all  meaning  on  personal  loyalty.  Any  violence, 
any  criminal  act,  any  bestiality  was  justified  for  the  sake  of  the  allegiance 
of  personal  loyalty.  The  result  is  to  be  seen  in  the  earliest  work  o 
Germanic  literature— the  Nkbelungenlied,  a  madhouse  dominated  by 
this  one  mood,  in  a  situation  not  totally’  unlike  the  Germany  of  i945' 
Into  the  insamty  of  monomania  created  by  the  shattering  of  th^ 
Germanic  tribes  came  the  sudden  recognition  of  a  better  system,  wnid 
could  be,  they’  thought,  equally  secure,  equally  meaningful,  because 
equally  total.  This  was  symbolized  by  the  word  Ro7ne.  It  is  almost  ini 
possible  for  us,  of  the  West  and  of  today,  imbued  as  xve  are  '''t 
historical  perspectix’e  and  individualism,  to  see  yvhat  Classical  culture 
yvas  like,  and  yvhy  it  appealed  to  the  Gentians.  Both  may  be  sumnic 
up  in  the  yvord  “total.”  The  Greek  polis,  like  the  Roman  wtpcr/f'W) 
was  total.  We  in  the  West  have  escaped  the  fascination  of  totalitarianisu' 
because  yve  have  in  our  tradition  other  elements— the  refusal  of 
Hebreyvs  to  confuse  God  with  the  world,  or  religion  yvitli  the  statCj 
and  the  realization  that  God  is  transcendental,  and,  accordingly,  ^ 


other  things  must  be,  in  some  degree,  incomplete  and  thus  impel 
We  also  have,  in  our  tradition,  Christ,  yvho  stood  apart  from 
state  and  told  his  folloyvers  to  “Render  to  Caesar  the  things  xv 


■i-fcct. 

the 


. .  'hich 

are  Caesar’s.”  And  yve  have  in  our  tradition  the  church  of  the  cataconibs> 
where  clearly  human  values  were  neither  united  nor  total,  and 
opposed  to  the  state.  The  Germans,  as  later  the  Russians,  escapee!  t  e 
full  influence  of  these  elements  in  the  tradition  of  the  W'est.  The  Ce 
mans  and  the  Russians  knexv  Rome  only  in  its  post-Constantine  pbj*®® 
yvhen  the  Christian  emperors  yvere  seeking  to  preserve  the  totalitatu 
system  of  Dioclesian,  but  in  a  Christian  rather  than  a  pagan  totalitarianisui- 
This  yvas  the  system  the  detribalized  Germans  glimpsed  just 
also  yvas  shattered.  They  saw  it  as  a  greater,  larger,  more 
entity^  than  the  tribe  but  xvith  the  same  elements  yvhich  they 
to  preserve  from  their  tribal  past.  They'^  yearned  to  become  pu^ 
that  imperial  totalitarianism.  They  still  yearn  for  it.  Theodoric,  the  Ostm 
goth  (Roman  Emperor,  489-516),  saxv  himself  as  a  Germanic  ConstaU 
tine.  The  Germans  continued  their  refusal  to  accept  this  second  u 
as  the  Latins  and  the  Celts  yvere  prepared  to  do,  and  for  the  n  ■ 
thousand  years  the  Germans  made  every’  effort  to  reconstruct  the 
tian  imperiinn.  under  Charles  X  (Holy’  Roman  Emperor,  i5i9'>555)  ^ 
under  Theodoric.  The  German  continued  to  dream  of  that  ghmP 
he  had  had  of  the  imperial  system  before  it  sank— one,  universal, 
holy,  eternal,  imperial,  Roman.  He  refused  to  accept  that  it  yvas 
hating  the  small  group  yvho  opposed  its  revival  and  despising  the  gt  ^ 
mass  who  did  not  care,  yvhile  regarding  himself  as  the  sole  defend*^^ 
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''^lues  and  righteousness  who  was  prepared  to  sacrifice  anything  to  restore 
.  dream  on  earth.  Only  Charlemagne  (died  814)  came  close  to  achiev- 
H’g  that  dream,  Barbarossa,  Charles  V,  A\'illiam  II,  or  even  Hitler  being 
pale  imitations.  After  Charlemagne,  the  state  and  public  authoring 
'3nished  in  the  Dark  Ages,  while  society  and  the  Church  survived, 
^^tien  the  state  began  to  revive  at  the  end  of  the  tenth  century,  it  was 
'"lously  a  separate  entity  from  the  Church  or  society.  The  totalitarian 
had  been  permanently  broken  hi  the  West  into  two,  and  later 
allegiances.  During  the  split  in  the  Dark  Ages  of  the  single  entity 
•cli  was  simultaneously  Holy  Roman,  Catholic,  Universal,  and  Im- 
"  Gal,  the  adjectives  became  displaced  from  the  nouns  to  leave  a  Uni- 
'*^>■531  Catholic  Church  and  a  Holy  Roman  Empire.  The  former  still 
survives,  but  the  latter  was  ended  by  Napoleon  in  1806,  a  thousand  years 
^  Charlematfne. 

tliat  thousand  years,  the  West  developed  a  pluralistic  system 
''dfich  the  individual  was  the  ultimate  good  (and  the  ultimate  philo- 
3[[  1^  duality),  faced  with  the  need  to  choose  among  many  conflicting 
pances.  Germany  was  dragged  along  in  the  same  process,  but  unwill- 
6  p  and  continued  to  yearn  for  a  single  allegiance  which  would  be 
_  V  absorbing.  This  desire  appeared  in  many  Germanic  traits,  of 
°Ge  was  a  continued  love  affair  with  Greece  and  Rome.  Even 
an  ^  Qassical  scholar  does  more  of  his  reading  in  German  than  in 
language,  although  he  rarely  recognizes  that  he  does  so 
cause  the  appeal  of  Classical  culture  to  the  Germans  rested  on  its 
i^tarian  nature,  recognized  by  Germans  but  generally  ignored  by 

of^'  subsequent  e.xperiences  of  the  German  people,  from  the  failure 
tto  the  Great  in  the  tenth  century  to  the  failure  of  Hitler  in  the 
cuntury,  have  served  to  perpetuate  and  perhaps  to  intensify 
purnian  thirst  for  the  coziness  of  a  totalitarian  wav  of  life.  This  is 
beh  German  national  character;  in  spite  of  all  their  talk  of  heroic 

fro'*'^*°^  "hat  they  have  really  wanted  has  been  coziness,  freedom 
I'™  Gced  to  make  decisions  which  require  an  independent,  self- 

alt  '^dividual  constantly  e.xposed  to  the  chilling  breeze  of  numerous 
truT''^*^*' Grillparzer,  the  Austrian  playwright,  spoke  like  a 
the^  when  he  said,  a  century  a^o,  “The  most  difficult  thing  in 

tval  make  up  one’s  mind.’’  Decision,  which  requires  the 

rati  alternatives,  drives  man  to  individualism,  self-reliance,  and 

^'G'l.ilism,  all  hateful  qualities  to  Germanism. 

spite  of  these  desires  of  the  Germans  for  the  coziness  of  totalitarian 
par”^"''''  forced  as  part,  even  if  a  relatively  peripheral 

V\'est  to  live  otherwise.  Looking  back,  it  seemed  to  Wagner 
late  came  closest  to  its  desires  in  the  guild-dominated  life  of 

'Medieval  Augsburg;  this  is  why  his  only  happy  opera  was  placed  in 
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that  setting.  But  if  Wagner  is  correct,  the  situation  was  achieved  only 
briefly.  The  shift  of  world  trade  from  .Mediterranean  and  Baltic  to  the 
Atlantic  destroyed  the  trans-Gennanic  commercial  basis  of  Gcrnwo 
municipal  guild  life— a  fact  which  Thomas  .Mann  still  mourned  in  out 
own  day.  Almost  immediately  the  spiritual  unity  of  the  Germans 
shattered  by  the  Protestant  Reformation.  When  it  became  clear  that 
no  degree  of  violence  could  restore  the  old  religious  unity,  the  Germans, 
in  the  settlement  of  Augsburg  (1555),  came  up  with  a  typically  German 
solution:  individuals  would  be  saved  from  the  painful  need  to  make  a 
decision  in  religious  belief  by  leaving  the  choice  to  the  prince  in  cac 
principality.  This  solution  and  the  almost  contemporary  reception  of  the 
Roman  Law  were  significant  indications  of  the  process  by  which  the 
German  municipalism  of  the  late  medieval  period  was  replaced  by  the 
Germany  of  principalities  (Lander)  of  modern  times. 

As  a  result  of  the  loss  of  religious  unity,  the  Germanies  became  divide 
into  a  Protestant  northeast,  increasingly  dominated  by  the  Hohenzolleff* 
of  Brandenburg-Prussia,  and  a  Catholic  southw'est,  increasingly  dominate 
by  the  Habsburgs  of  Austria.  Significantly  enough,  both  of  these  began 
their  dynastic  rise  as  “marks,”  that  is,  frontier  military  outposts  0 
Christian  Germanism  against  pagan  Slavdom  of  the  East.  Even  when  t  ^ 
Slav  East  became  Christianized  and,  by  copying  Byzantium,  obtaine 
a  society  closer  to  the  Germanic  heart’s  desire  than  the  West,  the  Get 
mans  could  neither  copy  nor  join  the  Slavs,  because  the  Slavs,  as  out 
landers  from  the  tribe,  were  inferiors  and  hardly  human  beings  at  a 
Even  the  Poles,  who  were  more  fully  part  of  the  West  than  the  Germans, 
were  regarded  by  the  Germans  as  part  of  the  outer  darkness  of  Slavdom, 
and  thus  a  threat  to  the  still  nonexistent  Germanic  tribal  empire. 

Germany’s  misfortunes  culminated  in  the  disasters  of  the  seventeen 
century  v  hen  Richelieu,  on  behalf  of  France,  used  the  internal  prohle 
of  Germany  in  the  Thirty  Years’  M’ar  (1618-1648)  to  play  oS 
group  against  another,  ensuring  that  the  Habsburgs  would  never  uni ) 
Germany,  and  dooming  the  Germanies  to  another  two  hundred 
of  disunity.  Hitler,  Bismarck,  and  even  Kaiser  William  II 
be  regarded  as  Germany’s  revenge  on  France  for  Richelieu,  Louis  a  ’ 
and  Napoleon.  In  an  exposed  position  in  central  Europe,  Germany  I® 
herself  trapped  between  France,  Russia,  and  the  Habsburg  dominions 
was  unable  to  deal  with  her  basic  problems  in  her  own  fashion  an 
their  merits.  Accordingly,  Germany  obtained  national  unity  only  > 
and  “by  blood  and  iron,”  and  never  obtained  democracy  at  all.  K 
be  added  that  she  also  failed  to  achieve  laissez  faire  or  liberalism 
same  reasons.  In  most  countries  democracy  was  achieved  by  the  mi 
classes,  supported  by  peasants  and  workers,  in  an  attack  on  the  mona 
supported  by  the  bureaucracy  and  landed  aristocracy.  In  Germany 
combination  never  quite  came  off,  because  these  various  groups  '' 
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^^luctant  to  clash  with  one  another  in  the  face  of  their  threatening 
"^iglibors.  Instead,  Germany’s  exposed  frontiers  made  it  necessary  for 
^  Various  groups  to  subordinate  their  mutual  antagonisms  and  obtain 
^unification  at  the  price  of  a  sacrifice  of  democracy,  laissez  faire,  liberal- 
'^ni,  and  nonmatcrial  values.  Unification  for  Germany  was  achieved  in 
^  nineteenth  century,  not  by  embracing  but  by  repudiating  the  tvpi- 
J  nineteenth-centurv  values.  Starting  as  a  reaction  against  the  assault 
^  ^bapolcon  in  1806,  and  repudiating  the  rationalism,  cosmopolitanism, 
^niiiianitariaiiism  of  the  Enlightenment,  Germany  achieved  unity  only 
}  tile  following  processes: 


’•  by  strengthening  the  monarchy  and  its  bureaucracy; 

by  strengthening  the  permanent,  professional  army; 

]•  by  preserving  the  landlord  class  (the  Junkers)  as  a  source  of  person¬ 
nel  for  both  bureaucracy  and  army; 

4-  by  strengthening  the  industrial  class  through  direct  and  indirect 
state  subsidy,  but  never  giving  it  a  vital  voice  in  state  policy; 

^  by  appeasing  the  peasants  and  workers  through  paternalistic  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  grants  rather  than  by  the  extension  of  political 
rights  which  would  allow  these  groups  to  assist  themselves. 


he  long  series  of  failures  by  the  Germans  to  obtain  the  society  they 
nted  served  only  to  intensify  their  desire  for  it.  They  wanted  a  cozy 
yy  witfi  security  and  meaning,  a  totalitarian  structure  which 
so  K  universal  and  ultimate,  and  which  would 

niak  individual  in  its  structure  that  he  would  never  need  to 

sat'  f  decisions  for  himself.  Held  in  a  framework  of  known, 

,  y^ng,  personal  relationships,  such  an  individual  would  be  safe 
surrounded  by  fellows  equally  satisfied  with  their 
great  feeling  important  from  his  membership  in  the 

this  .social  structure  was  never  achieved  in  Germany,  and 
Civ'r  be  achieved,  in  view  of  the  dynamic  nature  of  Western 

Cent  bi  which  the  Germans  were  a  part,  each  German  over  the 

bas  tried  to  create  such  a  situation  for  himself  in  his  immediate 
biat  '^be  minimum  in  his  family  or  beer  garden)  or,  failing 

of  h'ig  t^reated  German  literature,  music,  drama,  and  art  as  vehicles 
•^birst  '^bis  lack.  This  desire  has  been  evident  in  the  Germans’ 

®tid  fo  (which  establishes  his  relationship  with  the  whole) 

absolute  (which  gives  unchanging  meaning  to  the  whole), 
desire  f  thirst  for  status  is  entirely  different  from  the  American 

that  •  ^3tus.  The  American  is  driven  by  the  desire  to  get  ahead, 
as  clea'  .^bange  his  status;  he  wants  status  and  status  symbols  to  exist 
irig  ^'’*dence  or  even  measures  of  the  speed  with  which  he  is  chang- 
^tatus.  The  Gennan  wants  status  as  a  nexus  of  obvious  relation- 
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ships  around  himself  so  there  will  never  be  doubt  in  anyone’s  mind 
where  he  stands,  stationary,  in  the  system.  He  wants  status  because 
dislikes  changes,  because  he  abhors  the  need  to  make  decisions.  The 
American  thrives  on  change,  novelty,  and  decisions.  Strangely  enough) 
both  react  in  this  opposite  fashion  for  somewhat  similar  reasons  base 
on  the  inadequate  maturation  and  integration  of  the  individual’s  person¬ 
ality.  The  American  seeks  change,  as  the  German  seeks  external 
relationships,  as  a  distraction  from  the  lack  of  integration,  self-sum- 
ciency,  and  internal  resources  of  the  individual  himself. 

The  German  wants  status  reflected  in  obvious  external  symbols  so 
that  his  nexus  of  personal  relationships  will  be  clear  to  everyone 
meets  and  so  that  he  will  be  treated  accordingly,  and  almost  auto 
matically  (without  need  for  painful  decisions).  He  wants  titles,  uniform®’ 
nameplates,  flags,  buttons,  anv’thing  which  will  make  his  position  dear 
to  all.  In  every  German  organization,  be  it  business,  school,  army,  chur  > 
social  club,  or  family,  there  are  ranks,  gradations,  and  titles.  No  Geriuau 
could  be  satisfied  with  just  his  name  on  a  calling  card  or  on  the  -T' 
plate  of  his  doorway.  His  calling  card  must  also  have  his  address, 
titles,  and  his  educational  achievements.  The  great  anthropologist  Rob' 
H.  Lowie  tells  of  men  with  two  doctorate  degrees  whose  namepl®^ 
have  “Professor  Dr.  Dr.  So-and-So,”  for  all  the  world  to  see  their  dou  > 
academic  status.  The  emphasis  on  minor  gradations  of  rank  and  c 
with  titles,  is  a  reflection  of  Gennanic  particularism,  just  as  the  vet  •' 
insistence  on  the  absolute  is  a  reflection  of  German  universalism  " 
must  give  meaning  to  the  system  as  a  whole. 

In  this  system  the  German  feels  it  necessary  to  proclaim  his  posU 
by  verbal  loudness  which  may  seem  boastful  to  outsiders,  just  as 
behavior  toward  his  superiors  and  inferiors  in  his  personal  relations 
seems  to  an  Englishman  to  be  either  fawning  or  bullying.  All  three 
these  are  acceptable  to  his  fellow  Germans,  who  are  as  eager  to  see 
indications  of  his  status  as  he  is  to  show  them.  All  these  reactions, 
cized  by  German  thinkers  like  Kant  as  craving  for  precedence, 
satirized  in  German  literature  for  the  last  two  centuries,  have  ® 
the  essential  tissue  of  the  personal  relationships  which  make  up  Ger 
life.  The  correct  superscription  on  an  envelope,  we  are  told, 
be  “Herm  Hofrat  Professor  Dr.  Siegfried  Harnischfeger.”  These  P 
posities  are  used  in  speech  as  well  as  in  writing,  and  are  appb® 
the  individual’s  wife  as  well  as  to  himself. 

Such  emphasis  on  position,  precedence,  titles,  gradations,  and 
relationships,  especially  up  and  down,  are  so  typically  German  that 
German  is  most  at  home  in  hierarchical  situations  such  as  a  nn  ‘ 
ecclesiastical,  or  educational  organization,  and  is  often  ill  at  ease 
bu.siness  or  politics  where  status  is  less  easy  to  establish  and  make  0  ' 

With  this  kind  of  nature  and  such  neurological  systems,  Germar>® 


wsitiof 
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ill  at  ease  with  equality,  democraev,  individualism,  freedom,  and  other 
J^aturcs  of  modern  life.  Their  neurological  systems  were  a  consequence 
the  coziness  of  German  childhood,  which,  contrary  to  popular  im- 
Ptession^  was  not  a  condition  of  misery  and  personal  cruelty  (as  it  often 
,  'ti  England),  but  a  warm,  affectionate,  and  externally  disciplined 
^'tuation  of  secure  relationships.  After  all,  Santa  Claus  and  the  child- 
^tntered  Christmas  is  Germanic.  This  is  the  situation  the  adult  German, 
face 


to  face  with  what  seems  an  alien  world,  is  constantly  seeking  to 
t^capture.  To  the  German  it  is  Gemiitlichkeit-,  but  to  outsiders  it  may 
^  In  any  case  it  gives  rise  among  adult  Germans  to  two 

itional  traits  of  German  character:  the  need  for  external  discipline 
^'^^tlie  quality  of  egocentricitv. 

he  Englishman  is  disciplined  from  within  so  that  he  takes  his  self- 
^^scipline,  embedded  in  his  neurological  system,  with  him  wherever 
goes,  even  to  situations  where  all  the  external  forms  of  discipline  are 
,  'og.  As  a  consequence  the  Englishman  is  the  most  completely  social- 
the  ^^’’■opoans,  as  the  Frenchman  is  the  most  completely  civilized, 

.  ®  Italian  most  completely  gregarious,  or  the  Spaniard  most  completely 
"odualistic.  But  the  German  by  seeking  external  discipline  shows  his 
,  ?:®'^^^'ous  desire  to  recapture  the  externally  disciplined  world  of  his 
‘  ohood.  AV'ith  such  discipline  he  may  be  the  best  behaved  of  citizens, 
“^without  it  he  may  be  a  beast. 

Wa  notable  carryover  from  childhood  to  adult  German  life 

s  ^gocentricity.  The  whole  world  seems  to  any  child  to  revolve  around 
and  most  societies  have  provided  ways  in  which  the  adolescent  is 
^^a  Used  of  this  error.  The  German  leaves  childhood  so  abruptly  that 
rarely  learns  this  fact  of  the  universe,  and  spends  the  rest  of  liis  life 
ating  a  network  of  established  relationships  centering  on  himself, 
an  make  any  effort  to  see 

■  ’'^g  from  any  point  of  view  other  than  his  own.  The  consequence 
niost  damaging  inability  to  do  this.  Each  class  or  group  is  totally 
viey  point  of  view  except  the  egocentric  one  of  the 

himself.  His  union,  his  company,  his  composer,  his  poet,  his 
pies' '  rieighborhood  are  the  best,  almost  the  only  acceptable,  exam- 
^  of  the  class,  and  all  others  must  be  denigrated.  As  part  of  this 
f^erman  usually  chooses  for  himself  his  favorite  flower,  musical 
^l^h'  painting,  or  opera,  and  sees  little  value  or 
nar  other.  Yet  at  the  same  time  he  insists  that  his  myopic  or 

peo  vision  of  the  universe  must  be  universalized,  because  no 

3j  th  'iiore  in.sistent  on  the  role  of  the  absolute  or  the  universal 
nue  ^'^^’^‘^'vork  of  their  own  egocentricitv.  One  deplorable  conse- 
""hich^  ’^his  has  been  the  social  animosities  rampant  in  a  Germany 
W’  h  h)udly  proclaimed  its  rigid  solidarity. 


30  individual  personality  structure  such  as  this,  the  German 


4i<5  tragedy  and  hope 

was  painfully  uncomfortable  in  the  totally  different,  and  to  him  totally 
unfriendly,  world  of  nineteenth-century  individualism,  liberalism,  com¬ 
petitive  atomism,  democratic  equality,  and  self-reliant  dynamicism.  An 
the  German  was  doubly  uncomfortable  and  embittered  by  i860  to  se£ 
the  power,  wealth,  and  national  unity  which  these  nineteenth-century 
traits  had  brought  to  Britain  and  France.  The  late  arrival  of  thes^ 
achievements,  especially  national  unity  and  industrialism,  in  Germany 
left  the  average  German  with  a  feeling  of  inferiority  in  respect  to 
England.  Few  Germans  were  willing  to  compete  as  individuals  w**- 
British  businessmen.  Accordingly,  the  newly  unified  German 
ment  was  expected  to  help  German  industrialists  with  tariffs,  credit, 
price  and  production  controls,  cheaper  labor  costs,  and  such.  As  ® 
consequence  Germany-  never  had  a  clearly  competitive,  liberal  economy 
like  the  Western  Powers. 

The  failure  to  achieve  democracy-  was  reflected  in  public  law.  1 
German  Parliament  was  more  of  an  advisory  than  a  legislative  bo  >. 


the  judiciary-  was  not  under  popular  control;  and  the  executivi 
chancellor  and  the  Cabinet)  were  responsible  to  the  emperor 


(the 

rather 

than  to  Parliament.  Moreover,  the  constitution,  because  of  a  pecuh^’^ 
suffrage  system,  was  weighted  to  give  undue  importance  to  Prus**^ 
(which  was  the  stronghold  of  the  army,  the  landlords,  the  bureaucracy, 
and  the  industrialists).  Within  Prussia  the  elections  were  weights 
give  undue  influence  to  these  same  groups.  Above  all,  the  artuV  " 
subject  to  no  democratic  or  even  governmental  control,  but  was  dom'^ 
nated  by  the  Prussian  Officers’  Corps  whose  members  were  recruitc  . 
regimental  election.  This  Officers’  Corps  thus  came  to  resemble  a 
ternity  rather  than  an  administrative  or  professional  organization. 

By  1890,  when  he  retired  from  office,  Bismarck  had  built 
unstable  balance  of  forces  within  Germany  similar  to  the  unstable 
ance  of  powers  which  he  had  established  in  Europe  as  a  whole, 
cynical  and  materialistic  view  of  human  motivations  had  driven  all  1 
istic  and  humanitarian  forces  from  the  German  political  scene  ana 
remodeled  the  political  parties  almost  completely-  into  economic 
social  pressure  groups  which  he  played  off,  one  against  another, 
chief  of  these  forces  were  the  landlords  (Conservative  Party),  the  m 
trialists  (National  Liberal  Party),  the  Catholics  (Center 
the  workers  (Social  Democratic  Party).  In  addition,  the  army 
bureaucracy  were  expected  to  be  politically  neutral,  but  they 
hesitate  to  exert  pressures  on  the  government  without  the  ititermci^^^^ 
of  any  political  party-.  Thus  there  existed  a  precarious  and 
balance  of  forces  which  only  a  genius  could  manipulate.  Bismarc 
followed  by  no  genius.  The  Kaiser,  William  II  (t888-i9i8). 
incapable  neurotic,  and  the  system  of  recruitment  to  government 
ice  was  such  as  to  exclude  any-  but  mediocrities.  As  a  result,  the  P 
carious  structure  left  by-  Bismarck  was  not  managed  but  xvas  m 
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•en  from  public  view  by  a  facade  of  nationalistic,  antiforeign,  anti- 


hiddf 
^^mitic,  ii 


,  imperialistic,  and  chauvinistic  propaganda  of  which  the  emperor 
''as  the  center. 

^he  dichotomy  in  Germany  between  appearance  and  reality,  between 
P''°paganda  and  structure,  between  economic  prosperity  and  political 
social  weakness  was  put  to  the  test  in  World  War  I,  and  failed 
g  ^Pletely.  The  events  of  1914-1919  revealed  that  Germany  was  not 
ernocracy  in  which  all  men  were  legally  equal.  Instead,  the  ruling 
ln°'h-^  ^^^Gied  some  strange  animal  lording  it  over  a  host  of  lesser  animals, 
‘s  strange  creature  the  monarchy  represented  the  body,  which  w'as 
Pported  by  four  lees;  the  army,  the  landlords,  the  bureaucracy,  and 
'‘^^^Jl'dustrialists. 

's  glimpse  of  reality  was  not  welcome  to  any  important  group  in 
an  "'ifh  the  result  that  it  was  covered  over,  almost  at  once,  by 

rev  1^^-  facade:  the  “revolution”  of  1918  w'as  not  really  a 

tern  ^ticause  it  did  not  radically  change  this  situation;  it 

oved  the  monarch)%  but  it  left  the  quartet  of  legs, 
ttsult'^  ^'^®ttet  was  not  the  creation  of  a  moment,  rather  it  was  the 
^  long  process  of  development  whose  last  stages  were  reached 
ado  twentieth  century.  In  these  last  stages  the  industrialists  were 

the  ruling  clique  by  conscious  acts  of  agreement.  These 
acc  ''''Gated  in  the  years  1898-1905  in  a  deal  by  w  hich  the  Junkers 
in  industrialists’  navy-building  program  (which  they  detested) 

On  industrialists’  acceptance  of  the  Junkers’  high  tariff 

The  Junkers  were  anti-navv  because  they,  with  their  few^ 
‘Gto  alliance  w'ith  the  army,  w'ere  opposed  to  any  venture 

mijjed'^  of  colonialism  or  overseas  imperialism,  and  w'ere  deter- 

'o  jeopardize  Germany’s  continental  position  by  alienating 
one-^*^  policy  of  the  Junkers  was  not  only  a  continental 

they  Continent  it  was  kkin-deutsch.  This  expression  meant  that 

Got  eager  to  include  the  Germans  of  Austria  within  Germany 
sjiigii  ^  increment  of  Germans  would  dilute  the  power  of  the 

pref^  of  Junkers  inside  Germany.  Instead,  the  Junkers  would  have 
additi  ^  “Giiex  the  non-German  areas  to  the  east  in  order  to  obtain 
"'anted'^^  "  supply  of  cheap  Slay  agricultural  labor.  The  Junkers 

rye  "g^cultural  tariffs  to  raise  the  prices  of  their  crops,  especially 
becayjg’  ^ogar  beets.  The  industrialists  objected  to  tariffs  on  food 
opposed  prices  made  necessarx'  high  wages,  which  they 

P'ices^  other  hand,  the  industrialists  wanted  high  industrial 

they  1  ^  ^  niarket  for  the  products  of  heavy  industrx'.  The  former 

creation  of  cartels  after  1888;  the  latter  they 
’^98  Tl  naval-building  program  and  annaments  expansion  after 

Hich  -honkers  agreed  to  these  only  in  return  for  a  tariff  on  food 
^'Gxvin  ’  ’•^'GGgh  “import  certificates,”  became  a  subsidy  for 

o  tye.  This  alliance,  of  wliich  Biilow'  w'as  the  creator,  was  agreed 
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on  in  May  1900,  and  consummated  in  December  1902.  The  tariff  ® 
1902,  which  gave  Germany  one  of  the  most  protected  agricultures  1” 
the  world,  was  the  price  paid  by  industry  for  the  Navy  bill  of  >9'^’ 
and,  symbolically  enough,  could  be  passed  through  the  Reichstag  0'’. 
after  the  rules  of  procedure  w'ere  violated  to  gag  the  opposition. 

The  Quartet  was  not  Consenative  but,  potentially  at  least,  re'O 
lutionary  reactionaries.  This  is  true  at  least  of  the  landlords  3 
industrialists,  somewhat  less  true  of  the  bureaucracy,  and  least  true  of  t 
army.  The  landlords  were  revolutionary  because  they  were  driven 
desperation  by  the  persistent  agricultural  crisis  wTich  made  it 
for  a  high-cost  area  like  eastern  Germany  to  compete  w’ith  a  low'' 
area  like  the  Ukraine  or  high-productivity  areas  like  Canada,  Argenn”^^ 
or  the  United  States.  Even  in  isolated  Germany  they  had  difficulty  ' 
keeping  down  the  wages  of  German  agricultural  labor  or  in  obtain  s 
agricultural  credit.  The  former  problem  rose  from  the  need  to  comp 
with  the  industrial  wages  of  West  Germany.  The  credit  problem  t 
because  of  the  endemic  lack  of  capital  in  Germany,  the  need  to  c 
pete  with  industry  for  the  available  supply  of  capital,  and  the  ii^P 
sibility  of  raising  capital  by  mortgages  where  estates  were  entailed- 
a  result  of  these  influences,  the  landlords,  overburdened  with 
great  jeopardy  from  any  price  decline,  and  importers  of  unorga*^^ 
Slav  laborers,  dreamed  of  conquests  of  lands  and  labor  in  eastern  .^1, 
The  industrialists  were  in  a  similar  plight,  caught  between  the  T 
wages  of  unionized  German  labor  and  the  limited  market  for  indu 
products.  To  increase  the  supply  of  both  labor  and  markets,  they 
for  an  active  foreign  policy  which  w-ould  bring  into  one  unit  a 
German  bloc,  if  not  a  Mittel-europa.  The  bureaucracy,  for 
especially  nationalist,  reasons,  shared  these  dreams  of  conquest. 
the  army  hung  back  under  the  influence  of  the  Junkers,  w'ho  gj 
easily  they,  as  a  limited  political  and  social  power,  could  be  overw'bv 
in  a  Mittel-europa  or  even  a  Pan-Germania.  Accordingly,  the  Pt 
Officers’  Corps  had  little  interest  in  these  Germanic  dreams,  anff  *^^^,11- 
wdth  favor  on  the  conquest  of  Slav  areas  only  if  this  could  be 
plished  w  ithout  undue  expansion  of  the  army  itself. 


The  Weimar  Republic 

The  essence  of  German  history  from  1918  to  1933  can  be 
the  statement  There  n-as  no  revolution  in  1^18.  For  there  to  have 
a  revolution  it  would  have  been  necessary  to  liquidate  the  gj 

at  least,  subject  them  to  democratic  control.  The  Quartet  rcpr^ 


real 
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public  order  (army  and  bureaucracy)  and  of  economic  production 
Undlords  and  industrialists).  Even  without  a  liquidation  of  this  Quartet, 
’^ight  have  been  possible  for  democracy  to  function  in  the  interstices 
"'ten  them  if  they  had  quarreled  among  themselves.  They  did  not 
4  ®rrel,  because  they  had  an  esprit  de  corps  bred  by  years  of  service  to 

1  system  (the  monarchy)  and  because,  in  many  cases,  the  same 

p.  were  to  be  found  in  two  or  even  more  of  the  four  groups. 

Papen,  for  example,  was  a  Westphalian  noble,  a  colonel  in 
anny,  an  ambassador,  and  a  man  with  extensive  industrial  holdings, 
from  his  wife,  in  the  Saarland. 

thougli  there  was  no  revolution— that  is,  no  real  shift  in  the  control 
Germany  in  1919— there  was  a  legal  change.  In  law,  a  demo- 
ao  ^  ^Vsteni  was  set  up.  As  a  result,  bv  the  late  1920’s  there  had 
ac^  obvious  discrepancy  between  law  and  fact— the  regime, 

'vas°*^  to  the  law,  being  controlled  by  the  people,  while  in  fact  it 
im  ^'^'^trolled  bv  the  Quartet.  The  reasons  for  this  situation  are 
■'^Portant. 

w^e^-  *^“^ttet,  w  ith  the  monarchy,  made  the  war  of  1914-1918,  and 
cted'  t)f  w  inning  it.  As  a  result,  they  were  completely  dis- 

Qf  the^°  deserted  by  the  soldiers  and  workers.  Thus,  the  masses 
The  completely  renounced  the  old  sj'stem  in  November  1918. 

Quanet,  ho^vever,  was  not  liquidated,  for  several  reasons: 

'^y  W  ere  able  to  place  the  blame  for  the  disaster  on  the  monarchy, 

2  nj  i^^^'soned  this  to  save  themselves; 

3-  accepted  this  as  an  adequate  revolution; 

hesitated  to  make  a  real  revolution  for  fear  it  would 

4-  m  invasion  of  Germany  b\'  the  French,  the  Poles,  or  others; 

^^rnians  were  satisfied  with  the  creation  of  a  government 
democratic  in  form  and  made  little  effort  to  examine  the 

5.  ?he  '■ 

the  political  party  capable  of  directing  a  real  revolution  w'as 
'var  l^cmocrats,  who  had  opposed  the  Quartet  system  and  the 
anv  but  this  party  was  incapable  of  doing 

mg  iri  the  crisis  of  1918  because  it  was  hopelessly  divided  into 
cliques,  was  horrified  at  the  danger  of  Soviet  Bolshevism, 
Was  satisfied  that  order,  trade-unionism,  and  a  “democratic” 
co°  more  important  than  Socialism,  humanitarian  w  elfare,  or 

nsistency  between  theory  and  action. 

’914  there  w'ere  two  parties  which  stood  outside  the  Quartet 
lorrrier  ^”cial  Democrats  and  the  Center  (Catholic)  Party.  The 
intern  ''  ^nctrinaire  in  its  attitude,  being  anticapitalist,  pledged  to  the 
l^rotlicrhood  of  labor,  pacifist,  democratic,  and  Marxist  in 


•Th, 


evoltiti 


>onary,  hut  not  revolutionarv,  sense.  The  Center  Party,  like 
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the  Catholics  who  made  it  up,  came  from  all  levels  of  society  and  all 
shades  of  ideology,  but  in  practice  were  frequently  opposed  to  the 
Quartet  on  specific  issues. 

These  two  opposition  parties  underwent  considerable  cliange  during 
the  war.  The  Social  Democrats  alw'ays  opposed  the  war  in  theory, 
supported  it  on  patriotic  grounds  by  voting  for  credits  to  finance  tn 
war.  Its  minute  Left  wing  refused  to  support  the  war  even  in 
fashion  as  early  as  1914.  This  e.xtremist  group,  under  Karl  Licbkncc 
and  Rosa  Lu.xemburg,  became  known  as  the  Spartacist  Union  and 
1919)  as  the  Communists.  These  extremists  wanted  an  immediate  an 
complete  Socialist  revolution  with  a  soviet  form  of  government. 
moderate  than  the  Spartacists  w'as  another  group  calling  itself  Indepen 
ent  Socialists.  These  voted  war  credits  until  1917  when  they  refused  tn 
continue  to  do  so  and  broke  from  the  Social  Democratic  Party- 
rest  of  the  Social  Democrats  supported  the  w'ar  and  the  old  nionarcU' 
S)"Stem  until  November  1918  in  fact,  but  in  theory  embraced  an  e.strcme 
type  of  evolutionary  Socialism. 

The  Center  Party  was  aggressive  and  nationalist  until  1917  "hen  ^ 
became  pacifist.  Under  Matthias  Erzberger  it  allied  with  the 
Democrats  to  push  through  the  Reichstag  Peace  Resolution  of 
1917.  The  position  of  these  various  groups  on  the  issue  of  agg'n  ^ 
nationalism  was  sharply  revealed  in  the  voting  to  ratify  the  1  teat> 
Brest-Litovsk  imposed  by  the  militarists.  Junkers,  and  industrialists 
a  prostrate  Russia.  The  Center  Parry  voted  to  ratify;  the  Social 
crats  abstained  from  voting-  the  Independents  voted  No. 

The  “revolution”  of  November  1918  would  have  been  a  real 
lution  e.xcept  for  the  opposition  of  the  Social  Democrats  and  the 
Party,  for  the  Quartet  in  the  crucial  days  of  November  and  Dccc 
1918  were  discouraged,  discredited,  and  helpless.  Outside  the 
itself  there  was,  at  that  time  and  even  later,  only  two  small  groups  "  ^ 

could  possibly  have  been  used  by  the  Quartet  as  rallying  points  a 
which  could  have  been  formed  some  mass  support  for  the  C't’‘ 
These  two  small  groups  were  the  “indiscriminate  nationalists”  an 
“mercenaries.”  The  indiscriminate  nationalists  were  those  men, 
Hitler,  who  were  not  able  to  distinguish  between  the  German  j 
and  the  old  monarchial  system.  These  persons,  because  of  their 
to  the  nation,  were  eager  to  rally  to  the  support  of  the  Quartet,  ^ 
they  regarded  as  identical  with  the  nation.  The  mercenaries 
larger  group  who  had  no  particular  loyalty  to  anyone  or  to  an) 
but  were  willing  to  sen^e  an\^  group  wliicfi  could  pay  for  such 
The  only  groups  able  to  pay  were  two  of  the  Quartet— the 
Corps  and  the  industrialists— who  organized  many  mercenaries  into 
tionar\'  armed  bands  or  “Free  Corps”  in  1918-1923. 

Instead  of  working  for  a  revolution  in  1918-1919,  the  two 
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dominated  the  situation— the  Social  Democrats  and  the  Centrists— 
all  they  could  to  prevent  a  revolution.  They  not  only  left  the 


Quartet 

their 


in  their  positions  of  responsibility  and  power— the  landlords  on 
estates,  the  officers  in  their  commands,  the  industrialists  in  control 
°  their  factories,  and  the  bureaucracy  in  control  of  the  police,  the 
^'uurts,  and  the  administration— but  they  increased  the  influence  of  these 
Stoups  because  the  actions  of  the  Quartet  were  not  restrained  under 
republic  by  that  sense  of  honor  or  loyalty  to  the  system  which  liad 
rained  the  use  of  their  power  under  the  monarchy, 
early  as  November  10,  1918,  Friedrich  Ebert,  chief  figure  of  the 
in  ■  ^^’^^^-’ruric  Party,  made  an  agreement  with  the  Officers’  Corps 
"'hich  he  promised  not  to  use  the  power  of  the  new  government  to 
ocratize  the  army  if  the  officers  would  support  the  new  government 
gamst  the  threat  of  the  Independents  and  the  Spartacists  to  establish 
^uviet  system.  As  a  consequence  of  this  agreement  Ebert  kept  a  private 
^^phone  line  from  his  office  in  the  Chancellery  to  General  Wilhelm 
oener’s  office  at  the  army’s  headquarters  and  consulted  with  the 
and^  niany  critical  political  issues.  As  another  consequence,  Ebert 
the  Gustav  Noske,  also  a  Social  Democrat,  used 

r  under  its  old  monarchist  officers  to  destroy  the  workers  and 

in  "  sought  to  challenge  the  e.visting  situation.  Tffis  was  done 
and  '  December  1918,  in  January  1919,  and  again  in  March  1919, 
in  other  cities  at  other  times.  In  these  assaults  the  army  had  the 
^^ure  of  killing  several  thousand  of  the  detested  radicals, 
lig  ^‘iniewhat  similar  antirevolutionary  agreement  v^-as  made  between 
^‘^‘^nstry  and  the  Socialist  trade  unions  on  November  11,  1918.  On 
sen  ■  Hugo  Stinnes,  Albert  V’^bgler,  and  Alfred  Hugenberg,  repre- 
I'Gsen'^  and  Carl  Legien,  c5tto  Hue,  and  Hermann  .Miiller  rep- 

to  ke  unions,  signed  an  agreement  to  support  each  other  in  order 

^ep  the  factories  functioning.  Although  this  agreement  was  justified 
grounds,  it  clearly^  showed  that  the  so-called  Socialists 
int  interested  in  economic  or  social  reform  but  were  merely 

"ork"^  ill  liie  narrow  trade-union  objectives  of  wages,  hours,  and 

niate/*^^  ^uuditions.  It  was  this  narrow  range  of  interests  which  ulti- 
Hnion^  i^^^ii'oyed  the  average  German’s  faith  in  the  Socialists  or  their 

of  tile  period  from  1918  to  1933  cannot  be  understood 
^  ^ome  knowledge  of  the  chief  political  parties.  There  were  almost 
ext  but  only  seven  or  eight  were  important.  These  were,  from 

^uie  Left  to  extreme  Right,  as  follows; 

1-  Spartacist  Union  (or  Communist— KPD) 

2-  Independent  Socialist  (USPD) 

3-  Social  Democrats  (SPD) 
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4.  Democratic 

5.  Center  (including  Bavarian  People’s  Party) 

6.  People’s  Party 

7.  Nationalists 

8.  “Racists”  (including  Nazis) 

Of  these  parties  onlv  the  Democrats  had  anv  sincere  and  consistent 
belief  in  the  democratic  Republic.  On  the  other  hand  the  CommumstSi 
Independents,  and  man\'  of  the  Social  Democrats  on  the  Left,  as 
as  the  “Racists,”  Nationalists,  and  many  of  the  People’s  Party  on 
Right,  were  adverse  to  the  Republic,  or  at  best  ambivalent.  The  Catno  ' 
Center  Party,  being  formed  on  a  religious  rather  than  on  a  social  basis, 
had  members  from  all  areas  of  the  political  and  social  spectrum. 

The  political  history  of  Germany  from  the  armistice  of  1918  to 
arrival  of  Hitler  to  the  chancellorship  in  January  1933  can  be  divided  into 
three  periods,  thus: 

Period  of  Turmoil  1918-1924 

Period  of  Fulfillment  1924-1930 
Period  of  Disintegration  1930-1933 

During  this  span  of  over  fourteen  years,  there  were  eight  electio^*’ 
in  none  of  w'hich  did  a  single  party  obtain  a  majority  of  the  seats  io  t  ^ 
Reichstag.  Accordingly,  every  German  Cabinet  of  the  period 
coalition.  The  following  table  gives  the  results  of  these  eight  elections. 

Jan.  Jcne  May  Dec.  May  July  Sept.  Nov. 

Party  1919  1920  1924  1924  1928  1930  1932  1932 


Communist  o  .j  62  45  54  77 

Independent 

Socialist  22  84 

Social  Democrats  163  102  100  131  153  143 

Democrats  75  39  28  32  25  20 

Center  91  64  65  69  62  68 

Bavarian  People’s  21  16  19  16  19 

Economic  Party  4  4  10  17  25  23 

German  People’s 

Parts'  19  65  45  51  45  30 

Nationalists  44  71  95  103  73  41 

Nazis  o  o  32  14  12  107 


On  the  basis  of  these  elections  Germany  had  twenty  major 
changes  from  1919  to  1933.  Generally  these  Cabinets  were  construe 
about  the  Center  and  Democratic  parties  with  the  addition  of 
resentatives  from  either  the  Social  Democrats  or  tlie  People’s  Party- 
only  two  occasions  (Gustav  Stresemann  in  1923  and  Hermann  Midlri 
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’9^8-1930)  was  it  possible  to  obtain  a  Cabinet  broad  enough  to  include  all 
of  these  parties.  .Moreover,  the  second  of  these  broadfront  Cabinets 
the  only  Cabinet  after  1923  to  include  the  Socialists  and  the  only 
abiiiet  after  1925  which  did  not  include  the  Nationalists.  This  indicates 
^  early  the  drift  to  the  Right  in  the  German  government  after  the 
designation  of  Joseph  Wirth  in  November  1922.  This  drift,  as  we  shall 
^ee,  Was  delayed  bv  only  two  influences:  the  need  for  foreign  loans 
political  concessions  from  the  Western  Powers  and  the  recognition 
at  l)oth  of  these  could  be  obtained  better  bv  a  government  which 
^^enied  to  be  republican  and  democratic  in  inclination  than  by  a  govern- 
'f^nt  which  was  obxiouslv  hand  in  glove  with  the  Quartet. 

At  the  end  of  the  war  in  1918  the  Socialists  were  in  control,  not  be- 
^atise  the  Germans  were  Socialistic  (for  the  party  was  not  really 
'‘cialist)  but  because  this  was  the  only  party  which  bad  been  tradition- 
111  opposition  to  the  imperial  system.  A  committee  of  si.\  men  was 
’•  Up:  three  from  the  Social  Democrats  (Ebert,  Philip  Scheidemann, 
u  Otto  Landsberg)  and  three  from  the  Independent  Socialists  (Hugo 
M^ilhelm  Dittman,  and  Emil  Barth).  This  group  ruled  as  a  sort 
combined  emperor  and  chancellor  and  had  the  regular  secretaries  of 
^  as  their  subordinates.  These  men  did  nothing  to  consolidate  the 
public  or  democracy  and  were  opposed  to  an\’  effort  to  take  any  steps 
ard  Socialism.  Tliev  even  refused  to  nationalize  the  coal  industry, 
uiething  which  was  generally  e.xpected.  Instead  they  wasted  the  oppor- 
Uy  by  busying  themselves  with  typical  trade-unioi 
e  eight-hour  day  (November 
^hods  (December  23,  1918), 

Ihe  — ■  •  ■  -  -  ' 


pical  trade-union  problems  such  as 
1918)  and  collective  bargaining 

-  critical  problem  was  the  form  of  government,  with  the  choice 
g between  workers’  and  peasants’  councils  (soviets),  already  widely 
a  lishcd,  and  a  national  assembly  to  set  up  an  ordinary  parliamentary 
Tbe  Socialist  group  preferred  the  latter,  and  were  willing  to 
r  t  Jugular  army  to  enforce  this  choice.  On  this  basis  a  counter- 
^^outionary  agreement  was  made  between  Ebert  and  the  General  Staff. 

a  consequence  of  this  agreement,  the  army  attacked  a  Spartacist 
p ’^a  e  in  Berlin  on  December  6,  1918,  and  liquidated  the  rebellious 
Naval  Division  on  December  24,  1918.  In  protest  at  this  violence 
am  independent  members  of  the  government  resigned.  Their  ex- 

the^  ^  followed  bv  other  Independents  throughout  Germany,  with 
exception  of  Kurt  Eisner  in  .Munich.  The  next  day  the  Spartacists 
^uied  the  German  Communist  Party  with  a  nonrevolutionary  program. 

^U"  declaration  read,  in  part:  “The  Spartacist  Union  will  never  assume 
.^i^^’^'aniental  power  except  in  response  to  the  plain  and  unmistakable 
onl  great  majority  of  the  proletarian  masses  in  Germany;  and 

m  ^  ^  ’^^^ult  of  a  definite  agreement  of  these  masses  with  the  aims  and 

uf  tbe  Spartacist  Union.” 

pious  expression,  however,  was  the  program  of  the  leaders;  the 
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masses  of  the  new  pam%  and  possibly  the  members  of  the  Independent 
Socialist  group  as  well,  were  enraged  at  the  conservatism  of  the  Social 
Democrats  and  began  to  get  out  of  hand.  The  issue  was  joined  on 
the  question  of  councils  versus  National  Assembly.  The  government, 
under  Noske’s  direction,  used  regular  troops  in  a  bloody  suppression  o 
the  Left  (January  5-15),  ending  up  with  the  murder  of  Rosa  Luxemburg 
and  Karl  Liebknecht,  the  Communist  leaders.  The  result  was  exactly  a* 
the  Quartet  wanted:  the  Communists  and  many  non-Communist  worker* 
were  permanently  alienated  from  the  Socialists  and  from  the  parliamentary 
republic.  The  Communist  Party,  deprived  of  leaders  of  its  own,  became 
a  tool  of  Russian  Communism.  As  a  result  of  this  repression,  the  army 
was  able  to  disarm  the  w'orkers  at  the  very  moment  when  it  was  begm' 
ning  to  arm  reactionary  private  bands  (Free  Corps)  of  the  Right.  Bot 
of  these  developments  were  encouraged  by  Ebert  and  Noske. 

Only  in  Bavaria  was  the  alienation  of  Communist  and  Socialist  and  t  c 
disarmament  of  the  former  not  carried  out;  Kurt  Eisner,  the  Indepei'deut 
Socialist  minister-president  in  .Munich,  prevented  it.  Accordingly,  EisUf 
was  murdered  by  Count  Anton  von  Arco- Valley  on  February  21,  *9^9' 
AVhen  the  workers  of  .Munich  revolted,  they  were  crushed  by  a  com 
nation  of  regular  army  and  Free  Corps  amid  scenes  of  horrible  violeuc^ 
from  both  sides.  Eisner  was  replaced  as  premier  by  a  Social  Democmh 
Adolph  Hoffman.  Hoffman,  on  the  night  of  March  13,  1920,  was  thro" 
out  by  a  military  coup  which  replaced  him  by  a  government  of  the  Rig 


In  the  meantime,  the  National  Assembly  elected  on  June  19,  1919' 
up  a  parliamentare'  constitution  under  the  guidance  of  Professor 
Preuss.  This  constitution  provided  for  a  president  elected  for  se 
years  to  be  head  of  the  state,  a  bicameral  legislature,  and  a  Cabinet 
sponsible  to  the  lower  house  of  the  legislature.  The  upper  house, 
Reichsrat,  consisted  of  representatives  of  eighteen  German  states  and  ^  ^ 
in  legislative  matters,  a  suspensive  veto  which  could  be  overcome  y 
tu'o-thirds  vote  of  the  lower  chamber.  This  lower  chamber,  or  Reicn* 
had  608  members,  elected  by  a  system  of  proportional  representation 
a  party  basis.  The  head  of  the  government,  to  whom  the  president 
a  mandate  to  form  a  Cabinet,  was  called  the  chancellor.  The  chief 
nesses  of  the  constitution  w  ere  the  provisions  for  proportional 
tation  and  other  provisions,  by  articles  25  and  48,  which  allowed 
president  to  suspend  constitutional  guarantees  and  rule  by 
periods  of  “national  emergency,”  As  early  as  i9i5  the  parties  ® 
Right  w  ere  planning  to  destroy  the  republic  by  the  use  of  these  pn" 

A  direct  challenge  to  the  republic  from  the  Right  came  in 
1920,  when  Captain  Ehrhardt’s  Brigade  of  the  Free  Corps  niarche 


Berlin,  forced  the  government  to  flee  to  Dresden,  and  set  up  n  ^ 
ment  under  Wolfgang  Kapp,  an  ultranationalist.  Kapp  was  suppof'^*^ 
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army  commander  in  the  Berlin  area,  Baron  Walther  von  Liittwitz, 
became  Reicbsivehr  minister  in  Kapp’s  government.  Since  General 
von  Seeckt,  chief  of  staff,  refused  to  support  the  legal  government, 
!*■  helpless,  and  \v’as  saved  only  by  a  general  strike  of  the  workers 
Berlin  and  a  great  proletarian  rising  in  the  industrial  regions  of  western 
ermany.  The  Kapp  government  w’as  unable  to  function,  and  col- 
®psed,  while  the  army  proceeded  to  violate  the  territorial  disarmament 
clauses  of  the  Treaty  of  Versailles  by  invading  the  Ruhr  in  order  to 
'■cush  the  workers’  uprising  in  that  area.  Seeckt  was  rewarded  for  his 
'^“'^cooperation  by  being  appointed  commander  in  chief  in  May  1920. 

a  consequence  of  these  disturbances,  the  general  election  of  July 
'9to  went  against  the  “Weimar  Coalition.”  A  new  government  came  in 
'!^'ch  Was  completely  middle-class  in  its  alignment,  the  Socialists  of 
c  Weimar  Coalition  being  replaced  by  the  party  of  big  business,  the 
erman  People’s  Party.  Noske  was  replaced  as  Reichswehr  minister  by 
^  fto  Gessler,  a  willing  tool  of  the  Officers’  Corps.  Gessler,  ^\’ho  held  this 
^^Jtical  position  from  .March  1920  to  January  1928,  made  no  effort  to 
)cct  the  army  to  democratic,  or  even  civilian,  control,  but  cooperated 
^  every  \vay  Seeckt’s  secret  efforts  to  evade  the  disarmament  pro- 
*jons  of  the  peace  treaties.  German  armaments  factories  were  moved 
'^'■^cy,  Russia,  Sweden,  the  Netherlands,  and  Switzerland.  German  of- 
cers  vverc  drilled  in  prohibited  weapons  in  Russia  and  China.  Inside 
^^^fniany,  secret  armaments  were  prepared  on  a  considerable  scale,  and 
excess  of  the  treaty  limits  were  organized  in  a  “Black  Reichs- 
Th  supported  by  secret  funds  of  the  regular  Reichswehr. 

er  ''p  Bad  no  control  over  either  organization.  W’hen  the  West- 

gro  ‘9-0  demanded  that  the  Free  Corps  be  disbanded,  these 

Bl°'^if^  "'ent  underground  and  formed  a  parallel  organization  to  the 
Reichswehr,  being  supplied  with  protection,  funds,  information, 
arms  from  the  Reichswehr  and  Conservatives.  In  return  the  Free 
Co  ^“^aged  in  large-scale  conspiracy  and  murder  on  behalf  of  the 
According  to  The  Thnes  of  London,  the  Free  Corps 
four  hundred  victims  of  the  Left  and  Center  in  one  year. 
^  ^  e  ‘niddle-class  Cabinet  of  Konstantin  Fehrenbach  resigned  on  May 
Cent*'  “Bowed  the  Weimar  Coalition  of  Socialists,  Democrats,  and 
gov*^^^  ‘^“Be  office  to  receive  the  reparations  ultimatum  of  the  Allied 

on  .May  5th.  Thus,  the  democratic  regime  was  further  dis¬ 
and  Germans  as  an  instrument  of  weakness,  hardship, 

as  the  job  was  done,  the  Socialists  were  replaced 
‘liiddl^  Party,  and  the  Wirth  Cabinet  was  succeeded  by  a  purely 

Iq  l“'^*ass  government  under  Wilhelm  Cuno,  general  manager  of  the 
ageq-i"'|^'^‘‘‘^rican  Steamship  Line.  It  was  this  government  which  “man- 
^ren  hyperinflation  of  1923  and  the  passive  resistance  against  the 
“h  forces  in  the  Ruhr.  The  inflation,  which  was  a  great  benefit  to 
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the  Quarter,  destroyed  the  economic  position  of  tlie  middle  classes 
lower  middle  classes  and  permanenth'  alienated  them  from  the  repuD  ■ 
The  Cuno  government  was  ended  bv  a  deal  between  Stresemann 
the  Socialists.  The  former,  on  behalf  of  the  People’s  Party,  which  ha^ 
hitherto  been  resolutely  anti-republican,  accepted  the  republic; 
Socialists  agreed  to  support  a  Stresemann  Cabinet;  and  a  broad 
was  formed  for  a  policy  of  fulfillment  of  the  Treaty  of  Versailles- 


ended  the  Period  of  Turmoil  (August  1923).  ^ 

The  Period  of  Fulfillment  (1923-1930)  is  associated  with  the  name 
Gustav  Stresemann,  who  was  in  every  Cabinet  until  his  death  in  Cc 
1929.  A  reactionaty’  Pan-German  and  economic  imperialist  in  the 
before  1919,  Stresemann  was  always  a  supporter  of  the  Quartet,  an 
chief  creator  of  the  German  People’s  Party,  the  party  of  heavy  indusiv^ 
In  1923,  while  still  keeping  his  previous  convictions,  he  decided 
would  be  good  policy  to  reverse  them  publicly  and  adopt  a 
support  for  the  republic  and  fulfillment  of  treaty  obligations.  He 
this  because  he  realized  that  Germany  was  too  weak  to  do  anything 
and  that  she  could  get  stronger  only  by  obtaining  release  from  ^ -ji, 
stringent  treat}'  restrictions,  by  foreign  loans  from  sympathetic  hr 
and  American  financiers,  and  by  secret  consolidation  of  the 
these  things  could  be  achieved  more  easily  b\'  a  policy  of  fulfillment 


by  a  policy  of  resistance  like  Cuno’s. 

The  Bavarian  government  of  the  Right,  which  had  been  installet^ 
Gustav  von  Kahr  in  1921,  refused  to  accept  Stresemann’s 
readmit  the  Socialists  to  the  Reich  government  in  Berlin.  Instead, 
assumed  dictatorial  powers  with  the  title  of  state  conimissitmet^^^^ 
Bavaria.  In  reply  the  Stresemann  Cabinet  invested  the  executive  po 
of  the  Reich  in  the  Reichswehr  minister,  an  act  which  had  the 
making  von  Seeckt  the  ruler  of  Germany.  In  terror  of  a  rightist 
d'etat  (putsch),  the  Communist  International  decided  to  allow  |,t 
man  Communist  Party  to  cooperate  with  the  Socialists  in  an  anti- 
front  within  the  parliamentary  regime.  This  was  done  at  once  m 
states  of  Saxony  and  Thuringia.  At  this  the  Reichswehr 
in  Bavaria,  General  Otto  von  Lossow,  shifted  his  allegiance  from 
to  Kahr.  Stresemann-Seeckt  in  Berlin  faced  Kahr-Lossow  in  Munic 
the  “Red”  governments  of  Sa.xony  and  Thuringia  in  between- 
Reichswehr  chiefly  obeyed  Berlin,  while  the  Black  Reichswehr  an  j 
derground  Free  Corps  (especially  Ehrhardt’s  and  Rossbach’s)  °  , 
Munich.  Kahr-Lossow,  with  the  support  of  Hitler  and 
planned  to  invade  Sa.xony  and  Thuringia,  overthrow  the  Red 
ments  on  the  pretext  of  suppressing  Bolshevism,  and  then 
northward  to  overthrow  the  central  government  in  Berlin.  g5 

government  headed  this  plot  off  by  an  illegal  act:  The  Reichswehr  ^ 
of  Seeckt  overthrew  the  constitutional  Red  governments  of  Saxon) 


Th, 
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‘Uringia  to  anticipate  Bavaria.  As  a  result,  Lossow  and  Kahr  gave 
So  Pl^ns  for  revolt,  while  Hitler  and  Ludendorff  refused  to  do 
d  “Beer-Hall”  Putsch  of  November  8,  1923,  Hitler  and  Luden- 

fried  to  abduct  Kahr  and  Lossow  and  force  them  to  continue  the 
L  °  They  were  overcome  in  a  blast  of  gunfire.  Kahr,  Lossow,  and 
endorff  were  never  punished;  Hermann  Goring  fled  the  country; 

^  Rudolf  Hess  were  given  living  quarters  in  a  fortress  for  a 
P*'ofiting  by  the  occasion  to  write  the  famous  volume  Mein  Kajupf. 
order  to  deal  with  the  economic  crisis  and  the  inflation,  Strcsemann’s 
oment  w^as  granted  dictatorial  powers  overriding  all  constitutional 
ei  L except  that  the  Socialists  won  a  promise  not  to  touch  the 
day  or  the  social-insurance  system.  In  this  wav  the  inflation 
gi  , and  a  new  monetary  system  was  established;  incidentally,  the 
day  was  abolished  bv  decree  (19:3).  A  reparations  agreement 
Was  Plan)  was  made  with  the  Allied  governments,  and  the  Ruhr 

gg^^^®'^^^^ssfully  evacuated.  In  the  course  of  these  events  the  Social  Demo¬ 
ns  abandoned  the  Stresemann  government  in  protest  at  its  illegal  sup- 
coh  government  of  Sa.xony,  but  the  Stresemann  program 

clud'”^'^*^  "/ith  tlic  support  of  the  parties  of  the  Center  and  Right,  in- 
Ind  support  of  tlie  anti-Republican  Nationalists. 

‘928^  '  ^“tionalists  with  three  or  four  seats  in  the  Cabinet  in  1926- 
tim  dominant  force  in  the  government,  although  they  con- 

in  public  against  the  policy  of  fulfillment,  and  Strese- 
him''  pretend  that  his  administration  of  tliat  policy  exposed 

extre^  danger  of  assassination  at  the  hands  of  the  Riglit 

Cabinets  from  1923  to  1930,  under  Wilhelm  Marx,  Hans 
'^'^rne^d'  and  finall)'  Hermann  Muller,  were  chiefly  con- 

the  questions  of  foreign  policy,  with  reparations,  evacuation  of 

ly  areas,  disarmament  agitation,  Locarno,  and  the  League  of 

but  domestic  front,  just  as  significant  events  were  going  on 

^uch  less  fanfare.  .Much  of  the  industrial  system,  as  well  as 
public  buildings,  w'as  reconstructed  bv  foreign  loans.  The  Quartet 
stju  strengthened  and  consolidated  by  reorganization  of  the  tax 

by  utilization  of  e;overnmental  subsidies,  and  by  tlie  training 
of  personnel.  .‘Mfred  Hugenberg,  the  most  violent  and 
member  of  the  Nationalist  Party,  built  up  a  propaganda 
‘Uteres  bis  ow  nership  of  scores  of  newspapers  and  a  controlling 

as  bJfa,  the  great  motion-picture  corporation.  By  such  avenues 

Pfeiud’  ^  P‘^r''asive  propaganda  campaign,  based  on  existing  German 
^’^d  intolerances,  was  put  on  to  prepare  the  way  for  a  countcr- 
Qg  by  the  Quartet.  This  campaign  sought  to  show  that  all 

^  problems  and  misfortunes  were  caused  by  the  democratic  and 
8  groups,  by  the  internationalists,  and  by  the  Jews. 
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The  Center  and  Left  shared  this  nationalist  poison  sufficiently  to 
stain  from  any  effort  to  give  the  German  people  the  true  story 
Germany’s  responsibility  for  the  war  and  for  her  own  hardships. 
the  Right  was  able  to  spread  its  own  story  of  the  war,  that  Germany 
been  overcome  by  “a  stab  in  the  back”  from  “the  three  Internationals  • 
the  “Gold”  International  of  the  Jews,  the  “Red”  International  of  t 
Socialists,  and  the  “Black”  International  of  the  Catholics,  an  unholy  trip 
alliance  which  w  as  symbolized  in  the  gold,  red,  and  black  flag  of  t  ^ 
Weimar  Republic.  In  this  fashion  every  effort  w  as  made,  and  wdth  con 
siderable  success,  to  divert  popular  animosity  at  the  defeat  of  19*® 
the  Versailles  settlement  from  those  who  were  really  responsible  to 
democratic  and  republican  groups.  At  the  same  time,  German  ammo 
against  economic  e.xploitation  was  directed  away  from  the  landlords 
industrialists  by  racist  doctrines  which  blamed  all  such  problems 
bad  Jewish  international  bankers  and  department  store  owners. 

The  general  nationalism  of  the  German  people,  and  their  willm?’’ 
to  accept  the  propaganda  of  the  Right,  succeeded  in  making  Field  i  ® 
shal  Paul  von  Hindenburg  president  of  the  republic  in  i9i5.  O'a  the 
ballot  none  of  seven  candidates  received  a  majority  of  the  total  votfi) 
the  is.sue  w'cnt  to  the  polls  again.  On  the  second  ballot  Hinden 
received  14,655,766  votes,  .Mar.\'  (of  the  Center  Party)  received  i3>7'  ’ 
615,  while  the  Communist  Ernst  Thalmann  received  1,931,151-  .  ^ 

The  victoiy  of  Hindenburg  was  a  fatal  blow  to  the 
mediocre  military  leader,  and  already  on  the  verge  of  senility,  '•*1^ 
president  was  a  convinced  antidemocrat  and  antirepublican.  To  bm  ^ 
allegiance  to  the  Quartet  more  closely,  the  landlords  and  industr 
took  advantage  of  his  eightieth  birthday  in  1927  to  give  him  a 
estate,  Neudeck,  in  Eiast  Prussia.  To  avoid  the  inheritance  ta.\',  the 
to  this  estate  was  made  out  to  the  president’s  son.  Colonel 
Hindenburg.  In  time  this  estate  came  to  be  known  as  the 
centration  camp”  in  Germany,  as  the  president  spent  his  last  years 
cut  off  from  the  outside  world  by  his  senilidcs  and  a  coterie  of 
These  intriguers,  who  were  able  to  influence  the  aged  pr^sidentia 
in  any  direction  they  wished,  consisted  of  Colonel  Oskar, 
von  ^'hleicher.  Dr.  Otto  Meissner,  w'ho  remained  head  of  the  ptcsi 
office  under  Ebert,  Hindenburg,  and  Hitler;  and  Elard  von  Olden 
Januschau  who  owned  the  estate  next  to  Neudeck.  This  coterie 
to  make  and  unseat  Cabinets  from  1930  to  1934,  and  controlled 
of  the  presidential  power  to  rule  by  decree  in  that  critical  perm 
No  sooner  did  Hindenburg  become  a  landlord  in  October 
he  began  to  mobilize  government  assistance  for  the  landlords. 
sistance,  known  as  Osthilfe  (Eastern  Help),  was  organized 
session  of  the  Reich  and  Prussian  governments  presided  over  by  D 
burg  on  December  21,  1927.  The  stated  purpose  of  this  assistance  ^ 
increase  the  economic  prosperity  of  the  regions  east  of  the  Elbe 
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to  stop  the  migration  of  Germans  from  that  area  to  western  Ger- 
''y  and  their  replacement  by  Polish  farm  laborers.  This  assistance  soon 
a  sink  of  corruption,  the  money  being  diverted  in  one  way 
illegally,  to  subsidize  the  bankrupt  great  estates 
,  extravagances  of  the  Junker  landlords.  It  was  the  threat  of 
d  revelation  of  this  scandal  which  xvas  the  immediate  cause  of  the 
of  the  Weimar  Republic  by  Hindenburg’s  hand  in  1932. 
the  ^  ^“rnbination  of  all  of  these  events  (the  real  power  of  the  Quartet, 
*^°rtsighted  and  unprincipled  opportunism  of  the  Social  Democrats 
Sc  H  ^  ^onter  Party,  the  coterie  around  Hindenburg,  and  the  Osthilfe 
year  possible  the  disintegration  of  the  Weimar  Republic  in  the 

j  ^  '930-1933.  The  decision  of  the  Quartet  to  attempt  to  establish 
satisfactory  to  themselves  was  made  in  1929.  The  chief 
I’ee  ^*1°^  decision  were  (i)  the  realization  that  industrial  plants  had 
for”  rebuilt  by  foreign  loans;  (2)  the  knowledge  that  these 

rgp^'^'^,  were  now  drying  up  and  that,  without  them,  neither 

Qua  internal  debts  could  be  met  except  at  a  price  which  the 

^'rlfill*^'^  unwilling  to  pay;  (3)  the  knowledge  that  the  policy  of 

'he  accomplished  about  as  much  as  could  be  expected  from  it, 

as  Control  Missions  having  ended,  rearmament  having  progressed 

hjyi  ""''s  possible  under  the  Versailles  Treaty,  the  western  frontier 
^  g  been  made  secure,  and  the  eastern  frontier  having  been  opened  to 
The penetration. 

of  j  ^  'decision  of  the  Quartet  did  not  result  from  the  economic  crisis 
^"Ce^of  Vi  "  niade  earlier  in  the  year.  This  can  be  seen  in  the  alli- 

The  Q  ^ngenberg  and  Hitler  to  force  a  referendum  on  the  Young  Plan. 

accepted  the  much  more  severe  Dawes  Plan  in  1924 
chaii  ^  ‘^ney  were  not  then  ready  to  destroy  the  ^Veimar  regime.  The 
also  h  Young  Plan  not  only  indicated  that  they  were  ready;  it 

meof  an  indication  of  their  strength.  This  test  w'as  a  disappoint- 

^'Om'  obtained  only  five  million  votes  adverse  to  the  plan 

Na^ij  ^'^ctorate  of  40  million.  As  a  result,  for  the  first  time,  the 
they  hacf””  ^  'o  build  up  a  mass  following.  The  moment  for  wdiich 
had  a  ■  financial  contributions  of  the  Quartet 

not  foj.  I  '  effort  w'ould  never  have  succeeded,  how'ever,  were  it 
by  economic  crisis.  The  intensity  of  this  crisis  can  be  measured 

^  '^''biber  of  Reichstag  seats  held  by  the  Nazis: 


Dec. 

1923 


Dec. 

1932 


"  financed  by  the  Black  Reichswehr  from  1919  to  1923; 
^^litiich  p^^PP®^*-  ceased  because  of  army  disgust  at  the  fiasco  of  the 
itsch.  This  lack  of  enthusiasm  for  the  Nazis  by  the  anny  con- 
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tinued  for  years.  It  was  inspired  by  social  snobbery  and  fears  of  the 

Storm  Troops  (SA)  as  a  possible  rival  to  itself.  This  diffidence  on  the 

of  the  army  was  compensated  by  the  support  of  the  industrialists,  " 

financed  the  Nazis  from  Hitler’s  e.xit  from  prison  in  19:4  to  the  end  0 

1932. 

The  destruction  of  the  \\’eimar  Republic  has  fiye  stages: 


Briining;  .March  27,  i930-.\Iay  30,  1932 
von  Papen:  .May  31,  1932-Novembcr  17,  1932 
Schleicher:  December  2,  1932-January  28,  1933 
Hitler:  January  30,  i933-.March  5,  1933 
Gleichschaltimg:  .March  6.  1933-August  2,  1934 


M’hen  the  economic  crisis  began  in  1929,  Germany  had  a  democrnf*^ 
government  of  the  Center  and  Social  Democratic  parties.  The  crisis 
suited  in  a  decrease  in  ta.x  receipts  and  a  parallel  increase  in  demands  ^ 
government  welfare  services.  This  brought  to  a  head  the  latent 
over  orthodo.x  and  unorthodox  financing  of  a  depression.  Big  business  ■ 
big  finance  were  determined  to  place  the  burden  of  tiie  depression  ^ 
the  working  classes  by  forcing  the  government  to  adopt  a 
deflation— that  is,  bv  wage  reductions  and  curtailment  of  governn 
expenditures.  The  Social  Democrats  wavered  in  their  attitude,  ' 
general  were  opposed  to  this  policy'.  Schacht,  as  president  of  the 


bank,  was  able  to  force  the  Socialist  Rudolf  Hilferding  out 


.  of  the 

position  of  minister  of  finance  by  refusing  bank  credit  to  the 
until  this  was  done.  In  .March  1930,  the  Center  broke  the  coalition  on  ^ 
issue  of  reduction  of  unemployment  benefits,  the  Socialists  were  thtf' 
out  of  the  government,  and  Heinrich  Briining,  leader  of  tlie  Ce 
Party,  came  in  as  chancellor.  Because  he  did  not  have  a  majority 
Reichstag,  he  had  to  put  the  deflationary  policy  into  effect  by  the  use 
presidential  decree  under  Article  48.  This  marked  the  end  of  the  -i 
Republic,  for  it  had  never  been  intended  that  this  “emergency 
should  be  used  in  the  ordinary  process  of  government,  although  h 
been  used  by  Ebert  in  1923  to  abolish  the  eight-hour  day.  When 
Reichstag  condemned  Briining’s  method  by  a  vote  of  236  to  _ 
July  18,  1930,  the  chancellor  dissolved  it  and  called  for  new 
The  results  of  these  were  contrary  to  his  hopes,  since  he  lost  seats 
to  the  Right  and  to  the  Left.  On  liis  Right  were  r48  seats  ( 107  Nn?'® 

41  Nationalists);  on  his  Left  were  220  seats  (77  Communists  an^ 
Socialists).  The  Socialists  permitted  Briining  to  remain  in  office  ’• 
fusing  to  vote  on  a  motion  of  no  confidence.  Left  in  office, 
tinued  the  deflationary  policy  by  decrees  wliich  Hindenburg 
Thus,  in  effect,  Hindenburg  was  the  ruler  of  Germany,  .since  he^<- 
dismiss  or  name  any  chancellor,  or  could  permit  one  to  govern  . 
own  power  of  decree. 


Briii 

terrible,' 
niillion 
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‘ling’s  policy  of  deflation  was  a  disaster.  The  suffering  of  the  people 
'”'rible,  with  almost  eight  million  unemployed  out  of  twenty-five 
Brii  ■  compensate  for  this  unpopular  domestic  policy, 

Ring  adopted  a  more  aggressive  foreign  policy,  on  such  questions  as 
^rations,  union  wfith  Austria,  or  the  World  Disarmament  Conference, 
the'^  titisis  of  1929-1933,  the  bourgeois  parties  tended  to  dissolve  to 
profit  of  the  extreme  Left  and  the  extreme  Right.  In  this  the  Nazi 
ih^fi  more  than  the  Communists  for  several  reasons:  ( 1 )  it  had 

i  ^  '^^ncial  support  of  the  industrialists  and  landlords;  (2)  it  was  not 
but  nationalist,  as  any  German  party  had  to  be;  (3)  it 
an  compomised  itself  by  accepting  the  republic  even  temporarily, 

tr  when  most  Germans  tended  to  blame  the  republic  for  their 

Lefj  "  ‘1*  prepared  to  use  violence,  while  the  parties  of  the 

cai  ’  Communists,  were  legalistic  and  relativel)'  peaceful,  be- 

Nizb  PnBce  and  judges  were  of  the  Right.  The  reasons  why  the 
lion  than  the  Nationalists,  profited  by  the  turn  from  modera- 

Pm  explained  by  the  fact  that  (i)  the  Nationalists  had  com- 

and  rBcmselves  and  vacillated  on  every  issue  from  1924  to  1929, 

Qf  h  Nazis  had  an  advantage  in  that  they  were  not  clearly  a  party 
sid  ambiguous;  in  fact,  a  large  group  of  Germans  con- 

^  the  Nazis  a  revolutionary  Left  party  differing  from  the  Com- 

only  i„  being  pacrioric,' 

'vhi'  h  **  polarization  of  the  political  spectrum  it  was  the  middle  classes 
^  Became  unanchored,  driven  by  desperation  and  panic.  The  Social 
Par? sufficiently  fortified  by  trade  unionism,  and  the  Center 
to  '^^“’Bers  were  sufficiently  fortified  by  religion  to  resist  the  drift 
intel?^^*^**”’’  ^Unfortunately,  both  these  relatively  stable  groups  lacked 
^^adership  and  were  too  wedded  to  old  ideas  and  narrow  in- 
''oter^  Bnd  any  appeal  broad  enough  for  a  wide  range  of  German 

Th 

fyj  ‘93^  filled  with  a  series  of  intrigues  and  distrust- 

into  ^  alliances  among  the  various  groups  which  sought  to  get 

iQi  *  P°sifion  to  use  the  presidential  power  of  decree.  On  October  1 1 , 
the  ^'^^at  reactionary  alliance  was  made  of  the  Nazis,  the  Nationalists, 
./^^Blhelm  (a  militaristic  veterans’  organization),  and  the  Junker 
Op-  This  so-called  “Harzburg  Front”  pretended  to  be  a  unified 

*‘0  Communism,  but  really  represented  part  of  the  intrigue 
only  groups  to  come  to  power.  Of  the  real  rulers  of  Germany, 

'ndi  ^^^’'PBalian  industrialists  and  the  army  were  absent.  The 

wlji|f^^‘^Bsts  were  taken  into  camp  by  Hitler  during  a  three-hour  speech 
^ritz  T  ^  Industrial  Club  of  Dusseldorf  at  the  invitation  of 

Hne^  (January  27,  1932).  The  army  could  not  be  brought  into 

Schl  controlled  by  the  presidential  coterie,  especially 

cr  and  Hindenburg  himself.  Schleicher  had  political  ambitions 
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of  his  own,  and  the  army  traditionally  would  not  commit  itself  i>^ 

open  or  formal  fashion. 

In  the  middle  of  this  crisis  came  the  presidential  election  of  March' 
April  1932.  It  offered  a  fantastic  sight  of  a  nominally  democratic  repub 
forced  to  choose  its  president  from  among  four  antidemocratic,  antirC' 
publican  figures  of  which  one  (Hitler)  had  become  a  German  citircU 
only  a  month  previously  by  a  legal  trick.  Since  Hindenburg  appeared  a 
the  least  impossible  of  the  four,  he  was  reelected  on  the  second  baWut' 


Hindenburg 
Hider,  Nazi 
Thalmann,  Communist 
Diisterberg,  Scahlhelm 


First  B.allot 
18,661,736 

> ‘.338,571 


^.557,876 


Second  B-U-cO' 

19,359.535 
, 3,418, o5> 
3,706,(555 


Hindenburg  continued  to  support  Briining  until  the  end  of  May 
when  he  dismissed  him  and  put  in  \"on  Papen.  This  was  done  at 
instigation  of  \'on  Schleicher  who  was  hoping  to  build  up  some  kiu 
broad-front  coalition  of  nationalists  and  workers  as  a  facade  ioi  5^^ 
Reichswchr.  In  this  plan  Schleicher  was  able  to  get  Hindenburg 
abandon  Briining  by  persuading  him  that  the  chancellor  was  plauu 
to  break  up  some  of  the  bankrupt  large  estates  east  of  the  Elbe  and  nug 
even  investigate  the  Osthilfe  scandals.  Schleicher  put  in  Papen  as 
cellor  in  the  belief  that  Papen  had  so  little  support  in  the  country  , 
he  would  be  completely  dependent  on  Schleicher’s  ability  to  co 
Hindenburg.  Instead,  the  president  became  so  fond  of  Papen 
new  chancellor  w'as  able  to  use  Hindenburg’s  power  directly, 
began  to  undermine  the  influence  of  Schleicher  in  the  presidents 
tourage. 

Papen’s  “Cabinet  of  the  barons"  was  openly  a  government  0 
Quartet  and  had  almost  no  support  in  the  Reichstag  and 
port  in  the  countrv'.  Papen  and  Schleicher  realized  that  it  coul 
last  long.  Each  began  to  form  a  plot  to  consolidate  himself  am. 
the  polarization  of  political  opinion  in  Germany.  Papen’s  pint 
cut  off  the  financial  contributions  from  industry  to  Hitler  and  3^ 
down  the  Nazi  Party’s  independence  by  a  series  of  expensive  3 

The  chancellor  felt  sure  that  Hitler  would  be  willing  to  come  ) 
Cabinet  of  which  Papen  was  head  in  order  to  recover  the  financia 
tributions  from  industry  and  prevent  the  disruption  of 
Schleicher,  on  the  other  hand,  hoped  to  unite  the  Left  wing 
Nazi  Party  under  Otto  Strasser  with  the  Christian  and  Socialist 
unions  to  support  the  Reichwehr  in  a  program  of  nationalis'U^^ 
unorthodox  finance.  Both  plots  depended  on  retaining  the  ^‘’.^*^^^31 
Hindenburg  in  order  to  retain  control  of  the  army  and  of  the  pre®'  , 
power  to  issue  decrees.  In  this,  Papen  was  more  successful  than  Sen 
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the  aged  president  had  no  liking  for  any  unorthodox  economic 

^^pen’s  plot  developed  more  rapidly  than  Schleicher’s  and  appeared 
hopeful  because  of  his  greater  abiliU"  to  control  the  president.  Hav- 
I''?  persuaded  his  close  friends,  the  industrialists,  to  stop  their  con- 
utions  to  the  Nazis,  Papen  called  a  new  election  for  November  1932. 
the  balloting  the  Nazis  were  reduced  from  230  to  196  seats,  while 

®  Communists  were  increased  from  89  to  100.  The  tide  had  turned. 
Wh'^  three  results:  (i)  Hitler  decided  to  join  a  coalition  government, 
the'^^  previously  refused;  (2)  the  Quartet  decided  to  overthrow 

Republic  in  order  to  stop  the  swing  to  the  Communists;  and  (3)  the 
]  especially  the  industrialists,  decided  that  Hitler  had  learned  a 

and  could  safely  be  put  into  office  as  the  figurehead  of  a  Right 
°  ‘^rnment  because  lie  was  growing  weaker.  The  whole  deal  was  ar- 
Papen,  himself  a  colonel  and  an  industrialist  as  w  ell  as  a 
^^^phalian  aristocrat,  and  was  sealed  in  an  agreement  made  at  the 
19^^  Cologne  banker  Baron  Kurt  von  Schroder,  on  January  4, 

Th 

g  u-  ^S'^^'^T'ent  came  into  effect  because  of  Papen’s  ability  to  man- 
Hindenburg.  On  January  28,  1933,  the  president  forced  the  resig- 
on  of  Schleicher  bv  refusing  to  grant  him  decree  potvers.  Two 
tai  ^  came  to  office  as  chancellor  in  a  Cabinet  which  con- 

^rick  other  Nazis.  These  were  .Minister  of  Air  Goring  and 

tWo  Ministry  of  the  Interior.  Of  the  other  eight  posts, 

'’’■'inistries  of  economics  and  agriculture,  went  to  Hugenburg; 
Mini  Labor  went  to  Franz  Seldte  of  the  Stahlhelm,  the  Foreign 

LF  and  the  Reichswehr  .Ministry  went  to  nonparty  e.xperts,  and 
seem  remaining  posts  w  ent  to  friends  of  Papen.  It  would  not 

Ggj.  for  Hitler,  thus  surrounded,  ever  to  obtain  control  of 

many,  yet  within  a  year  and  a  half  he  xvas  dictator  of  the  countrv. 


The  Nazi  Regime 


Wher 


CO.MING  TO  POWER, 


«933->934 

30  -^dolf  Hitler  became  chancellor  of  the  German  Reich  on  January 
^'^stria^^’  forty-four  years  old.  From  his  birth  in 

cessioig  outbreak  of  w^ar  in  1914,  his  life  had  been  a  suc- 

^^cial'li  the  seven  years  1907-1914  being  passed  as  a 

in  Vienna  and  .Munich.  There  he  had  become  a  fanatical 
of  tman  anti-Semite,  attributing  his  own  failures  to  the  “intrigues 
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The  outbreak  of  war  in  August  1914  gave  Hitler  tlie  first  real  motiva¬ 
tion  of  his  life.  He  became  a  superpatriot,  joined  the  Sixteenth  X'dlunteO" 
Bavarian  Infantry,  and  .served  at  the  front  for  four  years.  In  his  way 
was  an  excellent  soldier,  .\ttached  to  the  regimental  staff  as  messenger  hn 
the  First  Company,  he  was  completelv  happy,  ahvays  volunteering 
the  most  dangerous  tasks.  Although  his  relations  with  his  superiors  were 
excellent  and  he  w'as  decorated  with  the  Iron  Cross,  second  class, 
1914  and  with  the  Iron  Cross,  first  class,  in  1918,  he  was  never  promote 
beyond  Private,  First  Class,  because  he  was  incapable  of  having  an) 
red  relationships  with  his  fellow  soldiers  or  of  taking  command  of  an) 
group  of  them.  He  remained  on  active  service  at  the  front  for  ^nui 
years.  During  that  period  his  regiment  of  3,500  suffered  3,260  killet*  I't 
action,  and  Hitler  himself  was  wounded  twice.  These  were  the  only  tw’ 
occasions  on  which  he  left  the  front.  In  October  1918  he  was 
by  mustard  gas  and  sent  to  a  hospital  at  Pasew'alk,  near  Berlin.  When 
emerged  a  month  later  he  found  the  war  finished,  Germany  beaten,  a 
the  monarchv  overthrown.  He  refused  to  become  reconciled  to 
situation.  Unable  to  accept  either  defeat  or  the  republic,  remembering 
the  war  as  the  second  great  love  of  his  life  (the  first  being  his  niothcr)*^^’^ 
stayed  with  the  army  and  eventually  became  a  political  spy 
Reichswehr,  stationed  near  .Munich.  In  the  course  of  spying  on 
numerous  political  groups  in  Munich,  Hitler  became  fascinated  by  t  ^ 
rantings  of  Gottfried  Feder  against  the  “interest  slavery  of  the 
.At  some  meetings  Hitler  himself  became  a  participant,  attacking 
“Jewish  plot  to  dominate  the  world”  or  ranting  about  the  need  n 
Pan-German  unitv.  .As  a  result  he  was  asked  to  join  tlie  Germ-  ^ 
W'orkers’  Party,  and  did  so,  becoming  one  of  about  sixty  regular  niv’^ 
bers  and  the  seventh  member  of  its  executive  committee.  . 

The  German  Workers’  Party  had  been  founded  by  a  Munich  1° 
smith,  Anton  Drexler,  on  Januarv  5,  1919,  as  a  nationalist,  Pan-Gen 
workers’  group.  In  a  few  months  Captain  Ernst  Rohm  of  Iranz  ^ 
Epp’s  corps  of  the  Black  Reichswehr  joined  the  movement  and  bec 
the  conduit  b\  which  secret  Reichswehr  funds,  coming  through  Pr’ 
wxre  conveyed  to  the  party.  He  also  began  to  organize  a  strong') 
militia  within  the  group  (the  Storm  Troops,  or  S.A).  When 
joined  in  September  1919,  he  was  put  in  charge  of  party  publicity- 
this  W'as  the  chief  expense,  and  since  Hitler  also  became  the  party  s 
ing  orator,  public  opinion  soon  came  to  regard  the  w  hole  movement  - 
Hitler’s,  and  Rohm  paid  the  Reichsw’ehr’s  funds  to  Flitler  directly-^ 


changes’ 

its  name  to  National  Socialist  German  Workers’  Party,  purchased  t 
Volkischer  Beobachter  with  60,000  marks  of  General  von  Epp’-s  tit*’  •  ’ 
and  drew-  up  its  “Twenty-five-Point  Program.” 

The  partv  program  of  1920  was  printed  in  the  party  literature 


During  1920  the  partx'  grew-  from  54  to  3,000  members;  it 
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tWenty-five  years,  but  its  provisions  became  more  remote  from  attainment 
years  passed.  Even  in  1920,  many  of  its  clauses  were  put  in  to  win 
^“Pport  from  the  lower  classes  rather  than  because  they  "’ere  sincerely 
sired  by  the  party  leaders.  These  included  (1)  Pan-Germanism;  (2) 


German 


international  equality,  including  the  abrogation  of  the  Treaty 


p  ^^tsailles;  (3)  living  space  for  Germans,  including  colonial  areas;  (4) 
^^errnan  citizenship  to  be  based  on  blood  only,  vith  no  naturalization, 
immigration  for  non-Germans,  and  all  Jews  or  '‘other  aliens”  elimi- 
(5)  all  unearned  incomes  to  be  abolished,  the  state  to  control 
1,  ‘^‘i'lopolies,  to  impose  an  excess-profits  tax  on  corporations,  to 
the  large  department  stores,  to  encourage  small  business 
'‘i'l'itnicnt  of  government  contracts,  to  take  agricultural  land  for 
,  without  compensation,  and  to  provide  old-age  pensions; 

that  ^  P^’t’sh  all  war  profiteers  and  usurers  with  death;  and  (7)  to  see 
anr[  Pf<^ss,  education,  culture,  and  religion  conform  to  “the  morals 
religious  sense  of  the  German  race.” 

S'mn  P^rty  grew,  adding  members  and  spreading  out  to  link  up  with 
til  movements  in  other  parts  of  Germany,  Hitler  strengthened  his 
P'lrt*^'*  group.  He  could  do  this  because  he  had  control  of  the 

'’^"’■''Piiper  and  of  the  chief  source  of  moncv  and  was  its  chief 
the  ^’S^re.  In  July  1921,  he  had  the  party  constitution  changed  to  give 
,  P^'^''''t^ent  absolute  pow'cr.  He  was  elected  president;  Drexler  was 
'var^  ^'*''t)rary  president;  while  .Max  Amann,  Hitler’s  sergeant  in  the 
Sa  made  business  manager.  As  a  consequence  of  this  event,  the 


under  Rohm,  the  w'ord  “Socialism”  in  the  party 
confl'  mterpreted  to  mean  nationalism  (or  a  society  without  class 
shi  equality  in  part\-  and  state  was  replaced  by  the  “leadcr- 

pan  doctrine  of  the  elite.  In  the  next  two  years  the 

^  y  passed  tlirough  a  series  of  crises  of  wdiich  the  chief  was  the 
of  v’ of  November  9.  1923.  During  this  period  all  kinds 
^Oci  illegality,  even  murder,  were  condoned  by  the  Bavarian 

eiall  ‘r  authorities.  As  a  result  of  the  failures  of  this  period,  espe- 

.  the  abortive  Fi/tsch,  Hitler  became  convinced  that  he  must  come 
t*.'’  legal  methods  rather  than  bv  force;  he  broke  with 
t(,  and  ceased  to  be  supported  bv  the  Reichswehr;  he  began 

'^aeit  chief  financial  support  from  the  industriali.sts;  he  made  a 

PJein-'  tite  Bavarian  People’s  Party  by  which  Prime  .Minister 

PJitle '  Bavaria  raised  the  ban  on  the  Nazi  Party  in  return  for 

^'’'■rned  cf  Ludendorff’s  anti-Christian  teachings;  and  Hitler 

totit  ^  armed  militia  (the  SS)  to  protect  himself  against  Rohm’s 
luTh  armed  militia  (the  SA). 

as  g  ^  period  1924-1930  the  party  continued,  without  any  real  grow'th, 
euiif  1  fringe,”  subsidized  by  the  industrialists.  Among  the  chief 

utors  to  the  party  in  this  period  were  Carl  Bcchstcin  (Berlin  piano 
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manufacturer),  August  Borsig  (Berlin  locomotive  manufacturer),  Emil 
Kirdorf  (general  manager  of  the  Rhcnish-Westphalian  Coal  Syndicate), 
Fritz  Thyssen  (owner  of  the  United  Steel  Works  and  president  of  the 
German  Industrial  Council)  and  Albert  Vogler  (general  manager  of 
Gelsenkirchen  Iron  and  Steel  Company  and  formerly  general  manag^^ 
of  United  Steel  W'orks).  During  this  period  neither  Hitler  nor  his  sup' 
porters  were  seeking  to  create  a  mass  movement.  That  did  not  come 
until  1930.  But  during  tliis  earlier  period  the  part\-  itself  was  steadily  cen¬ 
tralized,  and  the  Leftish  elements  (like  the  Stra.sser  brothers)  "cre 
weakened  or  eliminated.  In  April  1927,  Hitler  spoke  to  400  industrialists 
in  Essen;  in  April  1928.  he  addressed  a  similar  group  of  landlords  fm”' 
east  of  the  Elbe;  in  January  1932  came  one  of  his  greatest  triumphs  ^'■l'^'’ 
he  spoke  for  3  hours  to  the  Industrial  Club  of  Diisseldorf  and  won  sup¬ 
port  and  financial  contributions  from  that  powerful  group.  By  tlmt  date 
he  was  seeking  to  build  his  movement  into  a  mass  political  party  ca 
pable  of  sweeping  him  into  office.  This  project  failed.  As  we  have  m 
cated,  by  the  end  of  1932  much  of  the  financial  support  from  industi) 
had  been  cut  off  by  Papen,  and  party  membership  was  falling  at'aV' 
chiefly  to  the  Communists.  To  stop  this  decline.  Hitler  agreed  to  become 
chancellor  in  a  Cabinet  in  which  there  would  be  only  three  Nazis 
eleven  members.  Papen  hoped  in  this  way  to  control  the  Nazis 


and  to 

lacked 


obtain  from  them  the  popular  support  which  Papen  had  so  sorely 
in  his  own  chancellorship  in  1932.  But  Papen  was  far  too  clever  for  “ 
own  good.  He,  Hugenberg,  Hindenburg,  and  the  rest  of  the 
had  underestimated  Hitler.  The  latter,  in  return  for  Hugenberg  s  ‘ 
ceptance  of  new  elections  on  .March  5,  1933,  promised  that  there 
be  no  Cabinet  changes  whatever  the  outcome  of  the  voting.  In 
the  fact  that  the  Nazis  obtained  only  44  per  cent  of  the  ballots  m 
new  election.  Hitler  became  dictator  of  Germany  within  eigt 
months.  -.j 

One  of  the  chief  reasons  for  this  success  rests  on  the  position  of 
within  Germany.  Prussia  was  the  greatest  of  the  fourteen  states  of 
many.  Covering  almost  two-thirds  of  the  country,  it  included  hot 
great  rural  areas  of  the  east  and  the  great  industrial  areas  of 
Thus  it  included  the  most  conservative  as  well  as  the  most  pi'ogtc 
portions  of  Germanv'.  While  its  influence  \\  as  almost  as  great  undei 
republic  as  it  had  been  under  the  empire,  this  influence  w  as  of 
ferent  character,  having  changed  from  the  chief  bulwark  of  consetv- 
in  the  earlier  period  to  the  chief  area  of  progressivism  in  the  later  [ 

This  change  was  made  possible  by  the  large  numbers  of  enhg^^ 
groups  in  the  Rhenish  areas  of  Prussia,  but  chiefly  by  the  fact 
so-called  Weimar  Coalition  of  Social  Democrats,  Center 
Liberal  Democrats  remained  unbroken  in  Prussia  from  191^ 

As  a  consequence  of  this  alliance,  a  Social  Democrat,  Otto  Brat''’- 
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position  of  prime  minister  of  Prussia  for  almost  the  whole  period 
'92o-iq^2^  and  Prussia  w-as  the  chief  obstacle  in  the  path  of  the  Nazis 
of  reaction  in  the  critical  days  after  1930.  As  part  of  this  movement 
Prussian  Cabinet  in  1930  refused  to  allow’  either  Communists  or  Nazis 
hold  municipal  offices  in  Prussia,  prohibited  Prussian  civil  servants 
“hi  holding  membership  in  cither  of  these  tw’o  parties,  and  forbade  the 
of  the  Nazi  uniform. 

his  obstacle  to  extremism  was  removed  on  July  20,  1932,  when 
’hdenburg,  by  presidential  decree  based  on  Article  48,  appointed  Papen 
hiissioner  for  Prussia.  Papen  at  once  dismissed  the  eight  members 
fy  .  ^^hssian  parliamentary  Cabinet  and  granted  their  governmental 
hctions  to  men  named  by  himself.  The  dismissed  ministers  were  re- 
''ed  from  their  offices  by  the  power  of  the  army,  but  at  once  chal- 
j^hged  the  legality  of  this  action  before  the  German  Supreme  Court  at 
®y  its  verdict  of  October  25,  1932,  the  court  decided  for  the 
the  officials.  In  spite  of  this  decision.  Hitler,  after  only  a  week  in 
Wh'  ^^^^““Phtship,  xvas  able  to  obtain  from  Hindenburg  a  new  decree 
their"  Prussian  ministers  from  office  once  more  and  conferred 

Ph""ers  on  the  federal  vice-chancellor,  Papen.  Control  of  the  police 
l^glj*”*^’-^“tion  was  conferred  on  Hermann  Goring.  The  Nazis  already 
and  Wilhelm  Frick,  control  of  the  Reich  Ministry  of  Interior 

had  national  police  pow’ers.  Thus  Hitler,  by  February  7th, 

^  control  of  the  police  powers  both  of  the  Reich  and  of  Prussia, 
^'tion'^^  advantage,  the  Nazis  began  a  twofold  assault  on  the  oppo- 
"h^r  Frick  worked  under  a  cloak  of  legality  from  above, 

"'ith  Rohm  in  command  of  the  Nazi  Party  storm  troops  worked 

pretense  of  legality  from  below.  All  uncooperative  police  officials 
^nbst'  removed,  or  given  vacations  and  w’ere  replaced  by  Nazi 

byj.  usually  Storm  Troop  leaders.  On  February  4,  1933,  Hinden- 

to  jf  ^‘gned  an  emergency  decree  w’hich  gave  the  government  the  right 
“lost  control  any  meetings,  uniforms,  or  newspapers.  In  this  way 

thg  p”PP“®*^*on  meetings  and  newspapers  were  prevented  from  reaching 

violent  opposition  from  above  was  accompanied  by  a 

'vhich  below’,  carried  out  by  the  SA.  In  desperate  attacks  in 

inunist  fifty-one  opposition  were  failed,  all  Com- 

In  Socialist,  and  many  Center  Party  meetings  were  disrupted. 

Gerjjt'g^  "  evident  a  w'eek  before  the  election  that  the 

'vhich  ”  P^°P^^  were  not  convinced.  Accordingly,  under  circumstances 
^uildi  mysterious,  a  plot  was  worked  out  to  burn  the  Reichstag 

sexviaij^  blame  the  Communists.  Most  of  the  plotters  w’ere  homo- 
“^ed  persuade  a  degenerate  moron  from  Holland 

fire^  y  Lubbe  to  go  xvith  them.  After  the  building  w'as  set  on 

der  Lubbe  w’as  left  W’andering  about  in  it  and  was  arrested 
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by  the  police.  The  government  at  once  arrested  four  Communists, 

eluding  the  party  leader  in  the  Reichstag  (Ernst  Torgler). 

The  day  following  the  fire  (February  28,  1933)  Hindenburg  signed  ^ 
decree  suspending  all  civil  hberties  and  giving  the  government  power  to 
invade  any  personal  privacy,  including  the  right  to  search  private 
or  confiscate  property.  At  once  all  Communist  members  of  the  Reichstag’ 
as  well  as  thousands  of  others,  were  arrested,  and  all  Communist  a 
Social-Democrat  papers  were  suspended  for  two  weeks.  , 

The  true  storv’  of  the  Reichstag  fire  was  kept  secret  only  with  > 
ficult\^  Several  persons  who  knew  the  truth,  including  a  Nations  ^ 
Reichstag  member,  Dr.  Oberfohren,  were  murdered  in  iVIarch  and 
to  prevent  their  circulating  the  true  story.  Most  of  the  Nazis  who 
in  on  the  plot  were  murdered  by  Goring  during  the  “blood  purge 
June  30,  1934.  The  four  Communists  who  were  directly  charged 
the  crime  were  acquitted  by  the  regular  German  courts,  although 
der  Lubbe  was  convicted. 

In  spite  of  these  drastic  measures,  the  election  of  March  5,  1933’ 
a  failure  from  the  Nazi  point  of  view.  Hitler’s  party  received 
of  647  scats,  or  43,9  percent  of  the  total  vote.  The  Nationalists 
only  8  percent.  The  Communists  obtained  81  seats,  a  decrease  of  i9’ 
the  Socialists  obtained  115,  an  increase  of  4.  The  Center  Party  fell 
89  to  74,  and  the  People’s  Part\'  from  11  to  2.  The  Nationalists 
5:  seats.  In  the  simultaneous  election  to  the  Prussian  Diet,  the 
tained  2 1 1  and  the  Nationalists  43  out  of  474  seats. 

The  period  from  the  election  of  March  5,  1933,  to  the  dea 
Hindenburg  on  August  2,  1934,  is  generally  called  the  Period  u 
ordination  (Gleichschaltu/ig).  The  process  was  carried  on,  “KC 
electoral  campaign  just  finished,  by  illegal  actions  from  belo" 
legalistic  actions  from  above.  From  below,  on  March  7th  throug 
Germany,  the  SA  swept  away  much  of  the  opposition  by  violence, 
it  into  hiding.  Thev  marched  to  most  offices  of  trade  unions,  per'*^ 
and  local  governments,  smashing  them  up,  expelling  their  uccupantS’^^^ 
raising  the  swastika  flag.  .Minister  of  the  Interior  Wilhelm  Fric 
doned  these  actions  by  naming  Nazis  as  police  presidents  in  vario^® 
man  states  (Baden,  Saxony,  Wiirttemburg,  Bavaria),  including  ^ 
von  Epp  in  Bavaria.  These  men  then  proceeded  to  use  their  police  po 
to  seize  control  of  the  apparatus  of  state  government.  House' 

The  new  Reichstag  met  on  March  23rd  at  the  Kroll  Opera 
In  order  to  secure  a  majority,  the  Nazis  excluded  from  the  ses 
of  the  Communist  and  30  Socialist  members,  about  109  in  all-  ^  jit 

were  asked  to  pass  an  “enabling  act”  w'hich  would  give  the  go'’ 
for  four  years  the  right  to  legislate  by  decree,  without  the  need 
presidential  signature,  as  in  Article  48,  and  without  constitution'^^^^i,^ 
strictions  except  in  respect  to  the  powers  of  the  Reichstag,  the 
and  the  presidency. 
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•j.  this  law  required  a  two-third  majority,  it  could  have  been  beaten 
'  ptily  a  small  group  of  the  Center  Party  had  voted  against  it.  To  be  sure, 
made  it  ver\'  clear  that  he  was  prepared  to  use  violence  against 
‘  "ho  refused  to  cooperate  with  him,  but  his  power  to  do  so  on  a 
tar-cut  constitutional  issue  in  .March  1933  was  much  less  than  it  be- 
later,  since  violence  from  him  on  such  a  question  might  well  have 
Strayed  the  president  and  the  Reichswehr  against  him. 


spite  of  Hitler’s  intimidating  speech,  Otto  Weis  of  the  Social 
^  mocrats  ro.se  to  explain  whv  his  part\'  refused  to  support  the  bill, 
t  Was  followed  bv  .Monsignor  Kaas  of  the  Center  Partv  who  e.x- 
lais  Catholic  Group  would  support  it.  The  vote  in  favor  of 
was  more  than  sufficient,  being  441-94,  with  the  Social  Demo- 
/ats  forming  the  solid  minority.  Thus,  this  weak,  timid,  doctrinaire,  and 
5  rant  group  redeemed  themselves  bv  their  couraee  after  the  eleventh 
had  passed. 

luti  “Enabling  Act”  the  government  issued  a  series  of  revo- 

'°'^^ry  decrees  in  the  next  fexv  months.  The  diets  of  all  the  German 
Wer^'  Prussia  (which  had  had  its  own  election  on  .March  5th) 

of  Vf  fhe  proportions  of  votes  in  the  national  election 

Was  Communists  were  thrown  out.  Each  party 

bets^*'^^'^  quota  of  members  and  allowed  to  name  the  individual  mem- 
Co  ^  purely  partv  basis.  A  similar  procedure  was  applied  to  local 
A^d’ received  a  majoritv  in  each  body, 
a  o  uf  April  7th  gave  the  Reich  government  the  right  to  name 

to°  each  German  state.  This  was  a  new  official  empowered 

'"issin”'^^'^  fbe  policies  of  the  Reich  government  even  to  the  point  of  dis- 
tbe  governments,  including  the  prime  ministers,  diets,  and 

''^^erto  irremovable  judges.  This  right  xvas  used  in  each  state  to 
^  S‘^''^ruor  and  a  Nazi  prime  minister.  In  Bavaria,  for  ex- 
Hitle^'  EPP  Rohm,  while  in  Prussia  the  twm  W'ere 

of  Goring.  In  many  states  the  governor  was  the  district  leader 

order^  P^itty,  and  where  he  xvas  not,  he  was  subject  to  that  leader’s 

^bo^M  Januarv  30,  1934,  the  diets  of  the  states  were 

sovereign  powers  of  the  states  xverc  transferred  to  the 
of  fi,  ’  governors  were  made  subordinates  of  the  Reich  .Ministry 

ah'" 

and  1  1  parties  except  the  Nazis  xvere  abolished  in  .May,  June, 

The  Communists  had  been  outlawed  on  February  28th. 

"ere  P^'^utocrats  w  ere  enjoined  from  all  activities  on  June  22nd,  and 
State  ^T^"ed  from  various  governing  bodies  on  July  7th.  The  German 
disso!  ■  (P^^''uocratic  Party)  and  the  German  People’s  Party  were 
^^ash  d  Bavarian  People’s  Party  was 

July  Storm  Troopers  on  June  22nd,  and  disbanded  itself  on 

P'tch  d  Center  Party  did  the  same  on  the  following  day.  A  series  of 
®  battles  between  the  SA  and  the  Stahlhelm  in  April-June  1933 
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ended  with  the  absorption  of  the  latter  into  the  Nazi  Party.  The  Na¬ 
tionalists  were  smashed  by  violence  on  June  21st;  Hugenberg  was  unabc 
to  penetrate  the  SA  guard  around  Hindenburg  to  protest;  and  on  Ju’’® 
28th  his  party  was  dissolved.  Finally,  on  Julv  14,  1933,  the  Nazi  Pai^f 
was  declared  to  be  the  only  recognized  party  in  Germany.  , 

The  middle  classes  were  coordinated  and  disappointed.  Wholesale  ao 
retail  trade  associations  were  consolidated  into  a  Reich  Corporation  0 
German  Trade  under  the  Nazi  Dr.  von  Renteln.  On  July  22nd  the  sam® 
man  became  president  of  the  German  Industrial  and  Trade  Comnaitt^®’ 
which  was  a  union  of  all  the  chambers  of  commerce.  In  Germany 
last  had  been  semipublic  legal  corporations. 

The  breakup  of  the  great  department  stores,  which  had  been  one 
the  Nazi  promises  to  the  petty-  bourgeoisie  since  Gottfried  F^°e 
Twenty-five-Point  program  of  1920,  was  abandoned,  according  to  Hess ^ 
announcement  of  July  7th.  Moreover,  liquidation  of  the  cooperative 
cieties,  which  had  also  been  a  promise  of  long  duration,  was 
by  an  announcement  of  July-  19th.  This  last  rev-ersal  resulted  from 
fact  that  most  of  the  cooperatives  had  come  under  Nazi  control  by  be* 
taken  ov-er  by  the  Labor  Front  on  .Mav  16,  1933. 

Labor  was  coordinated  without  resistance,  except  from  the 


munists.  The  government  declared  May  rst  a  national  holiday, 


and  celt' 

brated  it  with  a  speech  by-  Hitler  on  the  dignity  of  labor  before  a 
persons  at  Tempelhof.  The  next  day  the  SA  seized  all  union  buil  i^g 
and  offices,  arrested  all  union  leaders,  and  sent  most  of  these  to 
tration  camps.  The  unions  themselves  were  incorporated  into  a 
German  Labor  Front  under  Robert  Ley.  The  new  leader,  in  an  artic 
the  Volkischer  Beobaebter,  promised  employers  that  henceforth  they  c 
be  masters  in  their  own  houses  as  long  as  they  served  the  nation  (t 
the  Nazi  Party-).  Work  was  supplied  for  labor  by  reducing 
week  to  forty-  hours  (with  a  corresponding  wage  cut),  by  ptoni^ 
aliens  to  work,  by  enforced  “labor  serv-ice”  for  the  governnie'^b 
grants  of  loans  to  married  persons,  by-  tax  cuts  for  persons  'vho  sp 
money  on  repairs,  by-  construction  of  military  automobile  roads,  ab 


money 

forth. 


Agriculture  was  coordinated  only  after  Hugenberg  left  the 
..lent  on  June  29th  and  was  replaced  by  Richard  Darre  as  Reich  in* 
of  food  and  Prussian  minister  of  agriculture.  The  various  land  and 
associations  were  merged  into  a  single  association  of  which  Darr® 
president,  while  the  various  landlords’  as-sociations  were  united  11**° 
German  Board  of  Agriculture  of  which  Darre  was  president 
Religion  was  coordinated  in  various  way-s.  The  Evangelical  * 
was  reorganized.  When  a  non-Nazi,  Friedrich  von  Bodelschi'ing,^^^ 
elected  Reich  bishop  in  May-  1933,  he  was  forcibly-  removed  fi‘””  ju 
and  the  National  Synod  was  forced  to  elect  a  Nazi,  Ludwig  1'*** 
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place  (September  27th).  At  the  elections  for  Church  assemblies  in 
y  '933'  government  pressure  was  so  great  that  a  majority  of  Nazis  was 
in  each.  In  1935  a  Ministry  of  Church  Affairs  under  Hans  Kerri 
la\^  ''P  power  to  issue  Church  ordinances  having  the  force  of 
3'^d  with  complete  control  over  Church  property  and  funds.  Promi- 
Protestant  leaders,  like  Martin  Niemoller,  who  objected  to  these 
Ps>  Were  arrested  and  sent  to  concentration  camps, 
but  Church  made  every  effort  to  cooperate  with  the  Nazis, 

soon  found  it  was  impossible.  It  withdrew  its  condemnation  of 
Jul^***^  on  March  28,  1933,  and  signed  a  Concordat  wdth  von  Papen  on 
b  1^  *^lns  agreement  the  state  recognized  freedom  of  religious 

and  worship,  e.xemption  of  the  clergy  from  certain  civic  duties, 

(jg  right  of  the  Church  to  manage  its  own  affairs  and  to  establish 
’Jominational  schools.  Governors  of  the  German  states  w'ere  given  a 
to  object  to  nominations  to  the  highest  clerical  posts;  bishops  were 
■  ''ti  oath  of  loyalty,  and  education  was  to  continue  to  function  as 
•'had  been  doing.  ’  ’ 

IS  agreement  with  the  Church  began  to  break  down  almost  at  once, 
in  ten  days  of  the  signing  of  the  Concordat,  the  Nazis  began  to 
the  Catholic  Youth  Leas 


schools 


League  and  the  Catholic  press.  Church 
"ere  restricted,  and  members  of  the  clergy  were  arrested  and 
and  evading  the  monetary  foreign-exchange  regulations 

hnmorality.  The  Church  condemned  the  efforts  of  Nazis  like 
jy^j^'^kerg  to  replace  Christianity  by  a  revived  German  paganism  and 
Son  permitting  sterilization  of  socially  objectionable  per- 

Qjj  ^^’h^^senberg’s  book,  The  Myth  of  the  Tzeeiitieth  Century,  was  put 
in  ^  Catbolic  scholars  exposed  its  errors  in  a  series  of  studies 

of  th^^'  finally,  on  March  14,  1937,  Pope  Pius  XI  condemned  many 
tenets  of  Nazism  in  the  encyclical  Mit  brennender  Sor;^e. 
y  j  ‘"'apts  to  coordinate  the  civil  service  began  with  the  law  of  April 
^aad  continued  to  the  end  of  the  regime  without  ever  being 
Were  successful  because  of  the  lack  of  capable  personnel  who 
^  loyal  Nazis.  “Non-.A.ryans”  (Jew's)  or  persons  married  to  “non- 
niidl”^’  unreliable  persons,  and  “Marxists”  were  discharged, 

the  ^  Nazism  W'as  required  for  appointment  and  promotion  in 

^civil  service. 

stiTiv  elements  in  German  society,  only  the  presidency,  the 

ig  Catholic  Church,  and  industry  were  not  coordinated  by 

djjt  gj”  addition,  the  bureaucracy  was  only  partially  controlled.  The 
resgu  ^kese,  the  presidency,  was  taken  over  completely  in  1934  as  the 
]3  °  ^  deal  with  the  army. 

sing’g  spring  of  1934  the  problem  of  the  SA  had  become  acute, 
Qggrtgt**  °fgiinizatlon  was  directly  challenging  two  members  of  the 
the  army  and  industry.  Industry  w’as  being  challenged  by  the 
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demand  of  the  SA  for  the  “second  revolution”— that  is,  for  the  econonii^ 
reforms  which  would  justify  the  use  of  the  word  “Socialism” 
name  “National  Socialism.”  The  army  was  being  challenged  by 
demand  of  Captain  Rohm  that  his  SA  be  incorporated  into  the 
wehr  with  each  officer  holding  the  same  rank  in  the  latter  as  he 
held  in  the  former.  Since  the  Reichswehr  had  only  300,000  ''  > 

the  SA  had  three  million,  this  would  have  swamped  the  Oftce 
Corps.  Hitler  had  denounced  this  project  on  July  i,  1933,  and 
peated  this  ten  days  later.  Nevertheless,  Rohm  repeated  his  deman  ^ 
April  18,  1934,  and  was  echoed  by  Edmund  Heines  and  Karl  Rr 
In  full  Cabinet  meeting  Minister  of  War  General  von  Blomberg 
A  tense  situation  developed.  If  Hindenburg  died,  the  Reiclis''^ 
might  have  liquidated  the  Nazis  and  restored  the  monarchy. 
zist  Hindenburg  ordered  Blomberg  to  use  the  army,  if  necessarvi^^ 
restore  order  in  the  country.  This  was  regarded  as  a  threat  to  the 
Accordingly,  Hitler  made  a  deal  to  destroy  the  SA  in  return  for 
hand  to  deal  ith  the  presidency  \\  hen  it  became  vacant.  "I  his  ' 
done.  A  meeting  of  SA  leaders  was  called  by  Hitler  for  June  30*  '93^ 
at  Bad  Wiessee  in  Bavaria.  The  SS,  under  Hitler’s  personal 
arrested  the  SA  leaders  in  the  middle  of  the  night  and  shot  most 
them  at  once.  In  Berlin,  Goring  did  the  same  to  the  SA  leaders  t 
Both  Hitler  and  Goring  also  killed  most  of  their  personal 
Reichstag  incendiaries,  Gregor  Strasser,  General  and  Mrs.  von  Schlei 
all  of  von  Papen’s  close  associates,  Gustav  von  Kahr,  all  those  who 
known  Hitler  in  the  earlv  days  of  his  failure,  and  many  others, 
escaped  only  by  a  narrow  margin.  In  all,  several  thousands  were  elimma 
in  this  “blood  purge.”  j 

Two  excuses  were  given  for  this  violent  action:  that  the  muf 
men  were  homose.xuals  (something  which  had  been  known  for 
and  that  they  were  members  of  a  conspiracy  to  murder  Hitler- 
they  were  in  a  conspiracy  was  quite  true,  but  it  was  by  no 
mature  in  June  1934,  and  it  was  aimed  at  the  army  and  heavy  m  0^^ 
and  not  at  Hitler.  In  fact.  Hitler  had  been  wavering  until  th® 
ment  whether  he  would  throw  in  his  lot  with  the  “second  revolu 
or  with  the  Quartet.  His  decision  to  join  the  latter  and  exterminarr^^^^ 
former  was  an  event  of  great  significance.  It  irrevocably  made  the 
movement  a  counterrevolution  of  the  Right,  using  the  party  orga 
tion  as  an  instrument  for  protecting  the  economic  status  quo.  j 
The  supporters  of  the  “second  revolution”  were  driven  underg* 
forming  a  “Black  Front”  under  the  leadership  of  Otto  Strasser- 
movement  w  as  so  ineffectual  that  the  only  choice  facing  the 
German  was  the  choice  between  the  reactionary  mode  of  1“^ 
about  the  surviving  members  of  the  Quartet  (army  and  p^j-ty- 

the  completely'  irrational  nihilism  of  the  inner  clique  of  the  Nazi 
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as  the  regime  approached  its  end  did  a  third  possible  way  appear: 
revived  progressive  and  cooperative  Christian  humanism  which  sprang 
om  the  reaction  engendered  within  the  Quartet  by  the  realization 
'at  nihilism  was  merely  the  logical  outcome  of  the  Quartet’s 

customary  methods  of  pursuing  its  customarv^  goals.  Many  of  the  per- 
associated  w  ith  this  new  third  way  were  destroyed  by  the  Nazis 
'u  the  systematic  destructiveness  which  followed  the  attempt  to  as- 
^assinate  Hitler  on  June  20,  1944. 

Jun”  Hitler’s  decisive  step— the  destruction  of  the  SA  on 

j  ^  3°,  1934— the  army  permitted  Hitler  to  become  president  follow- 
6  Hmdenburg’s  death  in  August.  By  combining  the  offices  of  presi- 
t  and  chancellor,  Hitler  obtained  the  president's  legal  right  to  rule 
"  fierce,  and  obtained  as  well  the  supreme  command  of  the  army,  a 
r  '  'on  which  he  solidified  bv  requiring  a  personal  oath  of  uncondi- 
'oal  obedience  from  each  soldier  (Law  of  August  20,  1934).  From  this 
.  ®  On,  in  the  minds  of  the  Reichswchr  and  the  bureaucracy,  it  was  both 
6®  y  and  morally  impossible  to  resist  Hitler’s  orders. 


the  RULERS  AND  THE  RULED,  I934-I945 

fist^hr*’  -August  1934,  the  Nazi  mov'ement  had  reached  its  goal— the 
ij  „  ™'hent  of  an  authoritarian  state  in  Germany.  The  word  used  here 
j.g  . '''^^'''"■'tarian’”  for,  unlike  the  Fascist  regime  in  Italy,  the  Nazi 
of  rh^  "'u®  not  totalitarian.  It  was  not  totalitarian  because  two  members 
Q  ]  Quartet  were  not  coordinated,  a  third  member  was  coordinated 
svst  ''^‘^ompletely  and,  unlike  Italy  or  Soviet  Russia,  the  economic 
"'US  not  ruled  by  the  state  but  was  subject  to  “self-rule.”  All 
^azi'*"  accord  with  popular  opinion  about  the  nature  of  the 

"leti  either  at  the  time  it  was  flourishing  or  since.  Newspaper 

sy  journalistic  writers  applied  the  term  “totalitarian”  to  the  Nazi 
as  i-h”'’  name  has  stuck  without  any  real  analysis  of  the  facts 

tho  In  fact,  the  Nazi  system  was  not  totalitarian  either  in 

Th"'  practice. 

Ran  ^  niovement,  in  its  simplest  analysis,  was  an  aggregation  of 
ueurotics,  mercenaries,  psychopaths,  and  merch'  discontented, 
'he  n  'utermi.xture  of  idealists.  This  movement  was  built  up  by 

as  a  counterrevolutionary  force  against,  first,  the  Weimar 
dan  '’^'^'""’’U'fi'onalism,  and  democracy,  and  against,  second,  the 

"orM  ^  social  revolution,  especially  Communism,  engendered  by  the 
'he  1  depression.  This  movement,  once  it  came  to  power  at 

diff  fihe  Quartet,  took  on  life  and  goals  of  its  own  quite 

'he'^n'^*^  ^'"um,  and,  indeed,  largely  inimical  to,  the  life  and  goals  of 
No  showdown  or  open  conflict  ever  arose  between  the 
^uient  and  the  Quartet.  Instead,  a  modus  viveiidi  was  wmrked  out 
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by  which  the  two  chief  members  of  the  Quartet,  industry  and  the 
army,  obtained  their  desires,  w'hile  the  Nazis  obtained  the  power  an 
privileges  for  which  they  yearned. 

The  seeds  of  conflict  continued  to  exist  and  even  to  grow  between 
the  movement  and  its  creators,  especially  because  of  the  fact  that  t  e 
movement  worked  continually  to  create  a  substitute  industrial  systein 
and  a  substitute  army  parallel  to  the  old  industrial  system  and  the  o 
Reichswehr.  Here  again  the  threatening  conflict  never  broke  out  t 
cause  the  Second  World  W'ar  had  the  double  result  that  it  demonstrate 
the  need  for  solidarity  in  the  face  of  the  enemy,  and  it  brought 
booty  and  profits  to  both  sides— to  the  industrialists  and  Reichswehr  o 
one  hand  and  to  the  party  on  the  other  hand.  .  ^ 

Except  for  the  rise  of  the  party,  and  the  profits,  power,  and 
which  accrued  to  the  leaders  (but  not  to  the  ordinary  membf"' 
the  party,  the  structure  of  German  society  was  not  drastically  cl- 
after  1933.  It  was  still  shi^ly  divided  into  two  parts— the  rulers  a^^ 


uinary  -  , 

:  drastically  change^ 

_  _  _ _ _ _  parts— the  rulers 

the  ruled.  The  three  chief  changes  were:  (1)  the  methods  and  ' 
m’ques  by  which  the  rulers  controlled  the  ruled  were  modified  — ^ 
intensified,  so  that  law  and  legal  procedures  practically 
power  (exercised  through  force,  economic  pressures,  and  «t: 

became  much  more  naked  and  direct  in  its  application;  (2)  the 
which  had  held  real  power  from  1919  to  1933  were  rearranged 
increased  to  a  Quintet,  such  as  existed  before  1914;  and  (3) 
between  rulers  and  ruled  was  made  sharper,  with  fewer  persons 
ambiguous  position  than  earlier  in  German  history;  this  was  made 
acceptable  to  the  ruled  by  creating  a  new  third  group  of 
(Jews  and  foreigners)  which  could  be  exploited  and  oppressed  c'' 
by  the  second  group  of  the  ruled.  ..  g 

The  following  table  shows  the  appro.ximate  relationships  of  the  r 
groups  in  the  three  periods  of  German  history  in  the  twentieth  cen 

The  Third 
Nazi  Party 
(leaders  only' 
Industry 
Army 

Bureaucracy 

Landlords 

hlV 

The  ruled  groups  below  these  rulers  have  remained  rougn\ 
same.  In  the  Tliird  Reich  they  included:  (i)  peasants;  (a) 

(3)  the  petty  bourgeoisie  of  clerks,  retailers,  artisans,  small  in 
and  so  on;  (4)  professional  groups,  such  as  doctors,  druggists,  te 
engineers,  dentists,  and  so  on.  Below  these  was  the  submerged  gt^ 
“non-Aty'ans”  and  the  inhabitants  of  occupied  areas. 


The  Empire 
Emperor 


Bureaucracy 

Industry 


The  Welmar  Republic 


Army 

Bureaucracy 

Industry 

Landlords 
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A.  revealing  light  is  cast  on  Nazi  society  by  examining  the  positions  of 
ruling  groups.  We  shall  examine  each  of  these  in  reverse  order. 

"^he  influence  of  the  landlord  group  in  the  earlier  period  rested  on 
*^^adition  rather  than  on  power.  It  was  supported  by  a  number  of  fac- 
(i)  the  close  personal  connections  of  the  landlords  with  the  em- 
P^^or,  the  army,  and  the  bureaucracy;  (2)  the  peculiar  voting  rules  in 
^rmany  which  gave  the  landlords  undue  influence  in  Prussia  and 
the  state  of  Prussia  undue  influence  in  Germany;  (3)  the  economic 
Social  power  of  the  landlords,  especially  east  of  the  Elbe,  a  power 


based 


on  their  ability  to  bring  pressure  to  bear  on  tenants  and  agricul- 


laborers  in  that  area. 

^1  these  sources  of  power  were  weakening,  even  under  the  empire. 
®  I'epublic  and  the  Third  Reich  merelv  extended  a  process  already 
advanced.  The  economic  power  of  the  landlords  was  threatened 
the  agricultural  crisis  after  1880  and  was  clearly  evident  in  their 
for  tariff  protection  after  1895.  The  bankruptcy  of  the  Junker 
®tes  Was  bound  to  undermine  their  political  influence  even  if  the 
®  tvas  willing  to  support  them  with  subsidies  and  Osthilfe  indefi- 
the^  ^ departure  of  the  emperor  and  the  change  in  the  position  of 
of  •  bureaucracy  under  the  republic  weakened  these  avenues 

tion  landlords.  The  change  in  the  voting  regula- 

the"^  1918  and  the  ending  of  voting  after  1933,  combined  with 
'^creasing  absorbtion  of  Prussia  and  the  other  Lander  into  a  unified 


state,  reduced  the  political  power  of  the  landlord  group.  Fi¬ 


nally  rU  ■  '  POI  .  _  _ 

farm']  social  influence  was  weakened  by  the  migration  of  German 
renl  from  eastern  to  central  and  western  Germany  and  their 

P  ^cement  by  Slav  farm  labor. 


the  T*  .'^nt^rease  in  the  power  of  the  landlord  group  continued  under 
the  Reich  and  was  intensified  bv  the  fact  that  this  group  was 

Th  ^ngnient  of  the  Quartet  which  was  successfully  coordinated. 

^  andlords  lost  most  of  their  economic  power  because  the  control 
®t:onomic  life  was  not  left  in  the  hands  of  the  landlords  as  was 


their 


by  ^  industry.  In  both  cases  economic  life  w  as  controlled,  chiefly 
^rid  associations,  but  in  industry  these  w  ere  controlled  by 
ijj  ,^’^^^talists,  while  in  agriculture  they  w'ere  controlled  by  the  state 
cooperation  wdth  the  party. 

^Rri  P'^^duction,  conditions  of  sale,  and,  in  fact,  every  detail  about 
ketch  -  ^  control  of  a  government  corporation  called  the 

an(j  w^hich  consisted  of  a  complex  of  groups,  associations, 

agfi  ,  The  leader  of  this  complex  w'as  the  minister  of  food  and 
^®ader  b>y  Hitler.  This  leader  appointed  the  subordinate 

thgjg^^.  the  member  organizations  of  the  ReichsJidhrstand,  and 

down  '^“tned  their  subordinates.  This  process  w^as  continued 

the  lowest  individual,  each  leader  naming  his  direct  subordi- 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


nates  according  to  the  “leadership  principle.”  Every  person  engaged 
any  activity  concerned  with  agriculture,  food,  or  raw-material  produc 
tion,  including  lumber,  fishing,  dairying,  and  grazing  belonged  to  one 
or  several  associations  in  the  Reichmahr stand.  The  associations  werj 
organized  both  on  a  territorial  and  on  a  functional  basis.  On  a  function 
basis  they  were  organized  in  both  vertical  and  horizontal  associatioo*' 
On  a  territorial  basis  were  twenty  regional  “peasantships” 
bauemschaften)  subdivided  into  515  local  “peasantships”  lKreisbaii(^‘ 
sch^ten).  On  a  horizontal  basis  were  associations  of  persons  in  the 
activity,  such  as  grinding  flour,  churning  butter,  growing  grain, 
so  on.  On  a  vertical  basis  were  associations  of  all  persons  concern 
with  the  production  and  processing  of  any  single  commodity,  sue 
grain  or  milk.  These  organizations,  all  formed  on  the  “leadership 
pie,”  were  chiefly  concerned  with  prices  and  production  quotas.  1 
were  controlled  by  the  state,  but  prices  were  set  at  a  level  sufficient 
give  a  profit  to  most  participants,  and  quotas  w-ere  based  on  a® 
ments  estimated  by  the  farmers  themselves.  • 

While  the  landlords  lost  power  in  this  way,  they  received  jj. 

advantages.  As  befitted  a  counterrevolutionary  movement,  the 
increased  the  wealth  and  privileges  of  the  landlords.  The  ^^,^5 

the  Osthilfe  scandal,  which  had  been  made  for  Schleicher  in 
premanently  suppressed.  The  autarky  program  gave  them  a  ■‘’^.^1^ 
market  for  their  products,  shielding  them  from  the  vicissitudes  '' 
they  had  suffered  under  liberalism  with  its  unstable  markets  and 
ating  prices.  The  prices  fi.xed  under  Nazism  were  not  high  but  ' 
adequate,  especially  in  combination  with  other  advantages.  By  '9. 
prices  paid  to  farmers  were  23  percent  more  than  in  1933 
still  28  percent  below'  those  of  1925.  Larger  farms  which  used  ' 
labor  were  aided  by  the  prevention  of  unions,  strikes,  and  rising  " 
Labor  forces  were  increased  by  using  the  labor  services  of  boys 
girls  in  the  Nazi  Youth  Movement  and  Labor  Service. 
interest  and  taxes  were  both  reduced,  the  former  from  95® 
marks  in  1929-1930  to  630  million  marks  in  1935-1936,  and  the 
from  740  million  to  460  million  marks  in  the  same  six  years,  y'** 
were  exempt  completely  from  unemploymient-insurance 
which  amounted  to  19  million  marks  in  1932-1933.  The  constant 
of  breaking  up  the  bankrupt  great  estates  was  removed  whether  it  • 
from  the  state  or  from  private  creditors.  All  farms  of  over  faiiUv 
w'ere  made  secure  in  possession  of  their  owmer’s  family,  w'ith  no  p 
bility'  of  alienation,  by  increasing  the  use  of  entail  on  great  estates 
by  the  Hereditary^  Farms  Act  for  lesser  units. 

These  benefits  were  greater  for  larger  units  than  for  sniallet 
and  greatest  for  the  large  estates.  While  small  farms  (5  to  50  heft 
according  to  .Max  Sering,  made  a  net  return  of  9  marks  a  hectat*' 
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’9^5)  large  ones  (over  100  hectares)  lost  18  marks  a  hectare.  In  1934 
tar  figures  were  28  and  53,  a  gain  of  19  marks  per  hec- 

for  sniall  units  and  of  71  marks  per  hectare  for  large  units.  As  a 
of  this  growth  in  profitability  of  large  units,  the  concentration 
O'vnership  of  land  in  Germany  was  increased,  thus  reversing  a  trend. 

the  number  and  the  average  size  of  large  units  increased, 
bus  the  landlords  won  great  privileges  and  rewards  in  the  Third 
'uh,  but  at  the  cost  of  a  drastic  reduction  in  their  power.  They 
te  coordinated,  like  the  rest  of  society  outside  the  ruling  groups, 

'  result  that  they  became  the  least  important  of  these  groups, 
be  bureaucracy  was  not  completely  coordinated,  but  it  found  its 
greatly  reduced.  The  civil  service  was  not,  as  we  have  indicated, 
of  non-Nazis,  although  Jews  and  obvious  anti-Nazis  were 
of  '  retired.  Only  in  the  .Ministry  of  Economics,  perhaps  because 
cha  ^  reorganization  of  the  ministry,  was  there  any  extensive 

,  uge  at  first.  But  this  change  did  not  bring  in  party  members;  it 
no  ■  ^  private  business.  Outside  the  Ministry  of  Eco- 

'US  the  chief  changes  were  the  ministers  themselves  and  their 
of  state.  The  newlv  created  ministries,  of  course,  had  new 
the"''  ’^be  lowest  levels,  these  were  not  chosen  because 

ula^  party  members.  The  old  division  of  the  bureaucracy  into  two 
'hos^^  ^ucademic  and  nonacademic),  wdth  the  upper  open  only  to 
lo\-^  "bo  passed  an  academic  examination,  continued.  Only  in  the 
>  'Unskilled  ranks  did  party  members  overwhelm  the  service, 
her/  '-5  rnillion  civil  servants  28.2  percent  were  party  mem- 

SS  T  ^  Percent  belonged  to  the  SA,  and  i.i  percent  belonged  to  the 
I'abl  "bich  expelled  non-Ayrans  and  political  unre- 

serv^^'  only  i.i  percent  (or  25  out  of  2,339)  of  the  top  civil 

that  recruits  were  overwhelmingly  part)"  members  so 

^azi  '-T  bureaucracy  would  have  become  almost  completely 

but  h  Service  Act  of  1937  did  not  require  party  membership, 

per  ^  candidate  had  to  be  loyal  to  the  Nazi  idea.  In  practice,  99 
ran].\'^^  ^bose  appointed  to  the  grade  of  assessor  (the  lowest  academic 
party  members  from  1933  to  1936.  However,  a  law  of  De- 
ciyjj  '939  stated,  what  had  always  been  understood,  that  in  his 

but  work  a  party  member  was  not  subject  to  party  orders 

lower  ^  orders  of  the  civil  service  superior.  Here  again  the 

"part  more  subject  to  party  control  by  means  of  the  office 

by  ^  which  permitted  party  members  to  accomplish  their  ends 
subjec^^^^'  opens  up  an  important,  if  nonofficial,  aspect  of  this 
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rules  made  by  the  bureaucracy  itself,  and  to  some  extent  the  later  rule*’ 
because  of  the  bureaucracy’s  well-known  antidemocratic  procliviti^®’ 
may  have  been  more  acceptible  to  the  bureaucracy.  More  impo'^^^’^'’ 
was  the  influence  of  party  terrorism,  through  the  SA,  the  SS,  and  t  e 
secret  police  (Gestapo).  Even  more  important  ^^'as  the  growth,  outsi  e 
of  the  bureaucracy,  of  a  party  organization  which  countermanded 
evaded  the  decisions  and  actions  of  the  regular  bureaucracy-  ^ 
regular  police  were  circumvented  by  the  party  police;  the  regu 
avenues  of  justice  were  b)'passed  by  the  party  courts;  the  regu* 
prisons  were  eclipsed  by  the  party’s  concentration  camps.  As  a  ^ 
Torgler,  acquitted  by  the  regular  courts  of  the  charge  that  he  con^ 
spired  to  bum  the  Reichstag,  was  immediately  thrown  into  a  concentra 
tion  camp  by  the  secret  police;  and  Niemoller,  having  served  a 
term  for  violation  of  the  religious  regulations,  was  taken  from  a  regu 
prison  to  a  concentration  camp.  j 

The  Reichswehr  Officers’  Corps  was  not  coordinated,  but  1° 
itself  more  subject  to  the  Nazis  than  it  ever  was  to  tlie  Weimar 
public.  The  republic  could  never  have  murdered  generals  as  Hider 
in  1934.  This  weakening  of  the  power  of  the  army,  however,  ''as 
in  relationship  to  the  party  as  much  as  it  wus  in  relationship  fo 
state.  Previously,  the  army  verj"  largely  controlled  the  State; 

Third  Reich  the  state  controlled  the  army;  but  the  party  did 
trol  the  army  and,  for  failure  to  do  so,  built  up  its  own  army  1 
There  was  a  statutory  provision  which  made  it  illegal  for 
the  armed  sendees  to  be  simultaneously  members  of  the  partv- 
incompatibility  was  revoked  in  the  autumn  of  1944.  However,  die  <’ 
was  quite  completely  subjected  to  Hitler  as  chief  of  the  state  alt 
not  as  Fiihrer  of  the  Nazi  Party.  The  army  had  ahvays  been  su 
nated  to  the  chief  of  the  state.  When  Hitler  obtained  this 
(with  army  consent)  at  the  death  of  Hindenburg  on  August  h 
he  strengthened  his  position  by  requiring  army  officers  to  take 
oath  of  loyalt)’’  to  himself  personally,  and  not  merely  to  the 
man  Fatherland  as  had  been  done  previously.  All  this  was 
cause  the  army,  although  not  coordinated,  generally  approved 
the  Nazis  were  doing  and,  where  they  occasionally  disagreed, 
only  for  tactical  reasons.  The  relations  between  the  two  ■were 
stated  by  Field  Marshal  Werner  von  Blomberg,  Reich  minister  0 
and  commander  in  chief  of  the  armed  forces  until  February, 

“Before  1938-1939,  the  German  generals  were  not  opposed  to 
There  was  no  reason  to  oppose  Hitler  since  he  produced  the 
which  they  desired.  After  this  time  some  generals  began  to 
his  methods  and  lost  confidence  in  the  power  of  his  judgmenG 
ever,  they  failed  as  a  group  to  take  any  definite  stand  against 
though  a  few  of  them  tried  to  do  so  and,  as  a  result,  had  to  pay 
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their  lives  or  their  positions.”  To  this  statement  it  is  necessary  only 
°  add  that  the  German  Officers’  Corps  maintained  its  autonomous 
'Condition  and  its  control  of  the  army  by  the  destruction  of  its  chief 
'’al,  the  SA,  on  June  30,  1934.  For  this  it  paid  on  August  2,  1934. 
ar  that,  it  was  too  late  for  it  to  oppose  the  movement,  even  if  it 
wished  to  do  so. 

he  position  of  the  industrialists  in  Nazi  society  was  complex  and 
th^  In  general,  business  had  an  extraordinary  position.  In 

im  ®*aly  one  of  the  Quartet  which  drastically 

proved  its  position  in  the  Third  Reich.  In  the  second  place,  it  was 
and  one  of  the  Quartet  w'hich  was  not  coordinated  significantly 
which  the  “leadership  principle”  was  not  applied.  Instead,  in- 
Was  left  free  of  government  and  party  control  except  in  the 
in  ^^rms  and  except  for  the  exigencies  of  war,  and  was  subjected 
ad  to  a  pattern  of  self-regulation  built  up,  not  on  the  “leadership 
ciple,”  but  on  a  system  wffiere  powder  was  proportional  to  the  size 
enterprise. 

of  strange  exceptions  we  can  find  one  of  the  central  principles 

been  ^  system.  It  is  a  principle  which  is  often  missed.  We  have 
rhat  Germany  had  a  corporate  state  or  a  totalitarian  state, 
fj,  Was  true.  There  was  no  real  corporate  organization  (even 
disc  ^Gd  Austria),  and  such  an  organization,  much 

before  and  after  1933,  w^as  quickly  dropped  by  1935.  The 
te?  I  .'^“'^“btarian”  cannot  be  applied  to  the  German  system  of  self- 
it  could  be  applied  to  the  Soviet  system, 
gani  system  was  dictatorial  capitalism— that  is,  a  society  or- 

ever  •  everything  w'as  subject  to  the  benefit  of  capitalism; 

Nazi  *^bat  is,  compatible  w’ith  tw'o  limiting  factors;  (a)  that  the 

■which  W'as  not  capitalist,  was  in  control  of  the  state,  and 
'St  h  "'bich  is  not  capitalist,  could  force  curtailment  of  capital- 

our  fbts  (in  the  short  run  at  least).  In  this  judgment  we  must  define 
in  wr*”*  accurately.  We  define  capitalism  as  “a  system  of  economics 
Capital”  ^  Production  is  based  on  profit  for  those  w'ho  control  the 
thosj'  definition  one  point  must  be  noted:  the  expression  “for 

In  jj-  control  the  capital”  does  not  necessarily  mean  the  owmers. 
Parsed  economic  conditions  large-scale  enterprise  with  widely  dis- 
ouv?e  *^°ekownership  has  made  management  more  important  than 
fact  H'  ■  ^^oordingly,  profits  are  not  the  same  as  dividends,  and,  in 
profit  'Oends  become  objectionable  to  management,  since  they  take 
The  control. 

profits  capitalist  system  w'as  a  profit  sj'stem.  In  its  pursuit  of 

Prospcrl*^  pr/wirrz/y  concerned  w'ith  production,  consumption, 

result  ^^’®b  employment,  national  w'elfare,  or  anything  else.  As  a 
rrs  concentration  on  profits  eventually  served  to  injure  profits. 
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This  development  got  the  whole  society  into  such  a  mess  that  enem'^ 
of  the  profit  system  began  to  rise  up  on  all  sides.  Fascism  was  t 
counterattack  of  the  profit  system  against  these  enemies.  This  counter 
attack  was  conducted  in  such  a  violent  fashion  that  the  whole  app^^ 
ancc  of  society  was  changed,  although,  in  the  short  run,  the 
structure  was  not  greatly  modified.  In  the  long  run  Fascism  threaten 
even  the  profit  system,  because  the  defenders  of  that  system,  business^ 
men  rather  than  politicians,  turned  over  the  control  of  the  state  to^^ 
party  of  gangsters  and  lunatics  who  in  the  long  run  might  turn 
attack  businessmen  themselves. 

In  the  short  run  the  Nazi  movement  achieved  the  aim  of  its 
In  order  to  secure  profits  it  sought  to  avert  six  possible  dangers  to 
profit  system.  These  dangers  were  (i)  from  the  state  itself;  (-) 
organized  labor;  (3)  from  competition;  (4)  from  depression;  (5)  rr 
business  losses;  and  (6)  from  alternative  forms  of  economic 
organized  on  nonprofit  bases.  These  six  all  merged  into  one  great 
ger,  the  danger  from  any  social  system  in  which  production 
ganized  on  any  basis  other  than  profit.  The  fear  of  the  owners 
managers  of  the  profit  system  for  any  system  organized  on  any  0 
basis  became  almost  psychopathic.  .  j 

The  danger  to  the  profit  system  from  the  state  has  always 
because  the  state  is  not  essentially  organized  on  a  profit  basis.  I^i 
many  this  danger  from  the  state  was  averted  by  the  industrialists 
ing  over  the  state,  not  directly,  but  through  an  agent,  the  Nazi  V  ; 
Hitler  indicated  his  willingness  to  act  as  such  an  agent  in  various  w 
by  reassurances,  such  as  his  Diisseldorf  speech  of  1932;  by  accepting’ 
a  party  leader  and  his  chief  economic  adviser,  a  representative 
heavy  industry  (Walter  Funk)  on  the  very  day  (December 
on  which  that  representative  joined  the  party  at  the  behest  of  the  m  ^ 
trialists;  by  the  purge  of  those  who  wanted  the  “second  revolution 
a  corporative  or  totalitarian  state  (June  30,  1934). 

That  the  industrialists’  faith  in  Hitler  on  this  account  was  not 
placed  was  soon  demonstrated.  As  Gustav  Krupp,  the  armaments  in 
facturer,  writing  to  Hitler  as  the  official  representative  of  the 
Association  of  German  Industry,  put  it  on  April  25,  i933> 
of  political  events  is  in  line  with  the  wishes  which  I  myself  an 
Board  of  Directors  have  cherished  for  a  long  time.”  This  was 
The  “second  revolution”  was  publicly  rejected  by  Hitler  as  eat.  ^ 
July  1933,  and  many  of  its  supporters  sent  to  concentration 
development  which  reached  its  climax  in  the  “blood  purge’  ®  ^ 

later.  The  radical  Otto  W’agener  was  replaced  as  chief  economic  a 
to  the  Nazi  Party  by  a  manufacturer,  Wilhelm  Keppler.  The 
coordinate  industry  were  summarily  stopped.  Many  of  the 
activities  which  had  come  under  state  control  w'ere  “reprivatized. 
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Works,  which  the  government  had  purchased  from  Ferdi- 
\vh'  three  of  the  largest  banks  in  Germany, 

tQ  been  taken  over  during  the  crisis  of  1931,  were  restored 

ownership  at  a  loss  to  the  government.  Reinmetal-Borsig, 
of  the  greatest  corporations  in  heavv  industry,  was  sold  to  the 
tiTianii  Goring  Works.  .Many  other  important  firms  ^\'ere  sold  to 
hel/v?  property  in  industrial  firms  still 

oy  the  state  was  shifted  from  public  control  to  joint  public-private 
cin  1  subjected  to  a  mixed  board  of  directors.  Finally,  muni- 

.^F  enterprise  was  curtailed;  its  profits  were  taxed  for  the  first  time 
^  '935>  and  the  law  permitting  municipal  electric-power  plants  was 
ed  in  the  same  year. 

first  from  labor  was  not  nearly  so  great  as  might  seem  at 

itself^  labor  itself  which  was  dangerous,  because  labor 


labor  getting  the  WTong  ideas,  especially 
with which  did  seek  to  put  the  laborer  directly  in  conflict 
^azi  P'^ofit  system  and  with  private  owmership.  As  a  result,  the 
and  sought  to  control  the  ideas  and  the  organization  of  labor, 

it  eager  to  control  his  free  time  and  leisure  activities  as 

jy/j.  .  control  his  working  arrangements.  For  this  reason  it  was  not 
have  *^^tely  to  smash  the  existing  labor  organizations.  This  would 

of  H  ^=ibor  free  and  uncontrolled  and  able  to  pick  up  any  kind 

but  ^’azism,  therefore,  did  not  try  to  destroy  these  organizations 
'’’an  ]  unions  w'ere  dissolved  into  the  Ger- 

the  ■  f^tont.  This  gave  an  amorphous  body  of  25  million  in  which 
and  lost.  This  Labor  Front  was  a  party  organization. 


1  not  come  directly  and  immediately  in  conflict  with  the  profit 


thg  l^^bor  Front  soon  lost  all  of  its  economic  activities,  chiefly  to 
Zati  ofi  Economics.  An  elaborate  facade  of  fraudulent  organi- 

^I’nnt^  ''  either  never  existed  or  never  functioned  was  built  up 
of  1  ,  Labor  Front.  They  included  national  and  regional  chambers 
^''ont°h  ^  Federal  Labor  and  Economic  Council.  In  fact,  the  Labor 
with  economic  or  political  functions  and  had  nothing  to  do 

or  labor  conditions.  Its  chief  functions  were  (1)  to  propa- 
“Strg  absorb  the  workers’  leisure  time,  especially  by  the 

party’ Through  Joy”  organization;  (3)  to  tax  workers  for  the 
the  Lab^^”^^’  provide  jobs  for  reliable  part)'  members  within 

Or  Front  itself;  (5)  to  disrupt  working-class  solidarity, 
idej  ’'Cade  was  painted  with  an  elaborate  ideology  based  on  the 
follow  factory  or  enterprise  was  a  community  in  which  leader  and 
estahli'j^^  cooperated.  The  Charter  of  Labor  of  January  20,  1934,  which 
^d  this,  said,  “The  leader  of  the  plant  decides  against  the  fol- 
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lowers  in  all  matters  pertaining  to  the  plant  in  so  far  as  they  are  reg'J' 
lated  by  statute.”  A  pretense  was  made  that  these  regulations  nicre}' 
applied  the  “leadership  principle”  to  enterprise.  It  did  no  such  thin?' 
Under  the  “leadership  principle”  the  leader  was  appointed  from  abovt- 
In  business  life  the  e.xisting  owner  or  manager  became,  ipso 
leader.  Under  this  system  there  were  no  collective  agreements,  no 
in  which  any  group  defended  the  worker  in  the  face  of  the  gtt^^ 
power  of  the  employer.  One  of  the  chief  instruments  of  duress 
the  “workbook”  carried  by  the  worker,  wdiich  had  to  be  signed  ) 
the  employer  on  entering  or  leaving  any  job.  If  the  employer  remst 
to  sign,  the  worker  could  get  no  other  job.  . 

Wage  scales  and  conditions  of  labor,  previously  established  by 
lective  agreements,  were  made  by  a  state  employee,  the  labor  trustee- 
created  .May  19,  1933.  Under  this  control  there  was  a  steady  downuar^ 
reduction  of  working  conditions,  the  chief  change  being  from  a  petiu^ 
wage  to  a  piecework  payment.  .'Ml  overtime,  holiday,  night,  and  Sun 
day  rates  were  abolished.  The  labor  trustee  was  ordered  to  set  ma- 
mum  wage  rates  in  June  1938,  and  a  rigid  ceiling  was  set  in  Octo 
1939-  .jic 

In  return  for  this  exploitation  of  labor,  enforced  by  the  terron 
activity  of  the  “party  cell’  in  each  plant,  the  worker  received 


compensations  of  which  the  chief  was  the  fact  that  he  was  no 


threatened  with  the  danger  of  mass  unemployment.  Employment 
for  Germany  were  17.8  million  persons  in  1929,  only  12.7 
1932,  and  20  million  bv  1939.  This  increased  economic  activity 
to  nonconsumers’  goods  rather  than  consumers’  goods,  as  can  be  s 
from  the  following  indices  of  production: 


PRODt'CnoK 

a.  Capital  goods 

b.  Consumers’  goods 


1929 


1932 

58.7 

45-7 

78.. 


1938 

124-7 

135-9 

107-8 


Business  hates  competition.  Such  competition  might  appear  in 
forms:  {a)  prices;  {b)  for  raw  materials;  (c)  for  markets;  (d) 
competition  (creation  of  new  enterprises  in  the  same  activity)- 
for  labor.  All  these  make  planning  difficult,  and  jeopardize 
Businessmen  prefer  to  get  together  with  competitors  so  that 
cooperate  to  exploit  consumers  to  the  benefit  of  profits  instead  0 
peting  with  each  other  to  the  injury  of  profits.  In  Germany  ^  n 
done  by  three  kinds  of  arrangements:  (i)  cartels  (Kartells),  (2) 
associations  (Fachver bands),  and  (3)  employers’  associations  (  P 
verbdnde).  The  cartels  regulated  prices,  production,  and  j-oirt- 

trade  associations  were  political  groups  organized  as  chambers  o 
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"’crce  or  agriculture.  The  employers’  associations  sought  to  control  labor. 
^11  these  existed  long  before  Hitler  came  to  power,  an  event  that 
relatively  little  influence  on  the  cartels,  but  considerable  influence 
on  the  other  two.  The  economic  power  of  cartels,  left  in  the  hands  of 
^nsinessmen,  was  greatly  extended;  the  employers’  associations  were 
coordinated,  subjected  to  party  control  through  the  establishment  of 
J’f'c  '‘leadership  principle,”  and  merged  into  the  Labor  Front,  but  had 
l^fle  to  do,  as  all  relations  with  labor  (wages,  hours,  working  condi¬ 
tions)  Were  controlled  by  the  state  (through  the  Ministry  of  Economics 
®nd  the  labor  trustee)  and  enforced  by  the  party.  The  trade  associa- 
hons  were  also  coordinated  and  subject  to  the  “leadership  principle, 
cing  organized  into  an  elaborate  hierarchy  of  chambers  of  economics, 
^mmerce,  and  industry,  whose  leaders  were  ultimately  named  by  the 
ioistry  of  Economics. 

^11  this  was  to  the  taste  of  businessmen.  ^Vhile  they,  in  theory,  lost 
Control  of  the  three  types  of  organizations,  in  fact  they  got  what  they 
"anted  in  all  three.  \Ve  have  shown  that  the  employers’  associations 
"ere  coordinated.  Yet  employers  got  the  labor,  wage,  and  working 
Conditions  they  wanted,  and  abolished  labor  unions  and  collective  bar- 
Saining,  W’hich  had  been  their  chief  ambition  in  this  field.  In  the  second 
eld  (trade  associations)  activities  were  largely  reduced  to  social  and 
Propaganda  actions,  but  the  leaders,  even  under  the  “leadership  princi- 
P  Cl  continued  to  be  prominent  businessmen.  Of  173  leaders  through- 
Germany,  g  were  civil  servants,  only  21  were  party  members,  108 
businessmen,  and  the  status  of  the  rest  is  unknow  n.  Of  17  leaders 
provincial  economic  chambers,  all  were  businessn-.en,  of  w'hom  14 
'^cre  party  members.  In  the  third  field,  the  activities  of  cartels  were 
extended  that  almost  all  forms  of  market  competition  w-ere  ended, 
^  these  activities  were  controlled  by  the  biggest  enterprises.  The 
'izis  permitted  the  cartels  to  destroy  all  competition  by  forcing  all 
^"siness  into  cartels  and  giving  these  into  the  control  of  the  biggest 
^Usinessmen.  At  the  same  time  it  did  all  it  could  to  benefit  big  business, 
th’  mergers,  and  to  destroy  smaller  businesses.  A  few  examples  of 
P^sss  will  suffice. 

A  law  of  July  15,  193  j,  gave  the  minister  of  economics  the  right  to 
and*^  cartels  compulsory,  to  regulate  capacity  of  enterprises, 

prohibit  the  creation  of  new  enterprises.  Hundreds  of  decrees  were 
under  this  law'.  On  the  same  dav,  the  cartel  statute  of  1923  w'hich 
cartels  from  using  boycotts  against  nonmembers  was 
permit  this  practice.  As  a  result,  cartels  w'ere  able  to  pro- 
retail  outlets,  and  frequently  refused  to  supply  wholesalers  or 
had*  they  did  more  than  a  minimum  volume  of  business  or 

take  *^°*^*^  than  a  minimum  amount  of  capital.  These  actions  were 
for  example,  by  the  radio  and  the  cigarette  cartels, 
artels  were  controlled  by  big  business,  since  voting  power  w’ithin 
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the  cartel  was  based  on  output  or  number  of  employees.  Concentration 
of  enterprise  was  increased  by  various  expedients,  such  as  granting 
public  contracts  only  to  large  enterprises  or  by  “Aryanization 
(which  forced  Jews  to  sell  out  to  established  firms).  As  a  result,  on 
May  7,  1938,  the  Ministr^’^  of  Economics  reported  that  90,448  out  0 
600,000  one-man  firms  had  been  closed  in  two  years.  The  Corporanon 
Law  of  1937  facilitated  mergers,  refused  to  permit  new  corporations 
of  below'  500,000  marks  capital,  ordered  all  new  shares  to  be  issued  at  a 
par  value  of  at  least  1,000  marks,  and  ordered  the  dissolution  of  a 
corporations  of  less  than  1 00,000  marks  capital.  By  this  last  provision 
20  percent  of  all  corporations  with  0.3  percent  of  all  corporate  capita 
were  condemned.  At  the  same  time  shareowners  lost  most  of  thc'| 
rights  against  the  board  of  directors,  and  on  the  board  the  power  0 
the  chairman  was  greatly  extended.  As  an  example  of  a  change-  t 
board  could  refuse  information  to  stockholders  on  flimsy  excuses. 

The  control  of  raw'  materials,  which  was  lacking  under  the  Weimar 
Republic,  w'as  entrusted  to  the  functional  trade  associations.  Afte 
August  18,  1939,  priority  numbers,  based  on  the  decisions  of  the  tra 
associations,  were  issued  by  the  Reichstellen  (subordinate  offices  of  t  J 
Ministry  of  Economics).  In  some  critical  cases  subordinate  offices  0 
the  Reichstellen  w'ere  set  up  as  public  offices  to  allot  raw  matet'a  ^ 
but  in  each  case  these  were  only  existing  business  organizations  ivit 
new  name.  In  some  cases,  such  as  coal  and  paper,  they  were  notn  g 
but  the  existing  cartels. 

In  this  way  competition  of  the  old  kind  was  largely  eliminated, 
that,  not  by  the  state  but  by  industrial  self-regulation,  and  not  at 
expense  of  profits,  but  to  the  benefit  of  profits,  especially  of  t  °  ^ 
enterprises  w'hich  had  supported  the  Nazis— large  units  in  lieavy 
dustry. 

The  threat  to  industry  from  depression  w'as  eliminated.  This 


be  seen  from  the  following  figu; 
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1929 

19J2 

National  income,  1925-1934  prices 

billions 

R.M 

70.0 

52.0 

Per  capita  incomes,  1915-1934  prices 

RM 

1,089^) 

998.0 

Percentage  of  national  incomes: 

to  industry 

21.0% 

17.4% 

to  workers 

68.8% 

77.6% 

to  others 

10.2% 

5.0% 

Number  of  corporate  bankruptcies 

(16 

«34 

Profit  ratios  of  corporations 

(heavy  industry; 

4216% 

-6.94% 

10.3^^'’ 


GERMANY  FROM  KAISER  TO  HITLER,  I9  I  3- I  945  455 

In  the  period  after  1933  the  threat  to  industry  from  forms  of  produc- 
based  on  a  nonprofit  organization  of  business  largely  vanished, 
nch  threats  could  come  from  government  ownership,  from  coopera- 
or  from  syndicalism.  The  last  was  destroyed  by  the  destruction 
°  the  labor  unions.  The  cooperatives  were  coordinated  by  being  sub¬ 
jected  “irrevocably  and  unconditionally  to  the  command  and  adminis- 
jtative  autiiority  of  the  leader  of  the  German  Labor  Front,  Dr.  Robert 
^7'  on  May  13,  1933.  The  threat  from  public  ownership  was  elimin¬ 
ated  under  Hitler,  as  we  have  indicated. 

Would  seem,  from  these  facts,  that  industrv  was  riding  the  crest 
°  wave  under  Nazism.  This  is  quite  true.  But  industry  had  to  share 


this 


crest  with  the  party  and  the  army.  Of  these  three  it  was  unques- 


^^onably  in  at  least  second  place,  a  higher  rank  than  it  had  ever  achieved 
3tiy  earlier  period  of  German  history.  Party  participation  in  business 
activities  was  not  the  threat  to  industry  which  it  might  appear  to  be 
nrst  glance.  These  participations  were  the  efforts  of  the  party  to 
tire  an  independent  economic  foundation,  and  were  largely  built  up 
Unprofitable  activities,  or  non-Aryan,  non-German,  or  labor-union 
^^tvities,  and  were  not  constructed  at  the  e.vpense  of  “legitimate” 
rnian  industry.  The  Hermann  Goring  Works  arose  from  govern- 
d?*’  to  utilize  low'-grade  iron  ore  in  Brunsw’ick.  To  this  was 

cd  various  other  enterprises:  those  already  in  government  control 
>ch  Were  thus  sliifted  from  a  socialized  to  a  profit-seeking  basis), 
Tk  ^  from  newly  anne.ved  areas,  and  those  confiscated  from 

yssen  when  he  became  a  traitor.  The  Gustloff  Works,  in  complete 
p  y  control,  were  made  up  of  non-Aryan  properties.  The  Labor 
sixty-five  corporations  in  1938,  was  an  improvement  over 
'  situation,  since  all,  except  the  People’s  Auto  enterprise 


(Volk. 


Were 


tsw'agen),  were  taken  from  labor  unions.  Other  party  activities 


previously. 

•  ^  advent  of  war  was  contrary  to  the  desires  and  probably  to  the 

of  industry.  Industry  wanted  to  prepare  for  war,  since  it 
P^ufitable,  but  they  did  not  like  war,  since  profits,  in  wartime, 
^  secondary  role  to  victory.  The  advent  of  war  was  the  result  of 
industry  was  not  ruling  Germany  directly,  but  was  ruling 
ough  an  agent.  It  w’as  not  gov'ernment  of,  by,  and  for  industry,  but 
of  and  by  the  party  and  for  industry.  The  interests  and 
rac’*^^^  ’^•lese  two  were  not  identical.  The  partx^  was  largely  paranoid, 
abo'^*^'  nationalistic,  and  really  believed  its  own  propaganda 

Germany’s  imperial  mission  through  “blood  and  soil.”  Industry 
rearmaments  and  an  aggressive  foreign  policy  to  support  these. 
Order  to  carry  out  a  paranoid  policy  but  because  this  was  the 
plo''  program  they  could  see  w'hich  would  combine  full  em- 

^nxent  of  labor  and  equipment  wdth  profits.  In  the  period  1936- 
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1939  the  policies  of  “rearmament  for  war”  and  “rearmament  for  profits 
ran  parallel  courses.  From  1939  on  they  ran  parallel  only  because  the 
two  groups  shared  the  booty  of  conquered  areas  and  were  diverge''^ 
because  of  the  danger  of  defeat.  This  danger  was  regarded  as  a  nece^ 
sary  risk  in  pursuit  of  world  conquest  by  the  party;  it  was  regard^ 
as  an  unnecessaty  risk  in  pursuit  of  profits  by  industry. 

This  brings  us  to  the  new  ruling  group,  the  party.  The  party 
a  ruling  group  only  if  we  restrict  the  meaning  of  the  term  “party  to 
the  relatively  small  group  (a  few  thousand)  of  party  leaders.  The  fo^ 
million  party  members  were  not  part  of  the  ruling  group,  but  , 
a  mass  assembled  to  get  the  leaders  in  control  of  the  state,  but  aiinoyiog 
and  even  dangerous  once  this  was  done.  Accordingly,  the  period  aite^ 
1933  saw  a  double  action,  a  steady  growth  of  power  and  influence 
the  Reichsleiter  in  respect  to  the  ruled  groups,  the  Quartet,  and 
ordinary  members  of  the  party  itself,  and,  combined  with  this,  a  stea  . 
decrease  in  the  influence  of  the  party  as  a  whole  in  respect  to  the  statc^ 
In  other  words,  the  leaders  controlled  the  state  and  the  state  coi 
trolled  the  party.  ^ 

At  the  head  of  the  party  was  the  Fiihrer;  then  came  about  tvvosco 
Reichsleiter;  below  these  was  the  party  hierarchy,  organized  by  div^^ 
ing  Germany  into  40  districts  (Gme)  each  under  a  Gauleiter; 
district  was  subdivided  into  circles  (Kreise)  of  which  there  ’ 

each  under  a  Kreisleiter;  each  Kreis  was  divided  into  chapters  (  .  ^ 
gruppen),  each  under  an  Ortsgnippenleiter;  these  chapters  were  divi 
into  cells  (Zelleti)  and  subdivided  into  blocks  under  Zelletileiter  a 
Blockleiter.  The  Blockleiter  had  to  supervise  and  spy  on  40  to  60  a 
lies;  the  Zellenleiter  had  to  supervise  4  to  8  blocks  (200  to  400  faniH 
and  the  Ortsgruppetileiter  had  to  supervise  a  town  or  district  of  up 
1,500  families  through  his  4  to  6  Zellenleiter.  ■ 

This  party  organization  became  in  time  a  standing  threat  to  the  p 
tion  of  the  industrialists.  The  threat  became  more  direct  after  the  0^^^ 
break  of  war  in  1939,  although,  as  we  have  indicated,  the  issue 
suspended  for  the  sake  of  sharing  the  booty  and  for  the  sake  of  soh 
in  the  face  of  the  enemy.  The  three  ruling  groups,  party, 
industrialists,  remained  in  precarious  balance  although  secretly 
gling  for  supremacy  in  the  whole  period  1934-1945.  In  general, 
was  a  slow  extension  of  party  superiority,  although  the  party  was 
able  to  free  itself  from  dependence  on  the  anny  and  business  e 
of  their  technical  competence. 

The  army  was  brought  partly  under  party  control  in  i934 
Hitler  became  president  and  obtained  the  oath  of  allegiance; 
trol  w’as  extended  in  1938  when  Hitler  became  commander  ^  grs’ 
This  resulted  in  the  creation  of  centers  of  intrigue  within  the 
Corps,  but  this  intrigue,  although  it  penetrated  to  the  highest  lU* 
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never  succeeded  in  doing  more  than  wound  Hitler  once  out  of  a 
°zen  efforts  to  assassinate  him.  The  po^ver  of  the  army  was  steadily 
'Objected  to  Hitler.  The  old  officers  Mere  removed  from  control  of  the 
^gnting  troops  after  their  failure  in  Russia  in  December  1941,  and 
'945  the  Officers’  Corps  had  been  so  disrupted  from  M'ithin  that 
^  army  M^as  being  guided  to  defeat  after  defeat  by  nothing  more 
^gible  than  Hitler’s  “intuition”  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  most  army 
^crs  objected  to  subjecting  themselves  and  Germany  to  the  jeop- 
'es  of  such  an  unpredictable  and  unproductive  authority. 

"'as  in  a  someM-hat  similar  but  less  e.xtreme  position.  At 
Wa  '  outlook  seemed  assured,  largelv  because  Hitler’s  mind 

as  able  to  adopt  the  colors  of  an  industrialist’s  mind  M'henever  he 
tha  ^  to  businessmen.  By  1937  businessmen  M-ere  convinced 

a  armaments  M^ere  productive,  and  i)\-  1939  the  more  unstable  ele- 
"’ar^h  decided  that  M’ar  Mould  be  profitable.  But  once  the 

began,  the  urgent  need  for  victory  subjected  industry  to  controls 
gj.  hardly  compatible  M'ith  tlie  vision  of  industrial  self-gov- 

"'hich  Hitler  had  adopted  from  business.  The  Four-Year 
’  early  as  1936,  became  the  entering  M'edge  of  outside 

Co  war  began  the  neM’  Ministry  of  iMunitions  under  the 

'■bl  of  Fritz  Todt  and  Albert  Speer  (mTo  M'ere  Nazis  but  not  busi- 
began  to  dominate  economic  life. 

Pi  its  rather  specialized  area,  the  organization  of  the  Four-Year 

Co  ’  ^  completely  Nazi,  M'as  transformed  into  a  General  Economic 
i^cted™  whole  range  of  economic  life  M^as,  in  1943,  sub- 

ceDt  Nazis  forming  the  Inner  Defense  Council.  Industry  ac- 

niar'^’  situation  because  profits  M’ere  still  protected,  promises  of 

djg  "^vantages  remained  bright  for  years,  and  the  hope  did  not 
Thu*^  controls  m ere  no  more  than  temporary  M-artime  measures, 

'ndi  precarious  balance  of  poMcr  betMcen  party,  army,  and 

drov  in  a  secondary  role  bv  bureaucracy  and  landlords, 

.  cmselves  and  the  German  people  to  a  catastrophe  so  gigantic 
'bsti  for  a  M  hile  to  destroy  completely  all  the  established 

'ons  and  relationships  of  German  society. 


X 


BRITAIN: 

the  background 

TO  APPEASEMENT, 
1900-1939 


The  Social  and  Constitutional  Background 
Political  History  to 


The  Social  and  Constitutional 
Background 

1^  the  course  of  the  twentieth  century  Britain  experienced  a  revolu- 
as  profound,  and  considerably  more  constructive,  than  those 
be  Rttssia  or  Germany.  The  magnitude  of  this  revolution  cannot 
^jtidged  by  the  average  American  because  Britain  has  been,  to  most 
encans,  one  of  the  less  familiar  countries  of  Europe.  This  condition 
cased  on  ignorance  so  much  as  on  misconceptions.  Such  miscon- 
lan  belief  that  the  English,  speaking  a  similar 

gtiage,  must  have  similar  ideas.  These  misconceptions  are  as  prevalent 
cir  better-educated  classes  of  Americans  as  in  less  well-informed 

SDr  .a’  ^  result,  errors  and  ignorance  about  Britain  are  w'ide- 

shall  '  better  books  on  the  subject.  In  this  section,  we 

Stat  ^^be  ways  in  w  hich  Britain  is  different  from  the  United 

P  ’  ^^Pccially  in  its  constitution  and  its  social  structure. 

'^bis  political  point  of  view',  the  greatest  difference  between 
Con  United  States  rests  in  the  fact  that  the  former  has  no 

This  is  not  generally  recognized.  Instead,  the  statement  is 
and  ^  that  Britain  has  an  unwritten  constitution  based  on  customs 
The  Such  a  statement  seriously  misrepresents  the  facts. 

Constitution”  refers  to  a  body  of  rules  concerned  with  the 
tbjj  functioning  of  a  government,  and  it  clearly  implies  that 

Proc  °  ^  ^“Cs  is  superior  in  its  force  and  is  formed  by  a  different 
"consf  ordinary  statute  law.  In  Britain  this  is  not  so.  The  so-called 
in  ^'^^’^ional  law”  of  England  consists  either  of  statutes  which  differ 
statutg  method  of  creation  or  force)  from  ordinary 

force  consists  of  customs  and  conventions  which  are  inferior  in 

Xh  and  which  must  yield  to  any  statute. 

niajor  practices  of  the  “constitution”  of  Britain  are  based  on  con- 
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vention  rather  than  on  law.  The  distinction  between  the  two  reveals  at 
once  the  inferiority  of  the  former  to  the  latter.  “Laws”  (based  on  statutes 
and  judicial  decisions)  are  enforceable  in  courts,  while  “conventions 
(based  on  past  practices  regarded  as  proper)  are  not  enforceable 
any  legal  way.  The  precedents  of  the  British  system  of  governmeu 
are  generally  in  the  nature  of  conventions  which  cover  the  most  import 
ant  parts  of  the  system:  the  Cabinet  and  the  political  parties,  the  mou 
archy,  the  two  Houses  of  Parliament,  the  relationships  between  tbesCi 
and  the  internal  discipline  and  conduct  of  all  five  of  these  agencies. 

The  conventions  of  the  system  have  been  highly  praised,  and  descn  ® 
as  binding  on  men’s  actions.  They  are  largely  praiseworthy,  but  t  « 
binding  character  is  much  overrated.  Certainly  they  are  not  sufficieo  , 
binding  to  deserve  the  name  of  constitution.  This  is  not  to  say 
constitution  cannot  be  unwritten.  It  is  perfectly  possible  to  have 
unwritten  constitution,  but  no  constitution  exists  unless  its  unwritt 
practices  are  fairly  clearly  envisaged  and  are  more  binding  than 
law.  In  Britain  neither  of  these  is  true.  There  is  no  agreement 
fairly  clear-cut  issues.  For  example,  every  textbook  asserts  that 
monarchy  no  longer  has  the  power  to  veto  legislation  because  t 
power  has  not  been  used  since  the  reign  of  Queen  Anne.  Yet  three 
the  four  great  authorities  on  constitutional  law  in  the  twentieth  ’ 
(Sir  William  Anson,  A.  V.  Dicey,  and  Arthur  Berriedale  Keith) 
inclined  to  believ'e  that  the  royal  veto  still  existed. 

The  customs  of  the  constitution  are  admittedly  less  binding  than 
they  are  not  enforceable  in  the  courts;  they  are  not  clearly  stated  a'’, 
where  and,  accordingly,  their  nature,  binding  or  not,  is  left  w  e 
to  the  interpretation  of  the  actor  himself.  Since  so  many  of  f  ^,(5 
tionships  which  are  covered  by  conventions  are  based  on 
which  are  secret  (such  as  relationships  between  monarchy  ^nd  C* 
between  Cabinet  and  political  parties,  betw'een  Cabinet  and  civu 
ice,  and  all  the  relationships  within  the  Cabinet)  and  since,  in  many  j 
the  secrecy  of  these  precedents  is  protected  by  law  under  the  ^ 
Secrets  Act,  the  binding  nature  of  the  conventions  has  become 
weaker.  .Vloreover,  many  of  the  so-called  conventions  which  have 


pointed  out  by  w-riters  on  the  subject  were 


le,  but  were 


tions  of  the  writers  themselves.  Among  these  w'as  the  convention 
the  monarch  was  impartial— a  convention  w'hich  accorded  not  at  a 
the  conduct  of  Queen  Victoria  in  whose  reign  the  rule  was  e.xp*’ 
stated  by  Walter  Bagehot.  go 

Another  convention  which  appeared  in  te.xtbooks  for  years 
the  effect  that  Cabinets  are  overthrown  by  adverse  votes  in 
In  fact,  there  have  been  in  the  last  two  generations  scores  of  cases  ' 
the  Cabinet’s  desires  met  with  an  adverse  vote,  yet  no 
resigned  as  a  result  of  such  a  vote  in  over  sixty  years.  As  early 
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Coalition  government  was  defeated  in  Commons  three  times  in  one 
'veek,  while  as  late  as  1924  the  Labour  government  was  defeated  ten 
htries  in  seven  months.  It  is  seriously  stated  in  many  books  that  the 
*binet  is  responsible  to  the  House  of  Commons,  and  controlled  by  it. 
■I's  control  is  supposed  to  be  exercised  by  the  voting  of  the  members 
°  die  Parliament  with  the  understanding  that  the  government  will 
^^sign  on  an  adverse  vote  and  can  be  compelled  to  do  so  by  the  House 
°  Commons’  control  over  supply.  This  whole  interpretation  of  the 
ritish  system  of  government  had  little  relationship  to  reality  in  the  nine- 
|eenth  century  and  has  almost  none  in  the  twentieth  century.  In  truth, 
®  Cabinet  is  not  controlled  by  the  Commons,  but  the  reverse. 

W.  I.  Jennings  says  in  more  than  one  place  in  his  book  Cabinet 
“It  is  the  Government  that  controls  the  House  of  Com- 
oiotis.  ’  Xhis  control  is  exercised  through  the  Cabinet’s  control  of  the 


political 


party  machinery.  This  power  over  the  party  machinery  is 


®rcised  through  control  of  party  funds  and  above  all  by  control  of 
mations  to  constituencies.  The  fact  that  there  are  no  primary  elec- 
of  k l^dtain  and  that  party  candidates  are  named  by  the  inner  clique 
wh'  f  tremendous  importance  and  is  the  key  to  the  control 

j,  inner  clique  exercises  over  the  House  of  Commons,  yet  it  is 

In^  in  books  on  the  English  political  system. 

the  United  States  the  political  parties  are  very  decentralized,  with 
^  power  flowing  from  the  local  districts  inward  to  the  central  com- 
^  Any  man  who  wins  the  party  nomination  in  a  local  primary  and 
enti  ^  ®^®pdon  can  become  a  party  leader.  In  Britain  the  situation  is 
y  different.  The  party  control  is  almost  completely  centralized 
hec  ^  ^®”ds  of  a  largely  self-perpetuating  inner  clique,  and  this  clique, 
canrl'A^  die  lack  of  primary  elections,  has  power  of  approval  over  all 
bett '  control  party  discipline  by  its  ability  to  give  the 

fhat  '^°”^*-'*^^^ocies  to  the  more  docile  party  members.  The  statement 
is  not^*^  ^'^'n’lnons  controls  the  Cabinet,  through  its  control  over  supply, 
^orce  the  Cabinet,  if  it  has  a  majority  in  Parliament,  can 

bill  ^  majority,  by  using  the  party  discipline,  to  pass  a  supply 

of  as  it  forces  it  to  pass  other  bills.  This  statement  that  control 

tbg  y  Ptot’ides  control  of  the  government  was  never  used  to  justify 
Lords’  control  over  the  Cabinet,  although  the  Lords  could 
^  mpply  as  well  as  the  Commons  could  until  1911. 

^'onvention,  generally  stated  in  most  emphatic  terms,  is  con- 
Tbc  y.  p  impartiality  of  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Commons. 

*^39  and  convention  can  be  judged  by  reading  Hansard  for 

bers  of^  ‘^h.ser\  ing  the  \\a\-  in  which  the  Speaker  protected  the  mem- 
iHernb  S‘^''crnmcnt  from  adverse  questioning.  Such  questioning  of 
of  the  government  by  the  opposition  in  Parliament  has  fre- 
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quently  been  pointed  out  as  one  of  the  guarantees  of  free  governntei'^ 
in  Britain.  In  practice,  it  has  become  a  guarantee  of  little  value.  The 
government  can  refuse  to  answer  any  question  on  the  grounds  of  “p^^" 
he  interest.”  To  this  decision  there  is  no  appeal.  In  addition,  when  ques¬ 
tions  are  not  refused,  they  are  frequently  answered  in  an  evasive  fashion 
which  provides  no  enhghtenment  whatever.  This  was  the  regular  p^' 
cedure  in  answering  questions  on  foreign  policy  in  the  period  i935-*94°' 
In  that  period,  questions  were  even  answered  by  outright  falsehoods  ■with¬ 
out  any  possible  redress  available  to  the  questioners. 

Violation  and  distortion  of  the  “conventions  of  the  constitution’*  have 
steadily  increased  in  the  twentieth  century.  In  1921  a  convention  0 
over  five  hundred  years’  duration  and  another  of  over  one  hunw^ 
years’  duration  were  set  aside  without  a  murmur.  The  former  provide 
that  the  Convocations  of  the  Church  of  England  be  simultaneous  wi 
the  sessions  of  Parliament.  The  latter  provided  that  the  Royal  Address 
be  approved  in  council.  Even  more  serious  were  the  distortions  of  con¬ 
ventions.  In  1931  the  convention  that  the  leader  of  the  opposition 
asked  to  form  a  government  when  the  Cabinet  resigns  was  serious  y 
modified.  In  1935  the  rule  regarding  Cabinet  solidarity  was  made 
ingless.  In  1937  the  Conservative  government  even  violated  a  constitu 
tional  convention  with  impunity  by  having  George  VI  take  the  coronation 


oath  in  a  form  different  from  that  provided  by  law. 

This  process  of  the  weakening  and  dissolution  of  the  so-called  “const! 
tution”  went  so  far  in  the  twentieth  century  that,  by  1932,  Sir  Aust  ^ 
Chamberlain  and  Stanley  (Lord)  Baldwin  were  agreed  that  “  ‘unconsti 
tutional’  is  a  term  applied  in  politics  to  the  other  fellow  who  does  soffl^ 
thing  that  you  do  not  like.”  This  statement  is  too  sweeping  by 
more  accurate  estimation  of  the  situation  would,  perhaps,  be  , 
thus;  “  ‘Unconstitutional’  is  any  action  likely  to  lead  to  public  disot  ^ 
in  the  immediate  future  or  likely  to  affect  adversely  the  governrneut 


chances  at  the  polls  in  any  future  election.” 

The  kind  of  act  which  could  lead  to  such  a  result  would  be,  lU 
first  place,  any  open  act  of  repression.  More  important,  it  woul  ’ 
in  the  second  place,  any  open  act  of  “unfairness.”  This  idea  of  un 
ness,”  or,  on  its  positive  side,  “fair  play,”  is  a  concept  which  is 
largely  Anglo-Saxon  and  which  is  largely  based  on  the  class  stru 
of  England  as  it  existed  up  to  the  early  twentieth  century.  This 
structure  was  clearly  envisioned  in  the  minds  of  Englishmen  auo 
so  completely  accepted  that  it  was  assumed  without  need  to  be  exp^^^^ 
stated.  In  this  structure,  Britain  was  regarded  as  divided  into  two  g 
the  “classes”  and  the  “masses.”  The  “classes”  were  the  ones 
leisure.  This  meant  that  they  had  property  and  income.  On  this 
they  did  not  need  to  work  for  a  living;  thev  obtained  an 
a  separate  and  expensive  system;  they  married  within  their  owit 
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had  a  distinctive  accent;  and,  above  all,  they  had  a  distinctive  atti- 
This  attitude  w  as  based  on  the  training  provided  in  the  special 


'Educational 


system  of  the  “classes.”  It  might  be  summed  up  in  the  state- 


^^”t  that  “methods  are  more  important  than  goals”  except  that  this 
E^'oup  regarded  the  methods  and  manners  in  which  they  acted  as  goals 
°^^^°sely  related  to  goals. 

his  educational  s\-stem  w'as  based  on  three  great  negatives,  not  easily 
uerstood  by  Americans.  These  were  (a)  education  must  not  be  voca- 
’^al-that  is,  aimed  at  assisting  one  to  make  living;  (b)  education  is 
ot  aimed  directly  at  creating  or  training  the  intelligence;  and  (c)  edu- 
®hon  is  not  aimed  at  finding  the  “Truth.”  On  its  positive  side,  the 
y  em  of  education  of  the  “classes”  displayed  its  real  nature  on  the 
ool  level  rather  than  on  the  university  level.  It  aimed  at  developing 
moral  outlook,  a  respect  for  traditions,  qualities  of  leadership  and 
operation,  and  above  all,  perhaps,  that  ability  for  cooperation  in  com- 
r  mon  summed  up  in  the  English  idea  of  “sport”  and  “playing  the 
6  e.  Because  of  the  restricted  numbers  of  the  upper  class  in  Britain, 
g  attitudes  applied  chiefly  to  one  another,  and  did  not  necessarily 
“hi  ^o*Eeigners  or  even  to  the  masses.  They  applied  to  people  who 
ponged,”  and  not  to  all  human  beings, 
m  functioning  of  the  British  parliamentary  system  depended  to  a 
this'  ‘^^'Eent  on  the  possession  by  the  members  of  Parliament  of 

of  p  ^ti'Eil  the  end  of  the  nineteenth  century,  most  members 

Sin  t^oming  from  the  same  class  background,  had  this  attitude, 

p  then,  it  has  been  lost  to  a  considerable  extent,  in  the  Conservative 
tuce^"  growing  influence  of  businessmen  and  the  declining  influ- 

th^^  older  aristocracy,  and  in  the  Labour  Party  by  the  fact  that 

majority  of  its  members'  w'ere  never  subjected  to  the  formative  influ- 
^^P^'^mlly  educational,  which  created  this  attitude.  The  loss  of  this 
jjj  how  ever,  has  not  been  so  rapid  as  one  might  expect  because, 
to  ^  place,  plutocracy  in  England  has  ahvays  been  closer  to  aris- 
the  other  countries,  there  being  no  sharp  divisions  between 

result  that  the  aristocracy  of  today  is  merely  the  plu- 
bei  yesterday,  admission  from  the  latter  group  to  the  former 

abil'  §''^'^'^*'ally  accomplished  in  one  generation  through  the  financial 
School  generation  of  wealth  to  send  its  children  to  the  select 

of  ° aristocrats.  This  process  is  so  general  that  the  number 
njj  .  ^  aristocrats  in  Britain  is  very  small,  although  the  number  of 
in  ^aristocrats  is  quite  large.  This  can  be  observed  in  the  fact  that 
ove^  k  half  of  the  peerage  had  been  created  since  1906,  the 

abiiit  ^  niajority  for  no  other  reason  than  recognition  of  their 
''^crau  °  '''^Ruire  a  fortune.  These  new  peers  have  aped  the  older  aris- 
thg  ’•bis  has  had  the  effect  of  keeping  the  attitudes  w’hich  allow 

'Constitution  to  function  ahve,  although  it  must  be  confessed  that 
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the  new  businessmen  leaders  of  the  Conservative  Party  (like  Baldwin  of 
Chamberlain)  displaved  a  more  complete  grasp  of  the  forms  than  of 
substance  of  the  old  aristocratic  attitude.  , 

Within  the  Labour  Party,  the  majority  of  whose  members  have  na 
no  opportunity  to  acquire  the  attitude  necessary  to  allow  the  propcf 
functioning  of  the  constitutional  system,  the  problem  has  been  alle" 
ated  to  a  considerable  e.xtent  by  the  fact  that  the  members  of  that  par^) 
who  are  of  working-class  origin  have  given  very  wide  influence  to 
small  group  of  party  members  who  were  of  upper-class  origin¬ 
working-class  members  of  the  Labour  Party  have  proved  very  suscep 
tible  to  what  is  called  the  “aristocratic  embrace.”  That  is,  they 
shown  a  deference  to  the  points  of  view  and  above  all  to  the  niannets 


and  position  of  the  upper  classes,  and  have  done  so  to  a  degree 


which 


would  be  impossible  to  find  in  any  country  where  class  lines  were 
so  rigidly  drawn  as  in  England.  The  working-class  members  of  t  ^ 
Labour  Party,  when  they  entered  Parliament,  did  not  reject  the  0 
upper-class  methods  of  action,  but  on  the  contrary  sought  to  win 
class  approval  and  to  retain  lower-class  support  by  demonstrating  t 
they  could  run  the  government  as  well  as  the  upper  class  had 
done.  Thus  the  business-class  leaders  of  the  Conservative  Party  and  t  ^ 
working-class  leaders  of  the  Labour  Party  both  consciously  sought  t 
imitate  the  older  aristocratic  attitude  which  had  given  rise  to  the  con 
ventions  of  parliamentary  government.  Both  failed  in  essence 
than  in  appearance,  and  both  failed  from  lack  of  real  feeling  f<>c  ' 
aristocratic  pattern  of  thought  rather  than  from  any  desire  to  chang 
the  conventions. 

The  chief  element  in  the  old  attitude  which  both  groups  failed 
grasp  was  the  one  which  we  have  attempted  to  describe  as  emphasis 
methods  rather  than  on  goals.  In  government,  as  in  tennis  or  cric 
the  old  attitude  desired  to  win  but  desired  to  win  wdthin  the  rules, 
this  last  feeling  was  so  strong  as  to  lead  a  casual  observer  to  believe 
they  lacked  a  desire  to  wdn.  In  parliamentary  life  this  appeared  as 
diffidence  to  the  possession  of  high  office  or  to  the  achievement  of 
specific  item  of  legislation.  If  these  could  not  be  obtained  within 
e.xisting  rules,  they  were  gracefully  abandoned.  ^ 

This  attitude  was  based  to  a  very  considerable  degree  on  the  Lict  t  ^ 
the  members  of  both  government  and  opposition  were,  in  the  tinic 
Queen  Victoria,  from  the  same  small  class,  subjected  to  the  same 
tivc  influences,  and  with  the  same  or  similar  economic  interests,  fo  . 


t  of  69  Cabinet  ministers  w'ere  sons  of  peers  in  1885-1905, 


while  25 


out  of  51  were  sons  of  peers  in  1906-1916.  To  resign  from  office  ot  ^  ^ 
withdraw  any  item  of  projected  legislation  did  not,  at  that  time,  rep 
sent  any  surrender  to  an  adverse  group.  This  w-as  not  an  attitude  w 
either  the  new  business  leaders  of  the  Conservative  Party  or  the  wo 
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'^6‘Class  leaders  of  the  Labour  Party  could  accept.  Their  goals  were  for 
fhem  Qf  immediate  concrete  value  to  their  own  interests  that 

could  not  regard  with  equanimity  loss  of  office  or  defeat  of  their 
‘^pslative  program.  It  was  this  new  attitude  vxffiich  made  possible  at 
®nd  the  same  time  the  great  increase  in  part)^"  discipline  and  the 
'^illingness  to  cut  corners  where  possible  in  interpreting  the  constitu- 
■^onal  conventions. 

The  custom  of  the  constitution  thus  rests  only  on  public  opinion 
a  sanction,  and  any  British  government  can  do  what  it  wdshes  so 
as  it  does  not  enrage  public  opinion.  This  sanction  is  not  nearly 
^  effective  as  might  appear  at  first  glance,  because  of  the  difficulty 
•uch  public  opinion  in  England  has  in  obtaining  information  and  also 
fcause  public  opinion  in  England  can  express  itself  only  through  the 


and  the  people  cannot  get  an  election  unless  the  government 


ballot, 

Y^hes  to  give  one.  All  the  government  needs  to  do  is  to  prevent  an 
until  public  opinion  subsides.  This  can  be  done  by  the  Con- 
^^''ative  mucii  more  easily  than  by  the  Labour  Party  because  the 
oiiscrvatives  have  had  a  wider  control  over  the  avenues  of  publicity 
^'^gh  which  public  opinion  is  aroused  and  because  the  actions  of 
^  conservative  government  can  be  kept  secret  more  easil\',  since  the 
onservatives  have  always  controlled  the  chief  other  parts  of  the  gov- 
'vill  h*^*^  nright  challenge  a  government's  actions.  The  first  point 

be  discussed  later.  The  second  point  can  be  amplified  here. 

^  Commons  and  Cabinet  are  generally  controlled  by  the  same  party, 
Thi,  bitter  controlling  the  former  through  the  partv  machinery. 
'  group  can  do  what  it  wishes  w’ith  a  minimum  of  publicity  or  public 
if  d’e  other  three  parts  of  the  government  cooperate.  These 
P^rts  are  the  monarchy,  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  civil  service, 
tive^'^  three  of  these  have  been  traditionally  Conservative,  a  Conserva- 
Sovernment  could  generally  count  on  their  cooperation.  This  meant 
jII  Conservative  government,  on  coming  to  power,  had  control  of 
trol  '^f  government,  while  a  Labour  government  had  con- 

Woi  necessarily  mean  that  the  Conservatives 

fbeir  control  of  the  monarchy,  the  Lords,  or  the  civil  serv- 
bave"  Labour-controlled  Commons,  since  the  Consen^atives 

a  rel  been  convinced  of  the  long-run  value  to  be  derived  from 

gold  antagonize  public  opinion.  In  193 1  they  abandoned  the 

niut'  without  any  real  effort  to  defend  it,  as  a  result  of  the 

gj.  *^be  British  fleet;  in  1935  they  used  their  control  of  the  British 

at  3sting  Corporation  relatively  fairly  as  a  result  of  public  protests 
very  unfair  way  they  had  used  it  in  1931. 
govern^  Conservative  control  of  these  other  parts  of  the 

Vety  ^  when  they  do  not  control  the  government  have  been 

P  ul  to  them.  In  1914,  for  example,  the  army  refused  to  enforce 
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the  Irish  Home  Rule  bill  which  had  been  passed  after  two  general  elec¬ 
tions  and  had  been  approved  three  times  by  the  Commons.  The  armyi 
almost  completely  Conservative,  not  onlv  refused  to  enforce  this  hi 
but  made  it  clear  that  in  any  showdown  on  the  issue  its  sympathies 
would  be  with  the  opponents  of  the  bill.  This  refusal  to  obey  the  Libera 
government  of  the  day  was  justified  on  the  grounds  that  the  army* 
oath  of  loyalty  m  as  to  the  king  and  not  to  the  government.  This  might 
w  ell  be  a  precedent  for  a  rule  that  a  Conservative  minority  could  refuse 
to  obey  the  law  and  could  not  be  forced  by  the  army,  a  privilege  not 
shared  by  a  Liberal  or  Labour  minority. 

Again,  in  1931,  George  V,  on  the  resignation  of  MacDonald,  did  not 
call  upon  the  leader  of  the  opposition  to  fonn  a  government,  but  encour¬ 
aged  an  intrigue  which  tried  to  split  the  Labour  Party  and  did  succee 
in  breaking  off  15  out  of  289  Labour  M.P.’s.  MacDonald,  who  then 
represented  no  party,  became  prime  minister  on  a  majority  borrowe 
by  the  king  from  another  part^^  That  the  king  would  have  cooper^^ 
in  such  an  intrigue  in  favor  of  the  Labour  Party  is  very  dubious.  1 
only  satisfaction  which  Labour  had  was  in  defeating  the  sessionists  JU 
the  election  of  1935,  but  this  did  little  to  overcome  the  injury  inflict® 


^931-  .g 

Or  again,  in  1929-1931,  under  the  second  Labour  government, 
Conservative  House  of  Lords  prevented  the  enactment  of  all  import 
legislation,  including  a  Trades  Disputes  Act,  the  long-needed  democr® 


tization  of  education,  and  electoral  reform.  For  any  Act  to  puss 
the  opposition  of  the  Lords,  it  must,  since  1911,  be  voted  in  the 
mons  three  times  in  identical  form  in  not  less  than  two  years, 
meant  that  the  Consert'atives  have  a  suspensive  veto  over  the 
of  opposition  governments.  The  importance  of  this  pow'er  can  be  se 
in  the  fact  that  verv  few-  bills  ever  became  law  without  the  Lo 


Unlike  the  government  of  the  United  States,  that  of  England  im^° 
no  elements  of  federalism  or  separation  of  pow'crs.  The  central  gov 
ment  can  govern  in  respect  to  any  subject  no  matter  how 
detailed,  although  in  practice  it  leaves  considerable  autonomy  ro  ^ 
ties,  boroughs,  and  other  local  units.  This  autonomy  is  more  ev  ^ 
in  regard  to  administration  or  e.xecution  of  law's  than  it  is  in  reg^  ^ 
legislation,  the  central  government  usually  blocking  out  its  Wis 
general  legislation,  leaving  the  local  authorities  to  fill  in  the  gups 
administrative  regulations  and  to  execute  the  whole  under  sup® 
of  the  central  authorities.  How'ever,  the  needs  of  local 
well  as  the  broadening  scope  of  general  governmental  regulation, 
made  a  congestion  of  legislation  in  Parliament  so  great  that  no 
can  be  e.xpected  to  know  much  about  most  bills.  Fortunately, 
expected.  Voting  in  Parliament  is  on  strict  party  lines,  and 
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expected  to  vote  as  their  party  w  hips  tell  them  to,  and  are  not 
^’^pected  to  understand  the  contents  of  the  bills  for  which  they  are 
'’oting. 

Jhere  is  also  no  separation  of  powers.  The  Cabinet  is  the  government 
'*■  expected  to  govern  not  only  within  the  law,  but,  if  necessary, 
Rhout  law-  or  even  against  the  law.”  There  is  no  limit  on  retroactive 
Station,  and  no  Cabinet  or  Parliament  can  bind  its  successors.  The 
'net  can  enter  into  war  without  Parliament’s  permission  or  approval. 
Can  expend  money  w  ithout  Parliament’s  approval  or  knowledge,  as 
''3S  done  in  1847  for  relief  in  Ireland  or  in  1783-1883  in  regard  to  secret- 
'’'ce  money.  It  can  authorize  violations  of  the  law,  as  was  done  in 
j^S'n'd  to  payments  of  the  Bank  of  England  in  1847,  in  1857,  or  in  1931. 
Can  make  treaties  or  other  binding  international  agreements  without 


■  know  ledge  of  Parliament, 


!  done  in  1900,  1902, 


j  idea,  widely  held  in  the  United  States,  that  the  Commons  is  a 
far  ^  and  the  Cabinet  is  an  executive  body  is  not  true.  As 

the  '^S’slation  is  concerned,  Britain  has  a  multicameral  system  in  which 
Cabinet  is  the  second  chamber,  the  Commons  the  third,  and  the 
^  ^  tile  fourth.  Of  these  three  the  Conservatives  always  have  control 
and  the  same  party  generally  has  control  of  the  other 
C'  Legislation  originates  in  the  meetings  of  the  inner  clique  of  the 
the  c  ^  chamber.  If  accepted  by  the  Cabinet  it  passes 

lat'  almost  automatically.  The  Commons,  rather  than  a  legis- 

S'on^  public  forum  in  which  the  party  announces  the  deci- 

0  ^  made  in  secret  partv^  and  Cabinet  meetings  and  allow^s  the 

Com  to  criticize  in  order  to  test  public  reactions.  Thus  all  bills 
"nles  Cabinet,  and  rejection  in  Commons  is  almost  unthinkable, 

act'  Cabinet  grants  to  party  members  in  Commons  freedom  of 

^'cti  then  this  freedom  usually  extends  only  to  the  right  to 
hill  voting,  and  does  not  allow  the  member  to  vote  against  a 

in  rh  machinery  for  private  members’  bills  exists  similar  to  that 

^  United  States,  such  bills  rarely  become  law.  The  only  significant 
Urn  years  was  an  unusual  bill  of  an  unusual  member  from  an 

hu  .  ^’°nstituency.  It  was  the  divorce  law  of  A.  P.  Herbert,  famous 
Member  from  Oxford. 

^'‘•''ntion  is  sometimes  called  “Cabinet  dictatorship.”  It  could 
the  p  ^^'^^tately  be  called  “party  dictatorship.”  Both  the  Cabinet  and 
inner  'tfe  controlled  by  the  party,  or  more  accurately  by  the 

net^k^*'^'^^  nf  the  party.  Phis  inner  clique  may  hold  seats  in  the  Cabi- 
bg  ’  tit  the  two  are  not  the  same  thing,  since  members  of  one  may  not 
tif  the  other,  and  the  gradations  of  power  are  by  no  means 
pj  i"  one  as  in  the  other.  The  inner  clique  of  the  Conserv'ative 
y  sometimes  meets  in  the  Carlton  Club,  while  the  inner  clique 
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of  the  Labour  Party  meets  in  a  trade-union  conclave,  frequentl) 

Transport  House. 

The  implication  here  that  the  Cabinet  controls  the  Commons,  t 
Commons  will  never  overthrow  the  Cabinet,  and  that  it  will  not  reje 
legislation  acceptable  to  the  Cabinet  is  based  on  the  assumption  t 
the  party  has  a  majority  in  Commons.  A  minority  government, 
a  coalition  government,  has  no  such  control  over  Commons  because 
powers  of  part\'  discipline  are  verv  weak  over  any  party  but  its  otv^t^ 
With  other  parties  than  its  own,  a  government  has  few  powers  beyo 
the  threat  of  dissolution,  which,  while  it  does  threaten  members  o 
parties  w  ith  the  e.vpenses  of  an  election  and  the  possibility  of  losing  t 
seats,  is  a  double-edged  weapon  that  may  cut  both  way's.  Over 
own  members  the  Cabinet  has  the  additional  powers  arising  from  con 
of  nominations  to  constituencies,  party  funds,  and  appointment  to  go' 
ernment  offices. 

It  is  not  generally  recognized  that  there  have  been  many 
on  democracy  in  Britain,  most  of  them  in  nonpolitical  spheres  ot 
but  nonetheless  effectivelv  curtailing  the  e.xercises  of  democracy  lO 
political  sphere.  These  restrictions  were  considerably  \t'orse  than  in 
United  States,  because  in  the  latter  country  they  have  been  made 
a  variety'  of  grounds  (racial,  religious,  national,  and  so  on),  and  bec^ 
they  arc  recognized  as  being  unjust  and  are  the  occasion  for  fee  & 
of  guilt  from  those  \\  horn  thev  benefit  and  loud  protests  from 
In  Britain  the  restrictions  were  almost  all  based  on  one  criterion,  pen¬ 
sion  of  wealth,  and  have  been  the  occasion  for  relatively  mild  objecti  > 
because  in  Britain  the  idea  that  wealth  entitled  its  possessor  to 
privileges  and  special  duties  was  generally'  accepted,  even  by  the  no^^ 
possessing  masses.  It  was  this  lack  of  objections  from  both  classes 
masses  v\  hich  concealed  the  fact  that  Britain,  until  1945,  was  the  v'O 
greatest  plutocracy'.  .  „ 

Plutocracy  restricted  democraev  in  Britain  to  a  notable  but  decrea^ 
degree  in  the  period  before  1945.  This  was  more  evident  in 
economic  life  than  in  political  life,  and  in  politics  it  was  more  ^ 

in  local  than  in  national  aff.airs.  In  political  life  local  government 
restricted  suffrage  (householders  and  their  wives;  in  some  localities 
half  as  many'  as  in  national  suffrage).  This  restricted  suffrage  c  e 


,aid, 

:alth)' 


I  suffrag* 

members  of  local  boards  or  councils  whose  activities  were  unp: 
restricting  these  posts  to  those  who  had  leisure  (that  is,  wer 
local  government  the  old  English  tradition  that  the  best  govern 
is  government  by  amateurs  (which  is  equivalent  to  saying  that 
government  is  government  bv  the  well-to-do)  still  survived.  T  hese  * 
teurs  \\  ere  aided  bv  paid  secretaries  and  assistants  who  had  the  necc  ■  ; 
technical  knowledge  to  handle  the  problems  that  arose.  These  tc 
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Ilians  were  also  of  the  middle  or  upper  classes  because  of  the  expense 
the  educational  system  which  screened  out  the  poor  on  the  loxt'er 
*^Tels  of  schooling.  The  paid  expert  who  advised  the  unpaid  members 
the  borough  councils  was  the  town  clerk.  The  paid  expert  who 
advised  the  unpaid  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  administration  of  local 
justice  was  the  clerk  of  Quarter  Sessions. 

Ill  national  politics  the  suffrage  was  wide  and  practically  unrestricted, 
ut  the  upper  classes  possessed  a  right  to  vote  twice  because  they  were 


allowed 


upper  classes  possessed  a  right  t 

to  vote  at  their  place  of  business  or  their  university  as  well  as 
their  residence.  Members  of  Parliament  were,  for  years,  restricted  to 
^  ^  Well-to-do  by  the  expenses  of  office  and  by  the  fact  that  .Members 
Parliament  were  unpaid.  Payment  for  Members  was  adopted  first 
1911  and  fixed  at  ^^400  a  year.  This  was  raised  in  1936  to  £$00  with 
additional  £  1 00  for  expenses.  But  the  Member’s  expenses  in  Com- 
'Bons  Were  so  great  that  a  Conservative  Member  would  need  at  least 
V’Ooo  a  year  additional  income  and  a  Labour  Member  would  need 
£j^o  a  year  additional.  Moreover,  each  candidate  for  Parliament 
’Bust  post  a  deposit  of  £  1 50,  which  is  forfeited  if  he  does  not  receive 
the^  °Be-eighth  of  the  total  vote.  This  deposit  amounted  to  more  than 
total  annual  income  of  about  three-quarters  of  all  English  families 
^  ’938,  and  provided  another  barrier  to  the  great  majority  if  they 
the  fun  for  Parliament.  As  a  result  of  these  monetary  barriers, 

in  °'’®’-"’I''^ltning  mass  of  Englishmen  could  not  participate  actively 
this  °  unless  they  could  find  an  outside  source  of  funds.  By  finding 
p  |.  ^uurce  in  labor  unions  in  the  period  after  1890,  they  created  a  new 
tWo  PRt^y  organized  on  a  class  basis,  and  forced  the  merger  of  the 
existing  parties  into  a  single  group  also  organized  on  a  class  basis, 
be  point  of  view  the  history  of  English  political  parties  could 

I91  iuto  three  periods  at  the  years  of  1915  and  1924.  Before 

major  parties  were  the  Liberals  and  the  Unionists  (Con- 
3ndV'^^^’  major  parties  were  the  Conservatives 

Lib  ,  the  decade  1915-1924  represented  a  period  in  which  the 
Party  was  disrupted  and  weakened. 

Smu  parties  represented  the  same  social  class— the  small 

Libe^  1  R*  “society.”  In  fact  both  parties— Conservatives  and 

of  *"~were  controlled  from  at  least  1 866  by  the  same  small  clique 
I^Uiilie^*^*^' clique  consisted  of  no  more  than  half-a-dozen  chief 
Imm  relatives  and  allies,  reinforced  by  an  occasional  recruit 

eduo- recruits  were  generally  obtained  from  the  select 
at  Q  ^'°ual  system  of  “society,”  being  found  in  Balliol  or  New  College 
attent  ”"^  Trinity  College,  Cambridge,  where  they  first  attracted 

Caitibr'jj’  scholarship  or  in  the  debates  of  the  O.xford  or 

'  ge  Union.  Having  attracted  attention  in  this  fashion,  the  new 
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recruits  were  given  opportunities  to  prove  their  value  to  the  inner 
clique  of  each  party,  and  generally  ended  by  marrying  into  one  of  the 
families  which  dominated  these  cliques. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  twentieth  century  the  inner  clique  of  the 
Conser\'ative  Party  was  made  up  almost  completely  of  the  Cecil  family 
and  their  relatives.  This  was  a  result  of  the  tremendous  influence  0 
Lord  Salisbur\^  The  only  important  autonomous  powers  in  the  Con¬ 
servative  Party  in  1900  were  those  leaders  of  the  Liberal  Party  whn 
had  come  over  to  the  Conservatives  as  a  result  of  their  oppo-sition  to 
Gladstone’s  project  for  Home  Rule  in  Ireland.  Of  these,  the  most  im 
portant  e.xample  was  the  Cavendish  family  (dukes  of  Devonshire  an 
marquesses  of  Harrington).  As  a  result  of  this  split  in  the  Liberal  Party> 
that  party  was  subjected  to  a  less  centralized  control,  and  welcome 
into  its  inner  clique  many  newer  industrialists  who  had  the  moneV 


to  support  it. 

Since  1915  the  Liberal  Party  has  almost  disappeared,  its  place  being 
taken  by  the  Labour  Party,  whose  discipline  and  centralized  control  bears 
comparison  with  that  of  the  Conservative  Party.  The  chief  difference® 
between  the  two  existing  parties  are  to  be  found  in  methods  of 
ment,  the  inner  clique  of  the  Conservative  Party  being  built  on 
basis  of  family,  social,  and  educational  connections,  while  that  of  ^  ® 
Labour  Party  is  derived  from  the  hard  school  of  trade-union  poh 
with  a  seasoning  of  upper-class  renegades.  In  either  case  the  ordm  . 
voter  in  Britain,  in  i960  as  in  1900,  was  offered  a  choice  between  paf 
whose  programs  and  candidates  were  largely  the  creations  of  two  s 
self-perpetuating  groups  over  which  he  (the  ordinary  voter)  had 
real  control.  The  chief  change  from  1900  to  i960  was  to  be  foun 
the  fact  that  in  1900  the  two  parties  represented  a  small  and 
social  class  remote  from  the  voters’  experience,  while  in  i960 
parties  represented  two  antithetical  social  classes  which  were 


remote  from  the  average  voter. 

Thus,  the  lack  of  primary  elections  and  the  insufficient 
Members  of  Parliament  have  combined  to  give  Britain  two 
parties,  organized  on  a  class  basis,  neither  of  which  represents 
die  classes.  This  is  quite  different  from  the  United  States,  where  boti 
major  parties  are  middle-class  parties,  and  where  geographic,  rehg 
and  traditional  influences  are  more  important  than  class 
determining  party  membership.  In  America  the  prevalent  ^ 
ideology  of  the  people  could  easily  dominate  the  parties  because 
parties  arc  decentralized  and  undisciplined.  In  Britain,  where  both  P^ 
are  centrahzed  and  disciplined  and  controlled  by  opposing  social 
the  middle-class  voter  finds  no  party  which  he  can  regard  as  repie!^ 
tive  of  himself  or  responsive  to  his  views.  As  a  result  by  the  i93‘' 
mass  of  the  middle  classes  was  spUt;  some  provided  continued  supp 
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the  Liberal  Party,  although  this  was  recognized  as  relatively  hopeless; 
some  voted  Conservative  as  the  only  way  to  avoid  Socialism,  although 
objected  to  the  proto-Fascism  of  many  Conservatives;  others  turned 
^0  the  Labour  Party  in  the  hope  of  broadening  it  into  a  real  progressive 

study  of  the  two  parties  is  revealing.  The  Conser\'ative  Party  rep¬ 
resented  a  small  clique  of  the  very  wealthy,  the  one-half  percent  who  had 
Incomes  of  over  £2,000  a  year.  These  knew  each  other  well,  were  re- 
sted  by  marriage,  went  to  the  same  expensive  schools,  belonged  to  the 
same  exclusive  clubs,  controlled  the  civil  service,  the  empire,  the  pro- 
ssions,  the  army,  and  big  business.  Although  only  one-third  of  one 
Percent  of  Englishmen  went  to  Eton  or  Harrow,  43  percent  of  Con¬ 
servative  members  of  Parliament  in  1909  had  gone  to  these  schools,  and  in 
93  the  figure  was  still  about  32  percent.  In  this  last  year  (1938)  there 
Conservative  iM.P.’s.  Of  these,  236  had  titles  and  145  had  relatives 
^  me  House  of  Lords.  In  the  Cabinet  which  made  the  Munich  Agree- 
®nt  were  one  marquess,  three  earls,  two  viscounts,  one  baron,  and  one 
aronet.  Of  the  415  Conservative  .M.P.’s  at  that  time,  only  one  had  had 
parents,  and  only  four  others  came  from  the  lower  classes.  As  Duff 
°oper  (Viscount  Norwich)  said  in  March,  1939,  “It  is  as  difficult  for  a 
P°pr  man,  if  he  be  a  Conservative,  to  get  into  the  House  of  Commons  as 
b  ^  camel  to  get  through  the  eye  of  a  needle.”  This  was  caused 
q'  me  great  expenses  entailed  in  holding  the  position  of  Conservative  M.P. 
m of  that  party  were  expected  to  make  substantial  contributions 
me  party.  The  cost  of  an  electoral  campaign  was  ^400  to  ;C  1,200. 
j candidates  who  paid  the  whole  expense  and  in  addition  con- 
uted  j^joo  to  1,000  a  year  to  the  party  fund  were  given  the 
seats.  Those  who  paid  about  half  of  these  sums  were  given  the 
O  in  less  desirable  constituencies. 

"^ce  elected,  a  Conservative  M.P.  was  expected  to  be  a  member  of 
^  of  the  exclusive  London  clubs  where  many  important  party  deci- 
formed.  Of  these  clubs  the  Carlton,  which  had  over  half  of 
I  ^  '-°oservative  M.P.’s  as  members  in  1938,  cost  a  ;^4o  entrance  fee  and 
guineas  annual  dues.  The  City  of  London  Club,  with  a  considerable 
Conservatives  on  its  rolls,  bad  an  entrance  fee  of  100  guineas 
aunual  dues  of  15  guineas.  Of  33  Conserx^ative  M.P.’s  who  died  leav- 
the  "  ills  in  the  period  before  1938  all  left  at  least  £  10,000,  while 

est  estate  of  the  group  was  ;^7, 199,151.  This  gave  an  average 

lefr^  jCai8,i56.  Of  these  33,  14  left  over  ;^ioo,ooo  each;  14  more 

/  mom  ^20,000  to  ;^ioo,ooo;  and  only  5  left  between  10,000  and 
^  ao,ooo. 

415  M.P.’s  on  the  Conserx-ative  side  in  1938,  44  percent  (or 
m  1  corporation  .directors,  and  these  held  775  directorships.  As  a 
ulmost  everx'  important  corporation  had  a  director  xx'ho  was  a 
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Conservative  M.P.  These  M.P.’s  did  not  hesitate  to  reward  theniseh'^*’ 
their  companies,  and  their  associates  with  political  favors.  In  eight 
(1931-1939)  thirteen  directors  of  the  “Big  Five  banks”  and  two  directors 
of  the  Bank  of  England  were  raised  to  the  peerage  by  the  Conservauve 
government.  Of  ninety  peers  created  in  seven  years  (1931-1938), 
five  were  directors  of  insurance  companies.  In  1935  Walter  Runcinian,^^ 
president  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  introduced  a  bill  to  grant  a  subsidy  0^ 
£  2  million  to  tramp  merchant  vessels.  He  administered  this  fund,  ana 
two  years  gave  jC92,s6j  to  his  father’s  company  (Moor  Line,  Ltd  )  jl’ 
in  which  he  held  21,000  shares  of  stock  himself.  When  his  father  die 
1937  he  left  a  fortune  of  388,453.  There  is  relatively  little 
tion  to  activities  of  this  kind  in  England.  Once  having  accepted  the  a 
that  politicians  are  the  direct  representatives  of  economic  interests,  t 
would  be  little  point  in  objecting  when  politicians  act  in  accorda 
with  their  economic  interests.  In  1926  Prime  Minister  Baldwin  n^^^^ 
direct  personal  interest  in  the  outcome  of  the  coal  strike  and  01 
General  Strike,  since  he  held  194,526  ordinary  shares  and  37,59’  ‘ 
ferred  shares  of  Baldwin’s,  Ltd.,  which  owned  great  collieries.  ^ 

The  situation  of  1938  was  not  much  different  from  the  situation 
forty  years  earlier  in  1898  e.\cept  that,  at  the  earlier  date,  the  Conse 
tive  Partj"  was  subject  to  an  even  more  centralized  control,  and  the  ’ 
fluence  of  industrial  wealth  was  subordinated  to  the  influence  of 
wealth.  In  1898  the  Conservative  Party  was  little  more  than  a  tool  ’’ 
Cecil  family.  The  prime  minister  and  leader  of  the  party  was 
Arthur  Talbot  Gascoyne-Cecil  (Lord  Salisbury),  who  had  been  p^' 
minister  three  times  for  a  total  of  fourteen  years  when  he  retire 
1902.  On  retirement  he  handed  over  the  leadership  of  the  party 
as  the  prime  minister’s  chair  to  his  nephew,  protege,  and  handT^ 
successor,  Arthur  James  Balfour.  In  the  ten  years  of  the  Saks 
Balfour  government  between  1895  and  1905,  the  Cabinet  was 
relatives  and  close  associates  of  the  Cecil  family.  Salisbury  himse 
prime  minister  and  foreign  secretary  (1895-1902);  his  nephew,  ^ 
Balfour,  was  first  lord  of  the  Treasury  and  leader  in  Commons 
1902)  before  becoming  prime  minister  (1902-1905);  another  j 

Gerald  Balfour  (brother  of  Arthur),  was  chief  secretary  of 
(1895-1900)  and  president  of  the  Board  of  Trade  (1900-1905)'  ^ 
Salisbury’s  son  and  heir,  \’iscount  Cranborne,  was  undersecret.y)  ^ 


foreign  affairs  (1900-1903)  and  lord  privy  seal  (1903-1905) 


Salisbury® 


son-in-law.  Lord  Selborne,  was  undersecretary  for  the  colonies  l.  ^ 
1900)  and  first  lord  of  the  Admiralty  (1900-1905);  Walter  g’^ 
protege  of  Salisbur\',  was  president  of  the  Board  of  Agriculture  ( 
1900),  president  of  the  Local  Government  Board  (1900-1905),  uu  , 
secretary  for  Ireland  (1905-1906);  George  Curzon,  another 
Salisbury,  was  undersecretary  for  foreign  affairs  ( 1895-1898)  and  vU- 
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^^ndia  (1899-1905);  Alfred  L\Ttelton,  Arthur  Balfour’s  most  intimate 

hiend  '  ■  '  ■ 


his 


and  the  man  who  would  have  been  his  brother-in-law  except  for 


Sister’s  premature  death  in  1875  (an  event  which  kept  Balfour  a 


achelor  for  the  rest  of  his  life),  was  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies; 
.  Lyttelton,  brother  of  Alfred  Lyttelton,  was  commander  in  chief 
''i  South  Africa  and  chief  of  the  General  Staff  (1902-1908).  In  addition, 
ozen  close  relatives  of  Salisbury,  including  three  sons  and  various 
and^^''  grandchildren,  and  a  score  or  more  of  proteges 

,  agents  were  in  Parliament  or  in  various  administrative  positions, 
'‘*er  then  or  later. 

he  Liberal  Party  was  not  so  closely  controlled  as  was  the  Con- 
ative  Party,  but  its  chief  leaders  were  on  intimate  relations  of  friend- 
and  cooperation  with  the  Cecil  crowd.  This  was  especially  true 
^^*-ord  Rosebery,  who  was  prime  minister  in  1894-1895,  and  H.  H. 
^^^piith,  who  was  prime  minister  in  1905-19 15.  Asquith  married  Margot 
^  ^nnant,  sister-in-law  of  Alfred  Lyttelton,  in  1894,  and  had  Balfour  as 
as  R  ^'’Lness  at  the  ceremony.  Lyttelton  was  the  nephew  of  Gladstone 
alfour  was  the  nephew  of  Salisbury.  In  later  years  Balfour  was  the 
*^st  friend  of  the  Asquiths  even  when  they  were  leaders  of  two 
^Pposing  parties.  Balfour  frequently  joked  of  the  fact  that  he  had 
of  champagne,  at  Asquith’s  house  before  going  to  the  House 

omnions  to  attack  his  host’s  policies.  On  Thursday  evenings  when 
4^ith  dined  at  his  club,  Balfour  had  dinner  with  Mrs.  Asquith,  and  the 
’c  minister  would  stop  by  to  pick  her  up  on  his  way  home.  It  was 
an  evening  of  this  kind  tliat  Balfour  and  Mrs.  Asquith  agreed  to 
Asquith  to  write  his  memoirs.  Asquith  had  been  almost  as 
ndly  another  powerful  leader  of  the  Conservative  Party,  Lord 
jL.  These  two  ate  their  meals  together  for  four  years  at  the  scholar- 
P  table  in  Balliol  in  the  1870’s,  and  had  supper  together  on  Sunday 


‘n  the  i88o’s.  Mrs.  Asquith  had  a  romantic  interlude  with  Milner 
in  1892  when  she  was  still  Margot  Tennant,  and  later  claimed 
^  ^  e  got  liim  Ills  appointment  as  chairman  of  the  Board  of  Inland 

■908^*^^^  to  Balfour  from  Egypt  to  ask  for  this  favor.  In 

he  K  ^^^”tding  to  W.  T.  Stead,  Mrs.  Asquith  had  three  portraits  over 
^  cd;  those  of  Rosebery,  Balfour,  and  Milner, 
tise  of  ciisruption  of  the  Liberal  Party  and  the  beginnings  of  the 
to  th^  Labour  Party,  many  members  of  the  Liberal  Party  went  over 
^nnservative.s.  Relationships  between  the  two  parties  became  some- 
)p_  close,  and  the  control  of  the  Liberal  Party  became  considerably 

pg  Labour  Party  aro.se  because  of  the  discovery  by  the  masses  of  the 
P  c  that  their  \’otc  did  not  avail  them  much  so  long  as  the  only  choice 
'^hoos  V,,  Bagehot  put  it,  “Which  of  two  rich  people  will  you 

The  issue  came  to  a  head  because  of  a  judicial  decision.  In  the 
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TafF  Vale  case  (1901)  the  courts  decided  that  labor  unions  were  re¬ 
sponsible  for  damages  resulting  from  their  economic  actions.  To  overcome 
this  decision,  which  would  have  crippled  the  unions  by  making  them 
financially  responsible  for  the  damages  arising  from  strikes,  the  working 
clas.ses  turned  to  political  action  by  setting  up  their  own  candidates  m 
their  own  party.  The  funds  needed  were  provided  bv  the  labor  unions, 
with  the  result  that  the  Labour  Party  became,  for  all  practical  purposes, 
the  Trade-Union  Party. 

The  Labour  Party  is,  in  theory,  somewhat  more  democratic  than  tlie 
Conservatives,  since  its  annual  party  conference  is  the  final  authority  on 
policies  and  candidates.  But,  since  unions  provide  the  bulk  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  and  the  party  funds,  the  unions  dominate  the  party.  In  i93(i, 
the  party  membership  was  2,444,357,  almost  2  million  of  these  were  in¬ 
direct  members  through  the  73  trade  unions  which  belonged  to  th^ 
party.  Between  party  conferences,  administration  of  the  party’s  wor 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  National  E.xecutive  Committee,  17  of  w  hose  ^5 
members  could  be  elected  by  the  unions. 

Because  of  its  working-class  basis,  the  Labour  Party  w’as  generally  short 
of  funds.  In  the  1930’s  it  spent  on  the  average  /  300,000  a  year,  com 
pared  to  £600,000  a  vear  for  the  Conserv'atives  and  ^400,000  a  year 
the  Liberals.  In  the  election  of  1931  the  Labour  Party  spent 
in  campaigning,  compared  to  the  £^j2,^-]6  spent  by  non-Labour  can 
dates.  In  the  election  of  1935  the  two  figures  w'ere  £  196,819  and 

This  shortage  of  money  on  the  part  of  the  Labour  Party  w’as  nw 
worse  bv  the  fact  that  the  Labour  Party,  especially  when  out  of 
had  difficulty-  in  getting  its  side  of  the  story  to  the  British  pcoplj^- 
1936  the  Labour  Party  had  support  from  one  morning  paper  ^ 


^^ath  a 


circulation  of  two  million  copies,  while  the  Conservatives  had  the 
of  six  morning  papers  with  a  circulation  of  over  six  million  copies- 
three  evening  papers,  two  supported  the  Conservatives  and  one  suppC 
the  Liberals.  Of  ten  Sunday  papers  wdth  an  aggregate 
13,130,000  copies,  seven  with  a  circulation  of  6,330,000  supporte 
Conservatives,  one  with  a  circulation  of  400,000  supported  Labour, 
the  tw’o  largest,  with  a  circulation  of  6,300,000,  were  independent. 

The  radio,  which  is  the  second  most  important  instrument  01  P 
licity,  is  a  government  monopoly,  created  by  the  Conservatives 
In  theory  it  is  controlled  bv  an  impartial  board,  but  this  boar 
created  bv  Conservatives,  is  generallv  manned  by  Conservative  . 
pathizers,  and  permits  the  government  to  make  certain 


decisions.  Sometimes  it  is  run  fairly;  sometimes  i 


the 


In  the  election  of  1931  the  govermnent  allowed  fifteen  periods 
B.B.C.  for  political  campaigning;  it  took  eleven  periods  for  the 
sen-atives,  gave  three  to  Labour,  and  one  to  the  Liberals.  In  193.'''  ' 
what  more  fairly,  it  permitted  twelve  periods,  taking  five  t) 
Conservatives,  and  giving  four  to  Labour  and  three  to  the  Libera 


background  to  appeasement,  1900-1939  477 

Since  the  two  chief  parties  in  England  do  not  represent  the  ordinar)' 
§  ishnian,  but  instead  represent  the  entrenched  economic  interests 
tliere  is  relatively  little  “lobbying.”  or  attempting  to  influence 
^^5‘sators  by  political  or  economic  pressure.  This  is  quite  different  from 
on  States  where  lobbyists  sometimes  seem  to  he  the  only  objects 

^  congressman's  horizon.  In  England,  where  the  economic  interests 
directly  represented  in  Parliament,  lobbying  comes  chiefly  from 
°  influenced  by  noneconomic  issues  like  divorce,  women’s  suffrage, 
^ihviviscction,  and  so  on. 

the  whole,  if  we  were  to  look  onh'  at  politics  Britain  would 
appear  at  least  as  democratic  as  America.  It  is  only  when  we  look 
sphere  of  politics  to  the  social  or  economic  spheres  that  we 
that  the  old  division  into  two  classes  was  maintained  relatively 
ta'  ^'^*^**  '939-  privileged  classes  were  generally  able  to  main- 
‘t>  their  grasp  on  the  professions,  the  educational  s\'stem,  the  army, 


tile  *"•  even  when  they  were  losing  their  grasp  on 

^  P^l'^^'t-al  system.  This  was  possible  because  training  in  the  expensive 
t;ational  system  of  the  upper  classes  continued  to  be  the  chief  require- 
tcm entrance  into  these  nonpolitical  activities.  The  educational  sys- 
tlie '  ^  ^  divided  roughly  into  two  parts:  (a)  one  part  for 

'f  classes  consisted  of  preparatory  schools,  the  so-called  “public 

the  universities;  and  (b)  the  other  for  the  masses  of 

and  consisted  of  public  elementary  schools,  the  secondar\'  schools, 

^  the  newer  universities.  This  division  is  not  absolutely  rigid,  espe- 
on  the  university  level,  but  it  is  quite  rigid  on  the  lower  level, 
of  Norwood,  headmaster  of  Harrow  School,  said,  “The  hoy 

from  a  poor  home  7f?ay  get  to  Oxford— it  is  possible,  though  not 
c.  ' Itc  has  no  chance  to  enter  Eton.”  A  private  school  (called 
the  cost  about  /300  a  year  in  1938,  a  sum  which  exceeded 

annual  income  of  more  than  80  percent  of  English  families.  The 
of  the  people  obtained  free  primary  schools  only  after  1870.  and 
altl  s^^hools  in  1902  and  1918.  These  latter,  however,  were  not  free, 
nf  ^here  w'ere  many  part-pa\  ment  places,  and  less  than  10  percent 
edu  entered  a  secondary  school  in  1938.  On  the  highest  level  of 

^Ite  twelve  unix’ersities  of  England  and  Wales  had  only  40,000 
of  ’93®'  United  States,  at  the  same  period,  the  number 

on  the  university  level  was  1,350,000,  a  difference  which 
Un'  partially  compensated  by  the  fact  that  the  population  of  the 
^  States  was  four  times  as  numerous  as  that  of  Britain. 

system  of  Britain  has  been  the  chief  bottleneck  by 
nia.sses  of  the  people  are  e.xcluded  from  positions  of  power 
flon  It  acts  as  a  restriction  because  the  type  of  educa- 

insi  leads  to  such  positions  is  far  too  expensive  for  any  but  an 

Brit  ^'^‘^t^tion  of  Englishmen  to  be  able  to  afford  it.  Thus,  while 

had  political  democracy  at  a  fairly  early  period  it  was  the  last 


478  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

civilized  country  to  obtain  a  modern  system  of  education.  In  fact,  it 


still  in  process  of  obtaining  such  a  sv’stem.  This  is  in  sharp  contrast 


with 


the  situation  in  France  where  the  amount  of  education  obtainable  bv  ^ 
student  is  limited  only  by  his  ability  and  willingness  to  worlt;  and  pos' 
dons  of  importance  in  the  civil  ser\'ice,  the  professions,  and  even  busine 
are  available  to  those  who  do  best  in  the  educational  system.  In  Britain 
ability  to  a  considerable  degree  commands  positions  for  those  who  pa 
through  the  educational  system,  but  the  right  to  do  this  is  based  vet. 
largely  on  ability  to  pay. 

The  civil  service  in  Britain  in  1939  was  uniform  in  all  the  regular  ® 
partments  of  the  government,  and  was  dis'ided  into  three  levels.  From 
bottom  up,  these  were  known  as  “clerical,”  “e.xecutive,”  and 
trative.”  Promotion  from  one  level  to  another  was  not  impossible  ^ 
was  so  rare  that  the  vast  majority  remained  in  the  level  they  first  enter 
The  most  important  level— the  administrative— w  as  reserved  to  the  " 
to-do  classes  by  its  method  of  recruitment.  It  was  open  in  theorv 
everyone  through  a  competitive  examination.  This  examination, 
could  be  taken  only  by  those  who  were  twenty-two  or  twenty-four  y 
old;  it  gave  300  out  of  1,300  points  for  the  oral  part;  and  the 
part  was  based  on  liberal  subjects  as  taught  in  the  “public  schools 
universities.  All  this  served  to  restrict  admission  to  the  administrative 
of  the  civil  service  to  young  men  whose  families  could  afford  to 
them  up  in  the  proper  fashion.  In  1930,  of  56  civil  servants  in  posts  cou 
manding  salaries  of  over  £2,000  each,  only  9  did  not  have  the  upP^^.^ 
class  background  of  Oxford,  Cambridge,  or  a  “public  school- 
policy  of  restricting  was  most  evident  in  the  Foreign  Office,  where 
1851  to  1919  every  perstm  on  the  administrative  level  was  from 
or  Cambridge,  one-third  were  from  Eton,  and  one-third  had  titles- 
use  of  educational  restrictions  as  a  method  for  reserving  the  uppet 
of  the  civil  service  to  the  well-to-do  was  clearly  deliberate  and  was,  on 
whole,  successful  in  achieving  the  purpose  intended.  As  a  resu  i 
H.  R.  G.  Greaves  wrote,  “The  persons  to  be  found  in  the 
positions  of  the  civil  service  in  1850,  1900,  or  1930  did  not  differ  uv 
edly  in  type.” 

A  similar  situation  was  to  be  found  elsev'here.  In  the  anny  if'  P  ,  j 
time  the  officers  were  almost  entirely  from  the  upper  class.  They  obt 
commissions  bv  an  examination,  largely  oral,  based  on  study  at 
versities  or  at  the  two  military  schools  (Sandhurst  and  Woolwich)  " 
cost  /300  a  year  to  attend.  The  pay  was  small,  with  licavy 
for  living  expenses,  so  that  an  officer  needed  a  private  income.  1 
was  somewhat  more  democratic,  although  the  proportion  of  u 
risen  from  the  ranks  decreased  from  10.9  percent  in  1931  to  3.3  p^*^ 
1936.  The  naval  school  (Dartmouth)  was  very  expensive,  costing  A' 
a  year. 


This 
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clergy  of  tlie  Established  Church  represented  the  same  social  class, 
Until  well  into  the  twentieth  century,  the  upper  ranks  of  the  clergy 
named  by  the  government,  and  the  lower  acquired  their  appoint- 
by  purchase.  As  a  consequence,  in  the  1920’s,  71  of  80  bishops 
from  expensive  “public”  schools. 

lie  various  members  of  the  legal  profession  w  ere  also  very  likely  to 


This 


die  upper  class,  because  legal  training  was  long  and  expensive. 


training  generally  began  at  one  of  the  older  universities.  For  admis- 
to  the  bar  a  man  had  to  be  a  member  of  one  of  the  four  Inns  of 
'*^tt  (Inner  Temple,  .Middle  Temple,  Lincoln’s  Inn,  Gray’s  Inn).  These 
^  private  clubs  to  which  admission  was  by  nomination  of  members  and 
of  large  admission  fees  varying  from  ^5®  to  ;{[2o8.  A  member 
t,\pected  to  eat  dinners  in  his  inn  twenty-four  nights  a  year  for 
years  before  being  called  to  the  bar.  Then  he  was  e.xpected  to 
^^S'ti  practice  by  acting  as  “devil”  (clerk)  to  a  barrister  for  a  couple 
to  ^tiring  these  years  the  “devil,”  even  in  1950,  paid  100  guineas 
to  ^  ^“^fister,  ;C  130  a  year  for  his  share  of  the  rent,  50  guineas  a  year 
16  clerk,  30  guineas  for  his  wig  and  gown,  and  numerous  other  “in- 
utal  ’  e.xpenses.  Accordingly,  it  is  not  surprising  to  find  that  sons 
*iBrners  formed  less  than  1  percent  of  the  admissions  to  Lincoln’s 
^ffecT  ^ti6l  were  only  1.8  percent  in  the  period  1923-1927.  In 

c  then,  a  member  of  the  bar  might  well  pass  five  years  after  re- 
couU^  '•'1^  bachelor’s  degree  before  he  could  reach  a  position  where  he 
begin  to  earn  a  living. 

6ntirel^  of  the  bar  have  been,  until  very  recently,  almost 

dv'ely  f  well-to-do  classes.  Since  judges  are  appointed  exclu- 

iiidicia]  barristers  with  from  seven  to  fifteen  years  of  e.\perience,  the 
’39  01  bas  also  been  monopolized  by  the  upper  classes.  In  1926, 

judges  were  graduates  of  expensive  “public”  schools.  The 
of  also  e.xist  on  the  lower  levels  of  justice  where  the  justice 

^Bired  unpaid  official  for  whom  no  legal  training  w'as  re- 

i^be  chief  figure.  These  justices  of  the  peace  have  always  been 
^ith*  i^bc  “county  families”  of  well-to-do  persons. 

P’^'^cess  ^  *'  ®6eni  of  legal  administration  and  justice  such  as  this,  the 
^^p6ns^  obtaining  justice  has  been  comple.x,  slow  and,  above  all, 
a  civ'jf  ^  result,  only  the  fairK'  well-to-do  can  defend  their  rights 
selvgj  • '  6he  less  well-to-do  go  to  court  at  all,  they  find  them- 

dasxgg  atmosphere  completely  dominated  by  members  of  the  upper 
total)  3  ‘7t;ordingly,  the  ordinary  Englishman  (over  90  percent  of  the 
As  a^'  litigation  even  when  he  has  right  on  his  side. 

^titaiu  '^be  conditions  just  described,  the  political  history  of 

This  s  twentieth  century  has  been  a  long  struggle  for  equality. 

appeared  in  various  forms:  as  an  effort  to  extend 
ua  opportunities,  as  an  effort  to  extend  health  and  economic 
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security  to  the  lower  classes,  as  an  effort  to  open  the  upper  ranks  of  the 
civil  services  and  the  defense  forces,  as  well  as  the  House  of  Common* 
itself,  to  those  classes  which  lacked  the  advantages  in  leisure  and  training 
provided  bv  wealth. 

In  this  struggle  for  equality  the  goal  has  been  sought  by  leveling  the 
upper  classes  down  as  well  as  by  leveling  the  lower  classes  up.  The 
privileges  of  the  former  have  been  curtailed,  especially  by  taxation  an 
more  impersonal  methods  of  recruitment  to  office,  at  the  same  time  that 
the  opportunities  of  the  latter  have  been  extended  by  widening  educa¬ 
tional  advantages  and  bv  the  practice  of  granting  a  living  payment  *0 
services  rendered.  In  this  struggle,  revolutionary  changes  have  been  ma 
by  the  Liberal  and  Conservative  parties  as  well  as  by  the  Labour 
each  hoping  to  be  rewarded  by  the  gratitude  of  the  masses  of  the  penp 
at  the  polls.  ^ 

Until  1915  the  movement  toward  equality  was  generally  suppor'^^ 
by  the  Liberals  and  resisted  by  the  Conservatives,  although  this 
ment  was  not  invariable.  Since  1923  the  movement  toward  equality 
generally  been  supported  bv  Labour  and  resisted  by  the  Conservathcs- 
Here,  again,  the  alignment  has  not  been  invariable.  Both  before  and  a  te 
World  War  I  there  have  been  very  progressive  Conservatives  and  vcL 
reactionary  Liberals  or  Labourites.  .Moreover,  since  1924  the  two  ma|  ^ 
parties  have,  as  alreadv  mentioned,  come  to  represent  two  oppos'  d 
vested  economic  interests— the  interests  of  entrenched  wealth  and  of  c 


trenched  unionism.  This  has  resulted  in  making  the  positions  of 
parties  considerably  more  antithetical  than  they  were  in  the  period  be  0  ^ 
1915  when  both  major  parties  represented  the  same  segment  of 
Moreover,  since  1923,  as  the  alienation  of  the  two  parties  on  the  pou 
scene  has  become  steadily  wider,  there  has  arisen  a  tendency  for 
take  on  the  form  of  an  exploiting  group  in  regard  to  the  great  mi 


class  of  consumers  and  unorganized  workers. 

In  the  two  decades,  1925-1945,  it  seemed  that  the  efforts  of  gj 
Lord  .Melchett  and  others  would  create  a  situation  where  monopoi 
industry'  and  unionized  labor  would  cooperate  on  a  program  0 
stricted  output,  high  wages,  high  prices,  and  social  protection  0 
profits  and  employment  to  the  jeopardy  of  all  economic  progress 
to  the  injury  of  the  middle  and  professional  classes  who  were  not 
bers  of  the  phalanxed  ranks  of  cartelized  industry  and  unionized  ‘i  ^ 
Although  this  program  did  succeed  to  the  point  where  much  of  1 
industrial  plant  was  obsolescent,  inefficient,  and  inadequate,  this 
was  partly  ended  bv  the  influence  of  the  war  but  chiefly  by  the  vi 


of  the  Labour  Party  in  the  election  of  1945.  ^gj. 

As  a  result  of  this  victory,  the  Labour  Party  began  an  assault  on 
tain  segments  of  heavy  industry  in  order  to  nationalize  them, 
itiated  a  program  of  socialized  public  serv'ices  (like  public  me 
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f'^^sidized  low  food  prices,  and  so  on)  which  broke  the  tacit  understand- 
'^'^g  with  monopolized  industry  and  began  to  distribute  the  benefits  of 
^  socialized  economy  outside  the  ranks  of  trade-union  members  to 
J  er  members  of  the  lower  and  lower  middle  classes.  The  result  was 
create  a  new  society  of  privilege  which  from  some  points  of  view 
oked  like  an  inversion  of  the  society  of  privilege  of  1900.  The  new 
r  J'’ileged  were  the  trade-union  elite  of  the  working  classes  and  the  older 
H^ivilcged  of  the  upper  classes,  while  the  exploited  were  the  middle  class 
°  "  hite-collar  and  professional  workers  -who  did  not  have  the  unionized 
cngth  of  the  one  or  the  invested  wealth  of  the  other. 


Political  History  to  1939 

‘^^niestic  political  history  of  Britain  in  the  twentieth  century  could 
®  be  divided  into  three  parts  by  the  two  great  wars  with  their  ex- 
r  ^lence  of  coalition  or  “national”  government. 

S  years  of  Conservative  government  (in  which 

Lib*  succeeded  by  Balfour)  were  followed  by  ten  years  of 

^  ctai  government  (in  vvluch  Campbell-Bannerman  was  succeeded  by 
^'l^ith).  Xhe  dates  of  these  four  governments  are  as  follows; 

A.  Conservative 

1.  Lord  Salisbury,  1895-1902 

2.  Arthur  J.  Balfour,  1902-1905 

B.  Liberal 

1.  Henry  Campbell-Bannerman,  1905-1908 

2.  Herbert  Henr\"  Asquith,  1908-1915 

of  Balfour  was  really  nothing  but  a  continuation  of 
fj.Q^^  '*bury  government,  but  it  was  a  pale  imitation.  Balfour  was  far 
*^cinse  strong  personality  his  uncle  was,  and  he  had  to  face  the 

to  f  of  the  Salisbury  government’s  mistakes.  In  addition  he  had 

''bich^  beginnings  of  all  those  problems  of  the  twentieth  century 
Lius  dreamed  of  during  the  great  days  of  Victoria:  prob- 

eco  ^  .'knperialist  aggressions,  of  labor  agitation,  of  class  animosities,  of 
^oinic  discontents. 

\y^r  ]  record  of  the  British  war  administration  during  the  Boer 

ti^i^  the  establishment  of  a  Parliamentary  Committee  of  Investiga- 

^tties  Lord  Esher.  The  report  of  this  group  resulted  in  a  whole 
^bocks^^  reforms  which  left  Britain  far  better  equipped  to  stand  the 
t)f  1914-1^,8  she  would  otherwise  have  been.  Not  the  least 


482  TRAGEDY  AXD  HOPE 

of  the  consequences  of  the  Committee  of  Investigation  was  the  creaHon, 
in  1904,  of  the  Committee  on  Imperial  Defence.  On  this  latter  committed 
Esher  was,  for  a  quarter-century,  the  chief  figure,  and  as  a  result  of 
influence,  there  emerged  from  the  obscurity  of  its  secretarial  staff 
able  public  sert'ants;  (Sir)  Ernest  Swinton,  later  inventor  of  the  tan^^ 
and  .Maurice  (Lord)  Hankey,  later  secretary. at  the  Peace  Conference  0 
1919  and  for  twenty  years  secretary  to  the  Cabinet. 

The  Balfour  government  was  weakened  by  several  other  actions, 
decision  to  import  Chinese  coolies  to  w  ork  the  mines  of  the  Transva 
in  1903  led  to  widespread  charges  of  reviving  slavery.  The  Education 
Act  of  1902,  which  sought  to  extend  the  availability  of  secondary  educa 
tion  by  shifting  its  control  from  school  boards  to  local  government  un' 
and  by  providing  local  taxes  (rates)  to  support  private,  church-contro 
schools,  was  denounced  by  Nonconformists  as  a  scheme  to  force  them 
contribute  to  support  Anglican  education.  The  efforts  of  Josepli 
berlain,  Balfour's  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies,  to  abandon 
traditional  policy  of  "free  trade”  for  a  program  of  tariff  reform  ba 
on  imperial  preference  succeeded  only  in  splitting  the  Cabinet, 
berlain  resigning  in  1903  in  order  to  agitate  for  his  chosen  goal,  while  ti^ 
Duke  of  Devonshire  and  three  other  ministers  resigned  in  protest 
Balfour’s  failure  to  reject  Chamberlain’s  proposals  completely. 

Added  to  these  difficulties,  Balfour  faced  a  great  groundswel 
labor  discontent  from  the  fact  that  the  w'age-earning  segment  01 
population  experienced  a  decline  in  standards  of  living  in  the 
1898-1906  because  of  the  inability  of  wages  to  keep  up  w’itlt 
in  prices.  This  inability  arose  very  largely  from  the  decision  01 
House  of  Lords,  acting  as  a  Supreme  Court,  in  the  Taff  V'^ale 
1902,  that  labor  unions  could  be  sued  for  damages  arising  from 
tions  of  their  members  in  strikes.  Deprived  in  this  fashion  of  their  c 
economic  weapon,  the  W'orkers  fell  back  on  their  chief  political  neap 
the  ballot,  with  the  result  that  the  Labour  membership  of  the 
Commons  increased  from  three  to  forty-three  seats  in  the  election 
‘906.  ■■  ff  3 

This  election  of  1906  was  a  Liberal  triumph,  that  party 
plurality  of  220  over  the  Conservatives  and  a  majority  of  84  over  all 
parties.  But  the  triumph  was  relatively  shortlived  for  the  ^’PP^!X[^gse 
leaders  of  that  party,  like  Asquith,  Haldane,  and  Edwmrd  GreV- 
leaders,  who  were  closer  to  the  Conservative  leaders  both  sociall.'  a  ^ 
ideologically  than  they  were  to  their  own  followers,  for  partisan  tea 
had  to  give  free  rein  to  the  more  radical  members  of  their  owl 
like  Lloyd  George,  and  after  1910  W’ere  unable  to  govern  at  all  n  i 
the  support  of  the  Labour  Party  members  and  the  Irish  Nations 

The  new  government  started  off  at  full  tilt.  The  Trade  Dispute*  ^ 
of  1906  overturned  the  Taff  Vale  decision  and  restored  the  strike  a 
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^'eapon  to  the  amiory  of  the  workers.  In  the  same  year  a  Working- 
Bien’s  Compensation  Act  was  put  on  the  books,  and  in  1909  came  an 
Age  Pension  system.  In  the  meantime  the  House  of  Lords,  the 
stronghold  of  Conservatism,  tried  to  halt  the  Liberal  tide  by  its  veto  of 
an  Education  bill,  of  a  Licensing  bill  which  would  have  reduced  the 
number  of  “public  houses,”  of  a  bill  restricting  plural  voting,  and,  as 
uie  coup  de  grace,  of  Lloyd  George’s  budget  of  1909.  This  budget 
"’as  aimed  directly  at  Conservative  supporters  by  its  taxation  of  un¬ 
earned  incomes,  especially  from  landed  property.  Its  rejection  by  the 
onds  Was  denounced  by  Asquith  as  a  breach  of  the  constitution,  which, 
^cording  to  his  belief,  gave  control  over  money  bills  to  the  Lower 
House. 

,  f^rom  this  dispute  emerged  a  constitutional  crisis  which  shook  Eng¬ 


lish 

Janu: 


society  to  its  foundations.  Even  after  two  general  elections,  in 
'ary  and  in  December  1910,  had  returned  the  Liberals  to  power,  al- 


^  ough  with  a  reduced  majority,  the  Lords  refused  to  yield  until  As- 
^Uith  threatened  to  create  enough  new  peers  to  carry  his  Parliament 
'  •  This  bill,  whicli  became  law'  in  August  1911,  provided  that  the 
ords  could  not  veto  a  money  bill  and  could  not  prevent  any  other 
'  from  becoming  law  if  it  was  passed  in  three  sessions  of  the  Com- 
"R^s  over  a  period  of  at  least  two  years. 

^  he  elections  of  1910  had  so  reduced  Asquith’s  plurality  that  he 
scame  dependent  on  Irish  and  Labourite  support  and,  for  the  next  four 
"'3s  of  necessity  compelled  to  grant  to  both  concessions  for  which 
personally  had  little  taste.  In  1909  the  Lords,  again  as  a  Supreme 
..  declared  the  use  of  union  funds  in  political  campaigns  to  be 
been  '  destroying  the  political  weapon  to  which  Labour  had 

^^en  driven  by  the  TafT  Vale  decision  of  1902.  Asquith  was  not  eager 
^orOVerthrow  this  so-called  “Osborne  Judgement,”  at  least  for  a  while, 
union  political  activities  were  illegal  the  Labourite  mem- 
ffen*  Commons  had  to  support  Asquith  in  order  to  avoid  a 

®*‘^ution  they  could  no  longer  finance.  In  order  to  permit  the 
eov  Lii^iour  members  to  live  without  union  funds,  the  Asquith 
fjjj,  in  1911  established  payment  for  members  of  Parliament 

ijuith^^  Hme.  Labour  was  also  rew'arded  for  its  support  of  the  As- 
sur  S^y^rnnient  by  the  creation  of  Health  and  Unemployment  In- 
Trarl  ®  Minimum  Wage  Law  in  1911,  and  by  a 

gani^^^-  ipLL  This  last  item  made  it  legal  for  labor  or- 

Qf  finance  political  activities  after  approval  by  a  majority 

I nienibers  and  from  a  special  fund  to  be  raised  from  those  union 
^  ers  who  did  not  ask  to  be  e.xempt. 

"otes  supporters  of  women  suffrage,  dependent  on  the 

M  'ind  the  Irish  Nationalists,  and  under  steady  pressure 

onconformist  Liberals,  the  Asquith  government  had  an  un- 


484  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

pleasant  period  from  191 1  to  1915.  The  unpleasantness  culminated  if 
violent  controversies  over  Irish  Home  Rule  and  W'elsh  Disestablishment- 
Both  bills  were  finally  jammed  through  without  the  acceptance  of  th^ 
Lords  in  September  1914,  in  both  cases  with  provisions  which  suspende 
their  application  until  the  end  of  the  war  with  Germany.  Thus  the 
weakness  and  divisions  of  the  Asquith  government  and  the  alatiumS 
divisions  in  Britain  itself  w-ere  swallowed  up  in  the  greater  problems 
of  waging  a  modern  war  of  unlimited  resources. 

The  problem  of  waging  this  war  was  given  eventually  to  coalition 
governments,  at  first  (i9t5->9i6)  under  Asquith  and  later 
under  the  more  vigorous  direction  of  David  Lloyd  George.  1  he 
coalition  was  returned  to  power  in  the  “Khaki  Election”  of  December 
1918,  on  a  program  promising  punishment  of  German  “war  crimma 
full  payment  by  the  defeated  powers  of  the  costs  of  the  war,  a 
“homes  fit  for  heroes.”  Although  the  Coalition  government  was  ma 
up  of  Conservatives,  Liberals,  and  Labour,  with  an  e.\-Libcral  as  prime 
minister,  the  Consenatives  had  a  majority  of  seats  in  Parliament  a 
were  in  closest  contact  with  Lloyd  George  so  that  the  coalition  govern 
ment  was,  except  in  name,  a  Conservative  government. 

The  political  history  of  Britain  in  the  years  between  1918  and  1945 
is  a  depressing  one,  chiefly  because  of  Conservative  errors  in  domestic- 
economic  policy  and  in  foreign  policy.  In  this  period  there  were 
general  elections  (1918,  1922,  1923,  1924,  1929,  1931,  1935)-  °'’.' 

one  (1931)  did  a  pany'  receiv-e  a  majority'  of  the  popular  vote, 
four  the  Conservatives  obtained  a  majority  of  seats  in  the  House 
Commons.  On  the  basis  of  these  elections  Britain  had  ten  gt)vernme^^ 

in  the  period  1918-1945.  Of  these,  three  were  Conservative-domina 

coalitions  (1918,  1931,  1940),  two  were  Labour  supported  by  Ln 
votes  (1924,  1929),  and  five  were  Conser\'atives  (1922,  19^3’ 

1935.  1937)-  thus: 


Lloyd  George 
Bonar  Law- 
Stanley  Baldwin 
Ramsey  .MacDonald 
Second  Baldwin 
Second  MacDonald 
National  Gov'ernment 
(MacDonald) 

Third  Baldwin 
Neville  Chamberlain 
Second  National  Government 
(Churchill) 


December  1918-October  19-2 
October  1922-May  1923 
May  1923-January  1924 
January  1924-Novembcr  i9^4 
November  1924-June  1929 
June  1929-August  1931 

August  1931-June  1935 
June  1935-May  1937 
■May  1937-May  1940 

May  1940-July  1945 

personal  government,  n 

own  political  funds  an 


The  Lloyd  George  coalition  was  almost  a 
Lloyd  George  had  his  own  supporters  and  his 
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^^uds.  Although  technicallv  a  Liberal,  Llovd  George  had  split  his  own 
party,  so  that  Asquith  was  in  opposition  along  with  the  Labour  party 
about  an  equal  number  of  Conservatives.  Since  the  80  Irish  National¬ 
ists  and  Irish  Republicans  did  not  take  their  seats,  the  334  Conservatives 
the  coalition  had  a  majoritv  of  the  Commons,  but  allowed  Lloyd 
£orge  to  take  the  responsibility  for  handling  the  postwar  problems. 
^  ty  Waited  four  years  before  throwing  him  out.  During  this  time 
°niestic  affairs  were  in  a  turmoil,  and  foreign  affairs  were  not  much 
ter.  In  the  former,  the  effort  to  deflate  prices  in  order  to  go  back 
the  gold  standard  at  the  prewar  parity  was  fatal  to  prosperity  and 
tttestic  order.  Unemployment  and  strikes  increased,  especially  in  the 
mines. 


he  Conservati\’es  prevented  any  realistic  attack  on  these  problems, 
passed  the  Emergency  Powers  Act  of  1920,  which,  for  the  first 
time  in  English  history,  gave  a  peacetime  government  the  right  to 
r  oclaim  a  state  of  siege  (as  was  done  in  1920,  1921,  and  1926).  Unem- 
r  nyment  was  dealt  with  by  establishment  of  a  “dole,”  that  is,  a  pay- 
^E^t  of  20  shillings  a  week  to  those  unable  to  find  work.  The  wave  of 
Was  dealt  with  by  minor  concessions,  by  vague  promises,  by 
atory  investigations,  and  by  playing  one  group  off  against  another. 
®  revolt  in  Ireland  was  met  by  a  program  of  strict  repression  at  the 


hands 


P'^otectoi 


^  of  a  new  militarized  police  known  as  “Black  and  Tans.”  The 
^  ctorate  over  Egypt  was  ended  in  1922,  and  a  reexamination  of 
^^Perial  relations  was  made  necessary  by  the  refusal  of  the  Dominions 
support  the  United  Kingdom  in  the  Near  East  crisis  arising  from 
George’s  opposition  to  Kemal  Atatiirk. 
and'^  Gctober  23,  1923,  the  Conservatives  overthrew  Lloyd  George 
^  set  up  their  own  government  under  Bonar  Law.  In  the  following 
imeral  Election  they  obtained  344  of  615  seats,  and  were  able  to  con- 
^  m  office.  This  Conservative  government  lasted  only  fifteen  months 
Bonar  Law  and  Stanley  Baldwin.  In  domestic  affairs  its  chief 
'ties  were  piecemeal  action  on  unemployment  and  talk  about  a 
^rotective  tariff.  On  this  last  issue  Baldwin  called  a  General  Election  in 
Ig^^^'^her  1923  and  lost  his  majority,  although  continuing  to  have  the 
j  S^st  block  in  Commons,  258  seats  to  Labour’s  19 1  and  the  Liberals’ 
su^  who  held  the  balance  of  poxver,  could  have  thrown  his 

Lab  ^'^her  way,  and  decided  to  throw  it  to  Labour,  hoping  to  give 
our  a  “fair  chance.”  Thus  the  first  Labour  government  in  history 
office,  if  not  to  po^yer. 

en  ^  unfriendly  House  of  Lords,  an  almost  completely  inex^peri- 
in  r  3  minority  government,  a  large  majority  of  its  members 

ontiTions  trade  unionists  with  no  parliamentary  experience,  and  a 
ral  veto  over  any  effort  to  carry  out  a  Socialist  or  even  a  Labourite 
Littl  ^**^*^*'^  could  be  expected  from  MacDonald’s  first  government, 
'''as  accomplished,  nothing  of  permanent  importance  at  least,  and 
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within  three  months  the  prime  minister  was  looking  about  for  an 
cuse  to  resign.  His  government  continued  the  practice  of  piccem 
solutions  for  unemployment,  began  public  subsidies  for  housing,  1°'^' 
ered  the  ta.\es  on  necessities  (sugar,  tea,  coffee,  cocoa),  abolished  t  c 
corporation  ta.\  and  the  wartime  duties  of  ]]'/}  percent  on  motorcars, 
watches,  clocks,  musical  instruments,  hats,  and  plate  glass,  as  wd' 
the  1921  duties  on  “key  industries”  (optical  glass,  chemicals,  electric* 
apparatus).  ' 

The  chief  political  issue  of  the  day,  however,  was  Communism*  i 
rose  to  a  fever  heat  m  hen  MacDonald  recognized  Soviet  Russia 
tried  to  make  a  commercial  treaty  with  the  same  country.  MacDou*' 
coojierated  with  the  Liberals  with  ill-grace  and  resigned  when  Puf 
ment  decided  to  investigate  the  quashing  of  the  prosecution,  under 
Incitement  to  .Mutinv  Act,  of  the  editor  of  a  Communist  w'eekly 
In  the  resulting  general  election  the  Conservatives  played  the  *’ 
scare”  for  all  it  was  worth.  They  were  aided  greatly  w'hen  the  peU)'’^ 
nent  officials  of  the  Foreign  Office  issued,  four  days  before  the  dcct'c”’ 
the  so-called  “Zinoviev  Letter.”  This  forged  document  called  up 
British  subjects  to  support  a  violent  revolution  in  behalf  of  the  l  ^ 
International.  It  undoubtedly  played  some  role  in  gaining  the  Conser'^ 
tives  their  largest  majority  in  many  years,  412  out  of  615  seats. 

Thus  began  a  Consersative  government  which  was  in  office  u 
Baldwin  for  five  years.  Winston  Churchill  as  chancellor  of 
chequer  carried  out  the  stabilization  policy  wffiich  put  England  on 
gold  standard  with  the  pound  sterling  at  the  prewar  rate  of  parity* 
w'e  have  indicated  in  Chapter  7,  this  policy  of  deflation  drove 
into  an  economic  depression  and  a  period  of  labor  conflict, 
policy  was  so  bungled  in  its  e.xecution  that  Britain  w'as  doome  ^ 
semidepression  for  almost  a  decade,  was  in  financial  subjection  to  rt* 
until  September  1931,  and  was  driven  closer  to  domestic  rebellion 
she  had  been  at  any  time  since  the  Chartist  movement  of  1848- 
recognition  of  Russia  and  the  trade  agreement  with  Russia  were  £> 
gated;  the  import  duties  w'ere  restored;  and  the  income  tax  vvas 
(although  the  inheritance  tax  w'as  raised).  As  deficits  grew', 
made  up  by  a  series  of  raids  on  available  special  funds.  The  chic 
mestic  event  of  the  period  w'as  the  General  Strike  of  May  3-1^’ 

The, General  Strike  developed  from  a  strike  in  the  coal  mines  *  ^ 
from  the  determination  of  both  sides  to  bring  the  class  struggle 
show'down.  The  Briti.sh  mines  were  in  bad  condition  because  0 
nature  of  the  coal  deposits  and  because  of  mismanagement  w'hich 
them  with  inadequate  and  obsolete  technological  equipment. 
them  were  high-cost  producers  compared  to  the  mines  of 
France  and  western  Germany.  The  deflation  resulting  from  the 
to  stabihze  the  pound  hit  the  mines  wdth  special  impact,  since  pt 
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be  cut  only  if  costs  were  cut  first,  an  action  which  meant,  for 
^  mines  above  all,  cutting  of  wages.  The  loss  of  the  export  trade, 
'^^sulting  from  Germany’s  efforts  to  pay  reparations  in  coal,  and  es- 
P'^cially  the  return  of  the  Ruhr  mines  to  full  production  after  the 
jcnch  evacuation  of  that  area  in  1924  made  the  mines  the  natural  focal 
P^mt  for  labor  troubles  in  England. 

Uie  mines  had  been  under  government  control  during  the  xvar.  After 
3g|  ^  ended,  many  Liberals,  Labourites,  and  the  miners  them- 

Wanted  nationalization.  This  attitude  was  reflected  in  the  report 
a  royal  commission  under  Lord  Sankey  which  recommended  na- 
-l.Zutiun  and  higher  wages.  The  government  gave  the  latter  but 
former  (1919).  In  1921,  when  government  control  ended, 
^  o'\ners  demanded  longer  hours  and  reduced  wages.  The  miners 
'^sed.  Went  out  on  strike  for  three  months  (.March-June 


"'Oil 


-June  1921),  and 


a  promise  of  a  government  subsidy  to  raise  wages  in  the  worse- 
districts.  In  1925,  as  a  result  of  stabilization,  the  owners  announced 
Wage  cuts.  Because  the  miners  objected,  the  government  appointed 
j  royal  commission  under  Sir  Herbert  Samuel.  This  group  con- 
subsidy  and  recommended  closing  down  high-cost  mines, 
'"ag  output  collectively,  and  cutting  wages  while  leaving  hours  of 
to  f  same.  Since  owners,  government,  and  labor  w'ere  all  whiling 
orce  a  showdown,  the  affair  drifted  into  a  crisis  when  the  govern- 
^  t  invoked  the  Emergency  Powders  Act  of  1920  and  the  Trades 
I'on  Congress  answered  with  an  order  for  a  General  Strike, 
cla^  General  Strike  all  union  labor  went  out.  Upper-  and  middle- 
^  s  volunteers  sought  to  keep  utilities  and  other  essential  economic 
Pnetioning.  The  government  issued  its  owm  news  bulletin 
^^'itish  Gazette  under  Churchill),  used  the  British  Broadcasting 
0  to  attack  the  unions,  and  had  their  side  supported  by  the 

in  n  ^'"‘^bable  newspaper,  the  antiunion  Daily  Mail,  which  w  as  printed 
and  flown  over. 

*oon  ^  Union  Congress  had  no  real  heart  in  the  strike,  and 

ended  it,  leaving  the  striking  miners  to  shift  for  themselves.  The 
"'0 out  for  si.\  months,  and  then  began  to  drift  back  to 
fesii  starvation.  Thc\-  were  thoroughly  beaten,  wnth  the 

So  [  Isit  England.  The  population  of  the  worst-hit  area, 

Wales,  fell  by  250,000  in  three  years. 

'hu  results  of  the  failure  of  the  General  Strike,  two  events 

^trik  ^^^'itioned.  The  Trades  Dispute  Act  of  1927  forbade  sympathy 
restricted  picketing,  prohibited  state  employees  from  affiliating 
^3sis  r*^*^^*^  w’orkers,  restored  the  Taflr  \rale  decision,  and  changed  the 
Hot  collection  of  labor-union  political  funds  from  those  who  did 
Th  T  contribute  to  those  who  specifically  agreed  to  contribute. 

Hades  Union  Congress,  disillusioned  with  economic  weapons  of 
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class  conflict,  discarded  the  strike  from  its  arsenal,  and  concentrated  iR 
attention  on  political  weapons.  In  the  economic  field  it  became 
creasingly  conservative  and  began  to  negotiate  with  the  leaders  of 
dustrj'-,  like  Lord  Melchett  of  Imperial  Chemical  Industries,  on  metho  s 
by  which  capital  and  labor  might  cooperate  to  mulct  consumers. 
National  Industrial  Council,  consisting  of  the  Trades  Union  Congrc*®’ 
the  Federation  of  British  Industries,  and  the  National  Conference  o 


Employers,  was  set  up  as  the  instrument  of  this  cooperation.  , 

The  last  three  years  of  the  Conservative  government  were  marks 
by  the  creation  of  a  national  system  of  electric-power  distribution  an 
of  a  government-owned  monopoly  over  radio  (1926),  the  e.xtension  0 
the  electoral  franchise  to  women  between  twenty-one  and  thirty 
of  age  (1928),  the  Road  Transport  Act,  and  the  Local  Governnic'’^ 
Act  (1929).  In  these  later  years  the  government  became  increasing; 
unpopular  because  of  a  number  of  arbitrary  acts  by  the  police.  As^a 
result,  the  general  election  of  1929  was  almost  a  repetition  of  rhat 
1923:  the  Conserv'atives  fell  to  260  seats;  Labour,  with  288  seats, 
the  largest  party  but  lacked  a  majoritv;  and  the  Liberals,  with  59 
held  the  balance  of  power.  As  in  1923,  the  Liberals  tlirew  their  supp®^ 
to  Labour,  bringing  to  office  the  second  AlacDonald  government. 

The  AlacDonald  government  of  1929-1931  was  even  less  radical  t  a 
that  of  1924.  The  Labour  members  were  unfriendly  to  their  Liberal  sup 
porters  and  were  divided  among  themselves  so  that  there  was 
bickering  even  within  the  Cabinet.  The  Liberal  members  were 
progressive  than  Labour,  and  became  impatient  with  Labour  s  con^ 
servative  policies.  Snowden,  as  chancellor  of  the  E.xchequer,  kept 
import  duties  and  raised  other  ta.xes,  including  the  income  tax- 
this  was  not  sufficient  to  balance  the  budget,  he  borrow'ed  from  ' 
separate  funds  and  moved  forward  the  date  on  which  income-tax 


The  Lord  Privy  Seal.  J.  H.  Thomas,  a  railroad  union  leader, 
made  head  of  a  group  seeking  a  solution  to  the  problem  of  unemp'  . 
ment.  After  a  few'  months  the  task  was  given  up,  and  he  was 
secretary  of  state  for  the  Dominions.  This  failure  appeared  worse 
cause  both  the  Liberals  and  Sir  Oswald  .Mosley  (then  of  the  L® 
Party)  had  worked  out  detailed  plans  based  on  public-wxirks 
Unemployment  benefits  were  increased,  with  the  result  that  the 
surance  Fund  had  to  be  replenished  by  loans.  The  Coal  Aliues 
(1930)  set  up  a  joint-selling  agency,  established  a  subsidy  for  coa 
ports  and  a  national  wage  board  for  the  mines,  but  left  hours  of 


at  seven  and  a  half  a  day  instead  of  the  older  seven. 

The  House  of  Lords  refused  to  accept  an  Electoral  Reform  01  ’ 
Agricultural  Land  Utilization  bill,  and  Sir  Charles  Trevelyan’s  L 
don  bill.  The  last  of  these  provided  free  secondary  education 
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•■sised  the  school-leaving  age  to  fifteen  years;  but  the  Labour  govern- 
\\.as  not  insistent  on  these  bills,  and  Trevelyan  resigned  in  protest 
*ts  dilatory  attitude.  An  Agricultural  Marketing  bill,  which  benefited 
^  landed  group  in  the  House  of  Lords  and  raised  food  prices  to  the 
'Consumer,  was  passed.  Throughout  these  efforts  at  legislation  it  was 
^  sat  that  the  Labour  Party  had  difficulty  controlling  its  own  members, 
the  Labour  protest  vote  on  most  divisions  in  Commons  was  quite 

problem  of  the  growing  budgetary  deficit  was  complicated  in 
’931  by  the  e.xport  of  gold.  The  National  Confederation  of  Employers 
”  *-*^e  Federation  of  British  Industries  agreed  in  prescribing  wage  cuts 
°  One-third.  On  February  nth  a  commiuee  under  Sir  George  .May, 
np  on  a  Liberal  motion,  brought  in  its  report.  It  recommended  cuts 
government  e.xpenditures  of  jTgS  million,  two-thirds  to  come  from 
'’Oernployinej^j.  benefits  and  one-third  from  employees’  wages.  This 
as  rejected  by  the  Trades  Union  Congress  and  by  a  majority  of  the 

'-abinet 


n  June  .Macmillan  Committee,  after  two  years’  study,  reported 
^  at  the  whole  financial  structure  of  England  was  unsound  and  should 
^  remedied  by  a  managed  currency,  controlled  by  the  Bank  of  England. 

oad  of  making  efforts  in  any  consistent  direction,  jMacDonald,  un- 
^How’u  to  any  of  his  Cabinet  e.xcept  Snowden  and  Thomas,  resigned  but 
^  cretly  agreed  to  continue  as  prime  minister  supported  by  the  Con- 
rvatives  and  whichever  Labour  and  Liberal  members  he  could  get. 
roughout  the  crisis  .MacDonald  consulted  with  the  leaders  of  the 
parties  but  not  with  his  own,  and  he  announced  the  formation 
^^utional  government  at  the  same  Cabinet  meeting  at  which  he 
ministers  that  they  had  resigned. 

be  National  government  had  a  Cabinet  of  ten  members,  of  which 
Were  Labour,  four  Conservative,  and  two  liberal.  The  non-Cabinet 
j  'bisters  Were  Conservative  or  Liberal.  This  Cabinet  had  the  support  of 
^“13  Conservatives,  52  Liberals,  and  12  Labour,  and  had  in  opposition 
and  9  Independents.  Only  thirteen  Labour  M.P.’s  followed 
^  onald,  and  they  were  soon  e.\pelled  from  the  party, 
of  was  of  great  significance  because  it  revealed  the  incapacity 

th  ^  ^  L^’^our  Party  and  the  power  of  the  bankers.  The  Labour  Party 
l^^j°bghout  was  wracked  by  petty  personal  bickering.  Its  chief  members 
of  understanding  of  economics.  Snowden,  the  “economic  e.xpert’’ 
'  0  Cabinet,  had  financial  views  about  the  same  as  those  of  .Montagu 
of  the  Bank  of  England.  There  was  no  agreed  party  program 
®nd  remote  and  unrealistic  one  of  “nationalization  of  industry,” 

^  mis  program  was  bound  to  be  regarded  with  mi.xed  enthusiasm  by 
xv'hose  very  structure  was  based  on  trade  unionism, 
for  the  bankers  they  were  in  control  throughout  the  crisis.  While 
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publicly  they  insisted  on  a  balanced  budget,  privately  they  refused  to 
accept  balancing  bv  taxation  and  insisted  on  balancing  by  cuts  in  rt  ^ 
payments.  Working  in  close  cooperation  with  American  bankers  a 
Conservative  leaders,  they  were  in  a  position  to  overthrow  any  govern 
ment  which  was  not  willing  to  crush  them  completely.  W  hile  they 
refused  cooperation  to  the  Labour  government  on  August  23rd,  the) 


were  able  to  obtain  a  loan  of  million  from  the  United  States 

France  for  the  National  government  when  it  was  only  four  days 


and 
old. 

Although  they  would  not  allow  the  Labour  government  to  tantper  "'th 
the  gold  standard  in  August,  they  permitted  the  National  government 
abandon  it  in  September  with  bank  rates  at  4)2  percent. 

The  National  government  at  once  attacked  the  financial  crisis  tvtt 
typical  bankers’  weapon:  deflation.  It  offered  a  budget  including  hign 
taxes  and  drastic  cuts  in  unemployment  benefits  and  public  salan^^ 
Riots,  protests,  and  mutiny  in  the  navy  were  the  results.  These  fore 
Britain  off  gold  on  September  21st.  A  general  election  was  called  ° 
October  27th.  It  was  bitterly  fought,  with  MacDonald  and  Sno'V  e 
attacking  Labour  while  Conservatives  and  Liberals  fought  on 
of  a  tariff.  Snowden  called  the  Labour  Party  “Bolshevism  run  mad. 
was  later  rewarded  with  a  peerage.  The  government  used  all  the  po"' 
ful  methods  of  publicity  it  controlled,  including  the  B.B.C.,  in  a  . 
considerably  less  than  fair,  while  Labour  had  few  avenues  of  public  )’ 
and  was  financially  weak  from  the  depression  and  the  Trades  Disp“ 
Act  of  1927.  The  result  was  an  overwhelming  government  victo , 
with  458  members  supporting  it  and  only  56  in  opposition. 

The  National  government  lasted  four  years.  Its  chief  domestic  ^ 
complishment  was  the  ending  of  free  trade  and  the  construction  0 
cartelized  economy  behind  the  new  trade  barriers.  The  construction 
canels,  the  revival  of  the  export  trade,  and  the  continuance  of 
food  prices  gave  a  mild  economic  boom,  especially  in  housing, 
ending  of  free  trade  split  the  Liberal  Party  into  a  government  gm  r 
(under  Sir  John  Simon)  and  an  opposition  group  (under  Sir  He 
Samuel  and  Sir  Archibald  Sinclair).  This  gave  three  Liberal  sphn^ 
for  Lloyd  George  had  never  supported  the  government. 

The  domestic  program  of  the  National  government  was  such  as 
encourage  a  cartelized  economic  system,  and  to  curtail  the 
freedom  of  individuals.  On  this,  there  was  no  real  protest,  fo*' 
Labour  opposition  had  a  program  which,  in  fact  if  not  in  theory, 
in  the  same  direction.  jj 

A  national  system  of  unemployment  insurance  was  set  up  in  '9^^'  j 
required  the  insurance  fund  to  be  kept  solvent  by  varying  contribu 
with  needs.  With  it  was  a  relief  program,  including  a  means  test,  j 
applied  to  those  not  eligible  for  unemployment  insurance.  It  P  ^ 
most  of  the  burden  on  local  governments  but  put  all  the  control 
centralized  Unemployment  Assistance  Board.  Unemployed  youth  ''' 
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to  training  centers.  All  educational  reform  was  curtailed,  and  the 
Project  to  raise  the  school-leavinof  age  from  fifteen  to  si.xteen  was 

abandoned. 

th^^^  London  Passenger  Transport  Act  of  1933,  like  the  Act  creating 
®  B  B.C.  seven  years  earlier,  showed  that  the  Conservatives  had  no 
®  objection  to  nationalization  of  public  utilities.  All  the  transporta- 
”  system  of  the  London  area,  e.xcept  the  railroads,  was  consolidated 
the  control  of  a  public  corporation.  Private  owners  were  bought 
generous  exchange  of  securities,  and  a  governing  board  was 
Us  of  trustees  representing  various  interests. 

.  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1931,  as  modified  in  1933,  pro- 
centralized  control  of  the  distribution  of  certain  crops  with 
‘mum  prices  and  government  subsidies, 
tio  P°Bce  of  London,  with  jurisdiction  over  one-sixth  the  popula- 
““  of  England,  were  reorganized  in  1933  to  destrov  their  obvious 
•  pathy  working  classes.  This  was  done  by  restricting  all 

s  above  inspector  to  persons  with  an  upper-class  education,  by 
ning  them  in  a  newlv  created  police  college,  and  by  forbidding 
this  Police  Federation  (a  kind  of  union).  The  results  of 

the  mmiediately  apparent  in  the  contrast  between  the  leniency  of 
cis^t  attitude  toward  Sir  Oswald  Mosley’s  British  Union  of  Fas- 

^  ('vhich  beat  up  British  subjects  with  relative  impunity)  and  the 
Th'  police  action  toward  even  peaceful  anti-Fascist  activities. 

tolerant  attitude  toward  Fascism  was  reflected  in  both  the  radio 
*"^the  cinema. 

stroy^^'^^^  Incitement  to  Disaffection  Act  in  1934  threatened  to  de- 
tiiak  personal  guarantees  built  up  over  the  centuries  by 

“g  police  search  of  homes  less  restricted  and  by  making  the  simple 


Passed  ^  material  likely  to  disaflFect  the  armed  forces  a  crime.  It  was 
severe  criticism  and  a  Lords’  debate  which  continued  until 
“‘vil  three  generations,  personal  freedom  and 

law  'vere  restricted  in  time  of  peace.  This  svas  done  by  new 

°niin  I'Lc  tl*e  Official  Secrets  Acts,  and  by  such 

^-'^tensi^*  *'^‘^o'’afions  as  “voluntary”  censorship  of  the  press  and  by  judicial 
most  scope  of  the  libel  laws.  This  development  reached  its 

®'^S^‘'nns  stage  with  tlie  Prevention  of  Violence  Act  of  1939,  which 
With  sccretar)'  of  state  to  arrest  without  warrant  and  to  deport 

dif,  .,  ’■^*^1  any  person,  even  a  British  subject,  who  has  not  been  or- 
the  ^  ‘■^sident  in  England,  if  he  believes  such  a  person  is  concerned  in 
So  ^  Paration  or  instigation  of  acts  of  violence  or  is  harboring  persons 
'‘Attain  fortunately,  these  new  strictions  were  administered  with  a 

P^lltical^^**^^*^  of  the  old  English  good-humored  tolerances,  and  were,  for 
^Pport  ‘■arely  applied  to  any  persons  w'ith  strong  trade-union 

reactionary  tendencies  of  the  National  government  were  most 


Th, 


of 
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evident  in  its  fiscal  policies.  For  these,  Neville  Chamberlain  was  chieA) 
responsible.  For  the  first  time  in  almost  a  centurv,  there  was  an  increase 
in  the  proportion  of  the  total  ta.\  paid  by  the  working  classes.  For  rh^ 
first  time  since  the  repeal  of  the  corn  laws  in  1846,  there  was  a  tax  on 
food.  For  the  first  time  in  two  generations,  there  was  a  reversal  m  t 
trend  toward  more  education  for  the  people.  The  budget  was  kept 
balanced,  but  at  a  considerable  price  in  human  suffering  and  iit  wa.stag^ 
of  Britain’s  irreplaceable  human  resources.  By  1939  in  the  so'Cal 
“depressed  areas”  of  Scotland,  of  South  Wales,  and  of  the  northenst 
coast,  hundreds  of  thousands  had  been  unemployed  for  years, 
the  Pilgrim  Fund  pointed  out,  had  had  their  moral  fiber  completely 
stroyed  by  years  of  living  on  an  inadequate  dole.  The  capit; 
these  areas  were  supported  either  bv  government  subsidy  (as  the 
man  family  lined  their  pockets  from  shipping  subsidies)  or  were  boug 
out  by  cartels  and  trade  associations  from  funds  assessed  on  the  nio 
active  members  of  the  industrv  (as  was  done  in  coal  minings  ste 
cement,  shipbuilding,  and  so  on). 

The  Derating  Act  of  1929  of  Neville  Chamberlain  e.xcmpted  indus 
from  payment  of  three-quarters  of  its  ta.\es  under  certain  conditions, 
the  period  1930-1937  this  saved  industrv  £170  million,  while  many  unen’ 
ployed  were  allowed  to  starve.  This  law  was  worth  about  /  200,00° 
year  to  Imperial  Chemical  Industries.  On  the  other  hand  Chamber 
as  chancellor  of  the  E.\chequer,  insisted  on  those  appropriations  for  ^ 
air  force  which  ultimately  made  it  possible  for  the  RAF  to  overc 
Gdring’s  attack  in  the  Battle  of  Britain  in  1940. 

The  General  Election  of  1935,  which  gave  the  Conservatives  ten 
years  in  office,  was  the  most  shameful  of  modern  times.  It  was  pci 
clear  that  the  English  people  were  wholeheartedly  for  collective 
In  the  period  November  1934  to  June  1935,  the  League  of  Nations 
cooperated  with  other  organizations  to  hold  a  “Peace  Ballot.”  ^ 
tions  were  asked,  of  w  hich  the  most  important  were  the  first  (i’ 
Britain  remain  in  the  League?)  and  the  fifth  (Should  Britain  use  econ 
or  militarx'  sanctions  against  aggressors?).  On  the  first  question  t^^ 
swers  gave  11,090,387  affirmative  and  355,883  negative  votes.  On  t 
of  economic  sanctions,  the  vote  was  10,027,608  affirmative  and 
negative.  On  the  use  of  militarv  sanctions,  the  vote  was  6,784^3 
firmative  and  2,351,981  negative.  ^ 

To  add  to  this,  a  by-election  at  East  Fulham  in  the  spring  o 
saw  a  Labour  supporter  of  collective  security  defeat  a  Con.servativo- 
Conservatives  resolved  to  fight  a  General  Election  in  support  of 
security.  Baldwin  replaced  MacDonald  as  prime  minister,  ^ „  to 

Hoare  replaced  the  Liberal,  Sir  John  Simon,  at  the  Foreign  O 
make  people  believe  that  the  past  program  of  appeasement  uo 
reversed.  In  September,  Hoare  made  a  vigorous  speech  at  Gen 
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pledged  Britain’s  support  of  collective  security  to  stop  the 
lan  aggression  against  Ethiopia.  The  public  did  not  know  that  he  had 
PPed  off  in  Paris  en  route  to  Geneva  to  arrange  a  secret  deal  by  which 
y  ''  ould  be  given  two-thirds  of  Ethiopia. 

he  Royal  Jubilee  was  used  during  the  spring  of  1935  to  build  up 
Rlar  enthusiasm  for  the  Conservative  cause.  Late  in  October,  a  week 
ore  the  local  elections  on  which  Labour  had  already  spent  most  of  its 
^  *  “hie  funds,  the  Conservatives  announced  a  General  Election  for 
ovember  14th,  and  asked  a  popular  mandate  to  support  collective 
tity  and  rearmament.  The  Labour  Party  was  left  without  either  an 
^  or  funds  to  support  it,  and  in  addition  was  split  on  the  issue  of 
^^oihsni,  the  party  leaders  in  both  Lords  and  Commons  refusing  to  go 
“fig  with  the  rest  of  the  partv  on  the  issue  of  rearmament  as  a  support 
''j  'Collective  security. 

liacT  election  the  government  lost  83  seats,  but  the  Conservatives  still 
^  oiajority,  with  387  seats  to  Labour’s  154.  The  Liberal  Party  was 
“tid  1  ^ government  was  in  office  for  ten  years, 

'ad  its  attention  devoted,  almost  exclusively  to  foreign  affairs.  In 
until  1940  as  we  shall  see,  it  showed  the  same  incapacity  and  the 
bias  it  had  been  revealing  in  its  domestic  program. 
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Introduction 


economic  system  does  not  have  to  be  expansive— that  is,  constantly 
increasing  its  production  of  wealth— and  it  might  well  be  possible 
sv  people  to  be  completely  happv  in  a  nonexpansive  economic 

the  'vere  accustomed  to  it.  In  the  twentieth  century,  however, 

people  of  our  culture  have  been  living  under  expansive  conditions  for 
they  minds  are  psychologically  adjusted  to  expansion,  and 

'vere  frustrated  unless  they  are  better  off  each  year  than  they 

ized  f  ^  Preceding  year.  The  economic  system  itself  has  become  organ- 
Tk  ^■’jpunsion,  and  if  it  does  not  expand  it  tends  to  collapse, 
an  ^  reason  for  this  maladjustment  is  that  investment  has  become 
system,  and  if  investment  falls  off,  consumers  have 
tricornes  to  buy  the  consumers’  goods  which  are  being  pro- 
itj  another  part  of  the  system  because  part  of  the  flow  of  purchas- 
P^ch°"^^  ereated  by  the  production  of  goods  was  diverted  from 
prod  goods  it  had  produced  into  savings,  and  all  the  goods 

could  nor  be  sold  until  those  savings  came  back  into  the 
being  invested.  In  the  svstem  as  a  whole,  everyone  sought  to 
fun  r)wn  position  in  the  short  run,  but  this  jeopardized  the 

^  ctioning  of  the  system  in  the  long  run.  The  contrast  here  is  not 
Ion  ^ the  individual  and  the  system,  but  also  between  the 
the  short  run. 

the  ^  ’^'^^teenth  century  had  accepted  as  one  of  its  basic  faiths  the 
the  harmony  of  interest.s.”  This  held  that  what  w  as  good  for 

adv  ^  ‘'’*tlual  was  good  for  society  as  a  whole  and  that  the  general 
society  could  be  achieved  best  if  individuals  were  left 
to  °"’ti  individual  advantages.  This  harmony  was  assumed 

individual  and  another,  between  the  individual 
Hi  gtoup,  and  between  the  short  run  and  the  long  run.  In  the 
century,  such  a  theory  was  perfectly  tenable,  but  in  tlie 
h  century  it  could  be  accepted  only  with  considerable  modifi- 
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cation.  As  a  result  of  persons  seeking  their  individual  advantages,  the 
economic  organization  of  society  was  so  modified  that  the  actions  o 
one  such  person  were  very  likely  to  injure  his  fellows,  the  society  a*  ^ 
whole,  and  his  own  long-range  advantage.  This  situation  led  to  such  * 
conflict  between  theory  and  practice,  between  aims  and  accomph^ 
ments,  between  individuals  and  groups  that  a  return  to  fundamef^^* 
in  economics  became  necessary.  Unfortunately,  such  a  return  was  rna^^ 
diflicult  because  of  the  conflict  between  interests  and  principles  a 
because  of  the  difficulty  of  finding  principles  in  the  extraordinary  ecu’ 
plexity  of  twentieth-century  economic  life. 

The  factors  necessary  to  achieve  economic  progress  are 


tary  to  the  factors  necessary  for  production.  Production  requires 


and 


organization  of  knowdedge,  time,  energy,  materials,  land,  labor, 
so  on.  Economic  progress  requires  three  additional  factors. 
innovation,  savfings,  and  investment.  Unless  a  society  is  organize” 
provide  these  three,  it  will  not  expand  economically.  “Innovati^o’’^ 
means  devising  new  and  better  ways  of  performing  the  tasks  of 
tion;  “saving”  means  refraining  from  consumption  of  resources  so  ‘ 
they  can  be  mobilized  for  different  purposes;  and  “investment”  Hiei* 
the  mobilization  of  resources  into  the  new,  better  ways  of  produc 
The  absence  of  the  third  factor  (investment)  is  the  most 
cause  of  a  failure  of  economic  progress.  It  may  be  absent  even  " 
both  of  the  other  factors  are  working  well.  In  such  a  case,  the 
accumulated  are  not  applied  to  inventions  but  are  spent  on  consuiup^ 
on  ostentatious  social  prestige,  on  war,  on  religion,  on  other  nonpi'O 
tive  purposes,  or  even  left  unspent.  ^^^^5 

Economic  progress  has  always  involved  shifts  in  productive  reso 
from  old  methods  to  new  ones.  Such  shifts,  however  beneficial  to  , 
tain  groups  and  however  welcome  to  people  as  a  whole,  were 
to  be  resisted  and  resented  by  other  groups  who  had  vested  intere 
the  old  ways  of  doing  things  and  in  the  old  ways  of  utilizing 
In  a  progressive  period,  these  vested  interests  are  unable  to  defen 
vested  interests  to  the  point  of  preventing  progress;  but,  obviously,  ^ 
groups  in  a  society  who  control  the  savings  which  are  necessar' 
progress  are  the  same  vested  interests  who  laenefit  by  the  existing 
of  doing  things,  they  are  in  a  position  to  defend  these  vested  mt 
and  prevent  progress  merely  by  preventing  the  use  of  surpW 
finance  new  inventions.  Such  a  situation  is  bound  to  give  nse 
economic  crisis.  From  one  narrow  point  of  view,  the  twentie 
tury’s  economic  crisis  was  a  situation  of  this  ty'pe.  To  understan 
such  a  situation  could  arise,  we  must  examine  the  development  ' 
chief  capitalist  countries  and  discover  the  causes  of  the  crisis. 


CHANGING  ECONOMIC  PATTERNS 


499 


Great  Britain 


Britain,  throughout  the  nineteenth  century,  the  supply  of  capital 
^0  plentiful  from  private  savings  that  industry  was  able  to  finance 
with  little  recourse  to  the  banking  s\"sTeni.  The  corporate  form 
adopted  relatively  slowly,  and  because  of  the  benefits  to  be  derived 
liability  rather  than  because  it  made  it  possible  to  appeal 
the^  "‘'^^^pread  public  for  equity  capital.  Savings  were  so  plentiful  that 
had  to  be  e.xported,  and  interest  rates  fell  steadily.  Promoters 
'Oyestnient  bankers  were  not  much  interested  in  domestic  industrial 
(c.xcept  railroads),  and  for  most  of  the  century  concentrated 
.  “'■'mention  on  government  bonds  (both  foreign  and  domestic)  and  on 
Sep  *^conomic  enterprises.  Financial  capitalism  first  appeared  in  foreign 
‘fics,  and  found  a  fruitful  field  of  operations.  The  corporation  law 
f;^°<?ified  in  186:)  was  very  lenient.  There  were  few  restrictions  on 
cial  companies,  and  none  on  false  prospectuses  or  false  finan- 

and  Holding  companies  were  not  legally  recognized  until  1928, 

III  n'.'  ^■‘'•^^^^Bdated  balance  sheet  was  required  then.  As  late  as  1933,  of 
q.j^y'-'sh  investment  trusts  only  52  published  a  record  of  their  holdinp. 
busi  of  secrecy  is  one  of  the  outstanding  features  of  English 

the  financial  life.  The  weakest  “right”  an  Englishman  has  is 

^'iclear^^*^  know,”  vhich  is  about  as  narrow  as  it  is  in  American 
corjf  ,,  °P^rations.  Most  duties,  powers,  and  actions  in  business  are 
Rules  '  customary  procedures  and  conventions,  not  by  explicit 

bvecn  ^‘^g'^'i^’fions,  and  are  often  carried  out  by  casual  remarks  be- 
gPn„  ,1  ^  friends.  No  record  perpetuates  such  remarks,  and  they  are 
everi  u  private  affairs  which  are  no  concern  of  others, 

choy  1  involve  millions  of  pounds  of  the  public’s  money.  Al- 

^'^3nei, situation  is  changing  slowly,  the  inner  circle  of  English 
"'ha'c'^  remains  a  matter  of  “whom  one  know's,”  rather  than 
spi^ooi  knows.”  Jobs  are  still  obtained  bv  family,  marriage,  or 
^’fi^tacter  is  considered  far  more  important  than 
nipy  ur  skill;  and  important  positions,  on  this  basis,  are  given  to 

'  o  have  no  training,  experience,  or  knowdedge  to  qualify  them, 
been  system  and  at  the  core  of  English  financial  life  have 

for  p  '^'“teen  private  firms  of  “merchant  bankers”  who  find  money 
nienr)  ^  and  wealthy  enterprises  on  either  a  long-term  (invest- 

With  ^  short-term  (“acceptances”)  basis.  These  merchant  bankers, 
total  of  less  than  a  hundred  active  partners,  include  the  firms  of 
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Baring  Brothers,  N.  M.  Rothschild,  J.  Henry  Schroder,  Morgan  Gren¬ 
fell,  Hambros,  and  Lazard  Brothers.  These  merchant  bankers  in 
period  of  financial  capitalism  had  a  dominant  position  with  the  Ban 
of  England  and,  strangely  enough,  still  have  retained  some  of  this,  t 
spite  the  nationalization  of  the  Bank  by  the  Labour  government  in  194'’' 
As  late  as  iy6i  a  Baring  (Lord  Cromer)  was  named  governor  of 
bank,  and  his  board  of  directors,  called  the  “Court”  of  the  bank,  include 
representatives  of  Lazard,  of  Hambros,  and  of  Morgan  Grenfell- 
well  as  of  an  industrial  firm  (English  Electric)  controlled  by  these- 
The  hevdav  of  English  financial  capitalism  is  associated  u'itl'  t' 
governorship  of  Montagu  Norman  from  1920  to  1944,  but  it 
about  a  century  after  the  advent  of  industrial  capitalism,  ">^1’ 
promotion  of  Guinness,  Ltd.,  by  Barings  in  i886,  and  continued 
the  creation  of  Allsopps,  Ltd.,  by  the  W'estminster  Bank  in  1887.  If 
latter  year,  only  10,000  companies  were  in  existence  although 
creation  of  companies  had  been  about  i,ocx)  a  year  in  the  1870  s 
about  2,000  a  year  in  the  i88o’s.  Of  the  companies  registered,  about 
third  fell  bankrupt  in  their  first  year.  This  is  a  very  large  fractio^ 
when  we  consider  that  about  one-half  the  companies  created 
private  companies  which  did  not  offer  securities  to  the  public  af 
presumably  alreads-  were  engaged  in  a  flourishing  business.  ^ 
capitalism  really  took  root  in  Britain  only  in  the  1890’s.  In  two 
(1894-1896)  E.  T.  Hooley  promoted  twenty-six  corporations 
various  noble  lords  as  the  directors  of  each.  The  total  capital  01 
group  was  jCiS.6  million,  of  which  Hooley  took  million  for  hiiuse  ^ 
From  this  date  onward,  financial  capitalism  grew  rapidly  in  Bh  ‘  ’ 
without  ever  achieving  the  heights  it  did  in  the  United  States  or  ^ 
many.  Domestic  concerns  remained  small,  owner-managed,  and  relative  7 
unprogressive  (especially  in  the  older  lines  like  textiles,  iron,  coal,  s  ip 
building).  One  chief  field  of  e.xploitation  for  British  financial  capita* 
continued  to  be  in  foreign  countries  until  the  crash  of  1931-  Gnlv  **  ^^ 
1920  did  it  spread  tentatively  into  newer  fields  like  machinery, 
goods,  and  chemicals,  and  in  these  it  was  superseded  almost  at  ui't-’^ 
monopoly  capitalism.  As  a  result,  the  period  of  financial  capitalisu*  ' 
relatively  weak  in  Britain.  In  addition,  its  rule  was  relatively 


contrast  to  the  United  States  but  similar  to  Germany).  It  made 
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use  of  holding  companies,  exercising  its  influence  by  interlocking 
rectorates  and  direct  financial  controls.  It  died  relatively  easily,  V*^ 
control  of  the  economic  sy.stem  to  the  new  organizations  of  monopo- 
capitalism  constructed  by  men  like  AVilliain  H.  Lever,  V'iscoiint  Le'^ 
hulme  (1851-1925)  or  Alfred  .\L  .VIond,  Lord  Melchett  < 

The  former  created  a  great  international  monopoh'  in  vegetable  u 
centering  upon  Unilever,  w  hile  the  latter  created  the  British  cheii 
monopoly  known  as  Imperial  Chemical  Industries. 
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f^inancial  capitalism  in  Britain,  as  elsewhere,  was  marked  not  only  by 
‘  growing  financial  control  of  industry  but  also  bv  an  increasing  con¬ 
centration  of  this  control  and  bv  an  increasing  banking  control  of 
goternnient.  As  we  have  seen,  this  influence  of  the  Bank  of  England 
the  government  was  an  almost  unmitigated  disaster  for  Britain, 
power  of  the  bank  in  business  circles  was  never  as  complete  as 
^^Was  in  government,  because  British  businesses  remained  self-financing 
3  greater  extent  than  those  of  other  countries.  This  self-financing 
business  in  Britain  depended  on  the  advantage  w'hich  it  held 
the  early  arrival  of  industrialism  in  England.  As  other  coun- 
d^n*'  industrialized,  reducing  Britain’s  advantage  and  her  extraor- 

3ry  profits,  British  business  was  forced  to  seek  outside  financial  aid 
its  creation  of  capital  plant.  Both  methods  were  used,  with 
result  that  financial  capitalism  grew  at  the  same  time  as  considerable 
>ons  of  Britain’s  capital  plant  became  obsolete, 
le  control  of  the  Bank  of  England  over  business  was  exercised  in- 
^  ctly  through  the  joint-stock  banks.  These  banks  became  increasingly 
^^‘'^t'ated  and  increasingly  powerful  in  the  twentieth  century.  The 
1866  banks  decreased  through  amalgamation  from  109  in 

'9’9  ^rid  to  33  in  1933.  This  growth  of  a  “money  trust” 
i^rl  to  an  investigation  by  a  Treasury  Committee  on  Bank 
a  ®  gamations.  In  its  report  (Colwyn  Report,  1919)  this  committee 
danger  and  called  for  government  action.  A  bill  was 
the  h'^  pre\  ent  further  concentration  but  was  withdrawn  when 

for  made  a  “gentlemen’s  agreement”  to  ask  Treasury  permission 

Qf  ^ture  amalgamations.  The  net  result  xvas  to  protect  the  influence 
plete'^  of  England,  since  this  might  have  been  reduced  by  com- 
in  *^®'^opofization  of  joint-stock  banking,  and  the  bank  was  always 
33  influence  the  Treasun’’s  attitude  on  all  questions.  Of  the 

banks  existing  in  1933,  9  were  in  Ireland  and  8  in  Scot- 
over  ooiy  16  for  England  and  Wales.  The  33  together  had 

42,500  million  in  depo.sits  in  April  1933,  of  which  4 ''773  milbon 

"lin^s  so-called  “Big  Five”  (Midland,  Lloyds,  Barclays,  West- 

the  National  Provincial).  The  Big  Five  controlled  at  least  7  of 

(in  one  case  by  ownership  of  98  percent  of  the  stock). 
Sul)'  competition  among  the  Big  Five  was  usually  keen,  all  were 

tbJ^'’^  '^be  powerful  influence  of  the  Bank  of  England,  as  exercised 

thr  ^  discount  rate,  interlocking  directorships,  and  above  all 

Iu^b'  intangible  influences  of  tradition,  ambition,  and  prestige, 

create  dsevx  here,  the  influence  of  financial  capitalism  serened  to 

"on  ^  conditions  of  monopoly  capitalism  not  only  by  creating  mo- 
jg  •  conditions  (which  permitted  industry  to  free  itself  from  financial 
banks)  hut  also  by  insisting  on  those  deflationary,  ortho- 
"ancial  politics  which  eventually  alienated  industrialists  from 
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financiers.  Although  monopoly  capitalism  began  to  grow  in  Britain  as 
far  back  as  the  British  Salt  Union  of  1888  (which  controlled  91  perc^''^ 
of  the  British  supply),  the  victory  of  monopoly  capitalism  over  financia 
capitalism  did  not  arrive  until  1931.  By  that  year  the  structure  of 
nopoly  capitalism  was  well  organized.  The  Board  of  Trade  reporte 
in  1918  that  Britain  had  500  restrictive  trade  associations.  In  that  sam^ 
year  the  Federation  of  British  Industries  (FBI)  had  as  members  1^9 
trade  associations  and  704  firms.  It  announced  that  its  goals  would  ® 
the  regulation  of  prices,  the  curtailment  of  competition,  and  the  foster 
ing  of  cooperation  in  technical  matters,  in  politics,  and  in  publicity- 
1935  it  had  e.xtended  this  scope  to  include  {a)  elimination  of 
productive  capacity,  {b)  restrictions  on  entry  of  new  firms  into  a  ne  ’ 
and  {c)  increasing  duress  on  both  members  and  outsiders  to  obey  ni*® 
mum-price  regulations  and  production  quotas.  This  last  ability 
steadily  strengthened  in  the  period  1931-1940.  Probably  the  grease 
achievement  in  this  direction  was  a  decision  of  the  House  of  ' 
acting  as  a  Supreme  Court,  which  permitted  the  use  of  duress  agaif* 
outsiders  in  order  to  enforce  restrictive  economic  agreements  (the  ca 
of  Thorne  v.  .Motor  Trade  Association  decided  June  4,  1937)' 

The  year  1931  represented  for  Britain  the  turning  point  from  nn 
cial  to  monopoly  capitalism.  In  that  year  financial  capitalism,  ^ 
had  held  the  British  economy  in  semidepression  for  a  decade, 
its  last  great  victory  svhen  the  financiers  led  by  Montagu  Norman  a 
J.  P.  Morgan  forced  the  resignation  of  the  British  Labour  governme 
But  the  handwriting  was  already  on  the  wall.  Monopoly  had  ahea^;^ 
grown  to  such  a  degree  that  it  aspired  to  make  the  banking 
servant  instead  of  its  master.  The  deflationary  financial  policy  0 
bankers  had  alienated  politicians  and  industrialists  and  driven 
nopolist  trade  unions  to  form  a  united  front  against  the  bankers. 

This  was  clearly  evident  in  the  Conference  on  Industrial  Reotgan 
tion  and  Relationships  of  April  1928.  This  meeting  contained  rep 
sentatives  of  the  Trade  Union  Congress  and  the  Employers’  Feder. 
and  issued  a  Me7)wraiidum  to  the  chancellor  of  the  E.xchequer 
by  Sir  Alfred  .Mond  of  Imperial  Chemicals  and  Ben  Turner  o 
trade  unions.  Similar  declarations  were  issued  by  other 


groups,  but  the  split  of  monopolist  capitalists  and  of  financial  capi  • 
could  not  become  overt  until  the  latter  were  able  to  get  rid  <>f  r 
hour  government.  Once  that  was  achieved,  labor  and  industry 
united  in  opposition  to  the  continuance  of  the  bankers’  economic  P 
with  its  low  prices  and  high  unemployment.  The  decisive  event  ^ 
caused  the  end  of  financial  capitalism  in  Britain  was  the  revolt  0 
British  fleet  at  Invergordon  on  September  15,  1931,  and  not  the  a 
ment  of  gold  six  days  later.  The  mutin)'  made  it  clear  that  the  p 
of  deflation  must  be  ended.  As  a  result,  no  real  effort  was  hkkc 
fend  the  gold  standard. 
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With  the  abandonment  of  gold  and  the  adoption  of  a  protective 
monopolist  capital  and  labor  joined  in  an  effort  to  raise  both  w  ages 
“'id  profits  b\'  a  program  of  higher  prices  and  restrictions  on  produc- 
t'on,  7  monopolies  and  cartels  increased  in  strength  and  new 

O'les  were  formed,  usually  with  the  blessing  of  the  government.  These 
S^oups  enforced  restrictive  practices  on  their  members  and  on  outsiders 
‘^^en  to  the  extent  of  buying  up  and  destroying  productive  capacity  in 
own  lines.  In  some  cases,  as  in  agricuitural  products  and  in  coal, 
efforts  were  based  on  statute  law,  but  in  most  cases  they  were 
purely  private  ventures.  In  no  case  did  the  government  make  any  real 


effort 


to  protect  consumers  against  e.xploitation.  In  1942  a  capable  ob- 


*^tver,  Hermann  Levy,  wrote,  “Today  Britain  is  the  only  highly  in¬ 
dustrialized  country  in  the  world  where  no  attempt  has  )'et  been  made 
restrict  the  domination  of  quasi-monopolist  associations  in  industry 
^  trade.”  It  is  true  that  the  government  did  not  accept  the  suggestions 
Lord  Melchett  and  of  the  Federation  of  British  Industries  that  cartels 
to  associations  be  made  compulsory,  but  it  gave  sucb  free  rein 

lese  groups  in  tbe  use  of  their  economic  power  that  the  compulsory 
inT^*^  ^*^t;ame  largely  unnecessary.  By  economic  and  social  pressure 
who  refused  to  adopt  the  restrictive  practices  favored  by 
®  industry  as  a  whole  were  forced  to  yield  or  were  ruined.  This,  for 
■mple,  was  done  to  a  steel  manufacturer  who  insisted  on  constructing 
^utinuous-strip  steel  mill  in  1940. 

no  •  producing  groups,  social  pressures  w^ere  added  to  eco- 

hi  duress  to  enforce  restrictive  practices.  A  tradition  of  inefficiency, 
6  prices,  and  low  output  became  so  entrenched  that  anyone  who 
to  R  "  as  regarded  as  socially  unacceptable  and  almost  a  traitor 

wh’  Econo7nist,  the  only  important  voice  in  the  country 

Br't^l  trend,  said  (on  January  8,  1944)  “  .  .  .  too  few 

firm'll'  are  trying  to  compete.  In  these  days,  to  say  that  a 

not  increased  its  efficiency  that  it  can  sell  at  low'  prices  is 

hj.  ,  praise  for  initiative  and  enterprise,  but  to  criticise  it  for 

‘cur  trading  and  indulging  in  the  ultimate  sin  of 

^-throat’  competition.” 

Pro,”  analysis  of  the  methods  or  organization  of  these  restrictive 

Loal  made  here,  but  a  few  examples  may  be  indicated.  The 

tion  organization  which  allotted  produc- 

Shiub^T'^^^  colliery  and  fixed  minimum  prices.  The  National 

3nd  rT'  Security,  Ltd.,  was  set  up  in  1930  and  began  to  buy  up 

"hose  shipyards,  using  funds  from  a  million-pound  bond  issue 

Cootr  charges  were  met  from  a  i  percent  levy  on  construction 

been^^^^  .  *934  one-quarter  of  Britain’s  shipbuilding  capacity  had 

P*'cssed The  iVlillers’  .Mutual  Association  (1920)  entirely  sup- 
Cojj,  ^‘^'"petition  among  its  members,  and  set  up  the  Purchase  Finance 
r  ny  to  buy  up  and  destroy  flour  mills,  using  funds  secured  by  a 


504  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

secret  levy  on  the  industry.  By  1933  over  one-sixth  of  the  flour  mills  m 
England  had  been  eliminated.  In  textiles  the  Lancashire  Cotton  Corpora¬ 
tion  acquired  10  million  cotton  spindles  in  three  years  (1934-1937) 
scrapped  about  half  of  these,  while  the  Spindles  Board  scrapped  about 
2  million  spindles  in  one  year  (1936-1937).  In  spite  of  the  growing 
international  crisis,  these  restrictive  actions  continued  unabated  unti 
May  1940,  but  the  drive  toward  total  mobilization  by  the  Churchi 
government  brought  a  fuller  utilization  of  resources  in  Britain  than  m 
any  other  countr)". 

This  w'artime  experience  with  full  employment  made  it  impossible  to 
return  to  the  semistagnation  and  partial  u.se  of  resources  which  na 
prevailed  under  financial  capitalism  in  the  1930’s.  However,  the  eco 
nomic  future  of  Britain  in  the  postwar  period  was  much  hampered  ,V 
the  fact  that  the  two  opposing  political  parties  represented  entrencH  ^ 
economic  interests  and  were  not  a  rather  amorphous  groupings  0 
diverse  interests  as  in  the  United  States.  The  Labour  Party,  whw 
held  office  from  1945  to  1951  under  Clement  Attlee,  represents  the  m 
terests  of  labor  unions  and,  in  a  more  remote  fashion,  of  consumers- 
The  Conservative  Parry-,  which  held  office  under  Churchill,  Eden, 
millan,  and  Douglas-Home  after  1951  represents  the  propertied  ^uss* 
and  still  continues  to  show  strong  banking  influence.  This  has  crea 
a  kind  of  balance  in  which  a  welfare  state  has  been  established,  but  a 
the  cost  of  slow-  inflation  and  slack  use  of  resources. 

Consumption  and  enjoyment  of  leisure  rather  than  production  hav^ 
been  the  marks  of  the  British  economy  even  under  the  Conservati' 
Party,  which  has  shown  more  concern  for  the  value  of  the  P®”*)  ,, 
the  foreign  exchanges  than  it  has  for  productive  investment.  The  nu 
classes  and,  above  all,  the  professional  and  educated  groups  arc 
directly  represented  by  either  party.  Bv  their  shift  from  one  of 
alien  parties  to  the  other,  they  can  determine  the  outcome  of  electiou^ 
but  they  are  not  really  at  home  in  either  and  may,  ultimately,  turn  ba 
to  the  Liberal  Party,  although  they  are  reluctant  to  embark  upon  t 
period  of  coalition,  and  the  relatively  irresponsible  governments  t 
might  entail. 

The  class  structure  in  Britain,  which  has  survived  the  war  in 
of  steady  attrition,  is  still  being  eroded,  not  by  any  drastic  increase 
working-class  people  rising  into  the  upper  class,  but  by  the  develops 
of  the  third  class  which  belongs  to  neither  of  the  old  classes.  This  ne 
group  included  the  people  with  “know-how,”  managers,  scientists,  P|'°^ 
fessional  men,  imaginative  parvenu  entrepreneurs  in  lines  which  t 
older  possessing  class  had  ignored.  These  newly  established  rich  no 
try  to  ignore  the  older  upper  class,  and  frequently  show  surprising 
sentments  toward  it.  As  this  new,  amorphous,  vigorous  group,  " 
unfortunately  has  no  common  outlook  or  ideology,  increases  in  num 
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^^urs  the  outlines  of  the  two  older  classes.  Much  of  this  blurring  has 
the  result  of  adoption  of  upper-class  characteristics  by  non-upper- 
ass  persons.  Increasing  numbers  of  young  people  are  adopting  the 
d  ffi  broadcasting  Corporation  accent,  which  makes  it  increasingly 


to  establish  the  class,  educational,  and  geographic  origin  of  a 


^Ptaker.  Closely  related  to  this  is  the  improved  appearance  and  health 
the  ordinary  Englishman  as  a  consequence  of  rising  standards  of 
‘rig  in  general  and  the  advent  of  the  National  Health  service  in  par- 
“t.  The  loss  of  these  two  identifying  characteristics  leaves  clothing 
rhe  chief  class  distinctive  mark,  but  this  applies  only  to  men.  Many 
men,  as  the  result  of  the  wide  spreading  of  style  magazines  and  the  in- 
tnce  of  the  cinema,  wear  similar  dresses,  use  the  same  cosmetics,  and 
*^be  same  hair  arrangements.  Today,  even  relatively  poor  shopgirls 
m  often  well  dressed  and  invariably  are  attractively  clean  and  carefully 

"^mffured. 

in  most  other  countries  in  the  postward  world,  Britain’s  economy 
jjj'^^rcasingly  made  up  of  large  blocs  of  interest  groups  whose  shifting 
Sclents  determine  economic  policy  within  the  three-cornered  area  of 
suniers’  living  standards,  investment  needs,  and  governmental  ex- 
itures  (chiefly  defense).  All  these  diverse  interest  groups  are  in- 
the  ‘^‘‘^■lopolistic  in  organization,  and  increasingly  convinced  of 

the  planning  for  their  own  interests,  but  the  major  factor  in 

'var  longer  the  banking  fraternity,  as  it  was  before  the 

'  Out  the  government  tlirough  the  Treasury, 
in  ^“^crease  in  the  power  of  the  bankers,  with  a  corresponding 
‘^bat  of  other  groups,  including  the  government,  is  not  the 
land\”^  new  laws,  such  as  the  nationalization  of  the  Bank  of  Eng- 
1  but  of  shifts  in  the  flows  of  investment  funds,  which  increasingly 
banks.  Many  of  the  largest  industrial  enterprises,  such  as 
^  Imperial  Chemicals  or  Shell  Oil,  are  largely  self-financing  as 
msult  of  monopolistic  conditions  based  on  cartels,  patent  controls,  or 
‘‘f  scarce  resources.  At  the  same  time,  the  great  mass  of  invest- 
no^\v^  come  from  nonbanking  sources.  About  half  of  such  funds 

hon  from  government  and  public  authorities,  such  as  the  Na- 

seeE  board,  which  produces  /17  million  a  year  in  new  money 

cie  “^'’^stment.  Insurance  companies  (concerned  with  nonlife  poli- 
ate  I^^lrly  closely  linked  with  the  older  banking  structure,  as  they 
in  ^  countries,  but  the  banks  ignored  insurance  on  lives,  which 

uio  developed  as  a  lower-class  concern,  paid  by  weekly  or 

Co  through  door-to-door  collections.  These  insurance 

panies  in  Britain-  provide  /1.5  million  a  day  in  money  seeking  in- 
('96O1  and  the  largest  company,  the  Prudential,  pours  out 
a  week.  Much  of  this  goes  into  industrial  shares.  In  1953, 
the  Conservative  Party  denationalized  the  steel  industry,  which 
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Labour  had  nationalized  in  1948,  much  of  its  shares  were  bought  up  by 
funds  from  insurance  companies.  These  enormous  funds  create  a 
danger  that  the  handful  of  unknown  men  who  handle  the  investme>^^ 
of  such  funds  could  become  a  centralized  power  in  British  economic 
life.  So  far  they  have  made  no  effort  to  do  so,  since  they  supply  fuu 
without  interfering  in  the  existing  management  of  the  corporations 
in  which  they  invest.  They  are  satisfied  with  an  adequate  return  on 
their  money,  but  the  possibility  of  such  control  exists. 

Another  source  of  funds  from  lower-class  sources  is  the  Postal  Saving* 
sj'stem.  This  has  expanded  because  the  lower  classes  in  England  regar 
banks  as  alien,  upper-class  institutions,  and  prefer  to  put  their  saving* 
somewhere  else.  As  a  result.  Postal  Savings  at  over  £6,000  million* 
about  the  same  size  as  the  deposits  of  all  the  eleven  joint-stock  ban  • 

Somewhat  similar  in  character  are  the  investments  of  pension  fun  j 
which  reached  a  total  of  about  £2,000  million  at  the  end  of  19*^°  ^ 


are  increasing  at  about  /150  million  a  year. 

Two  other  lower-class  nonbanking  innovations  which  have  been  na 
ing  revolutionary  influences  on  British  life  are  the  building  socm  _ 
(called  “building  and  loan”  in  the  United  States)  and  “hire-purchase 
associations  (installment-buying  organizations)  which  help  the  1° 
classes  to  acquire  homes  and  to  equip  them.  Together,  these  have  'Vip 
away  much  of  the  traditional  dinginess  of  English  lower-class  1  ’ 
brightening  it  up  with  amenities  which  have  contributed  to  mcr 
the  solidarity  of  family  life.  Slum  clearance  and  rebuilding  by 
government  bodies  (the  so-called  Council  houses)  have  added  to 
One  consequence  of  the  flowing  of  investment  funds  outside  the 
of  the  banks  has  been  that  the  traditional  controls  on  consumption  ^ 
investment  by  the  use  of  changes  of  bank  rates  have  become  dec 
ingly  effective.  This  has  had  the  double  effect  of  damping  down 
movements  of  the  business  cycle  and  shifting  such  controls  to 
government,  which  can  regulate  consumption  by  such  devices  as  cha  b 
in  the  terms  of  installment  buying  (larger  down  payments  and  ca 
ing  charges).  At  the  same  time,  Britain’s  formerly  independent  ro 
all  these  matters  has  come  increasingly  under  the  influence  of  j 
uncontrollable  influences,  such  as  business  conditions  in  the 
States,  the  competition  of  the  European  Common  Market,  an 
pressures  of  various  international  agencies,  such  as  the 
Monetary  Fund.  The  final  result  is  a  complex  and  increasingly 
social-welfare  economy  in  which  managers  rather  than  owners 
power  in  a  complicated  dynamic  system  whose  chief  features  are 


largely  unknown  even  to  serious  students. 
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Germany 

^hile  Britain  passed  through  the  stages  of  capitalism  in  this  fashion, 


^^rniany  was  passing  through  the  same  stages  in  a  different  way- 

Germany,  capital  was  scarce  when  industrialism  arrived.  Because 
savings  from  commerce,  overseas  trade,  or  small  artisan  shops  were 
^'ach  less  than  in  Britain,  the  stage  of  owner-management  was  relatively 
°rt.  Industry  found  itself  dependent  upon  banks  almost  at  once, 
banks  were  quite  different  from  those  in  England,  since  they 
“mixed”  and  not  divided  into  separate  establishments  for  different 
anking  functions.  The  chief  German  credit  banks,  founded  in  the 


Period  1848. 
l^anks, 


:  at  the  same  time  savings  banks,  commercial 


promotion  and  investment  banks,  stockbrokers,  safety  deposits, 
so  on.  Their  relationship  to  industrv  was  close  and  intimate  from 
of  the  Darmstiidter  Bank  in  1853.  These  banks  floated 
titles  for  industry  by  granting  credit  to  the  firm,  taking  securities 
as  ^*’^se  securities  were  then  slowly  sold  to  the  investing  public 

opportunitv  offered,  the  bank  retaining  enough  stock  to  give 
control  and  appointing  its  men  as  directors  of  the  enterprise  to  give 
^cintrol  final  form. 

he  importance  of  the  holding  of  securities  by  banks  can  be  seen 
chc  Dresdner  Bank  xvas  holding  2  billion 
s  Worth.  The  importance  of  interlocking  directorates  can  be  seen 
oveT  directors  on  the  boards  of 

Cwo  hundred  industrial  concerns  in  1913.  In  1929,  at  the  time  of 
the  of  chc  Deutsche  Bank  and  the  Disconto  Gesellschaft, 

cha’^"°  li^d  directorships  in  660  industrial  firms  and  held  the 

j  ..’^i^^oship  of  the  board  in  192  of  these.  Before  1914,  examples  of 
luuals  with  thirty  or  even  forty  directorships  were  not  uncommon. 
Use  f’^nking  control  of  industry  was  made  even  closer  by  the 
for  banks  made  of  their  positions  as  brokers  and  depositories 

inv  German  credit  banks  acted  as  stockbrokers,  and  most 

Co  their  securities  on  deposit  with  the  banks  so  that  they 

®tock  for  quick  sale  if  needed.  The  banks  voted  all  this 

‘directorships  and  other  control  measures,  unless  the  owners 
law  ^  expressedly  forbade  it  (which  was  very  rare).  In  1929  a 

the  P'lSsed  preventing  the  banks  from  voting  stocks  deposited  with 
Unless  this  had  been  expressedly  permitted  by  the  owners.  The 
Was  of  little  significance,  since  by  1929  financial  capitalism  was 
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on  the  wane  in  Germanv.  Moreover,  permission  to  vote  deposited  stock 
was  rarelv  refused.  The  hanks  also  voted  as  a  right  all  stock  left  as 
collateral  for  loans  and  all  stock  bought  on  margin.  Unlike  the  situation 
in  America,  stocks  bought  on  margin  were  considered  to  be  the  propett} 
of  the  bank  (acting  as  stockbrokers)  until  the  whole  price  has  been 
paid.  The  importance  of  the  stock-brokerage  business  to  German 
banks  mav  be  seen  in  the  fact  that  in  the  twenty-four  years  1885-19“ 
one-quarter  of  the  gross  profits  of  the  large  credit  banks  came  fro^ 
commissions.  This  is  all  the  more  remarkable  when  we  consider  that 
the  brokerage  commissions  charged  by  German  banks  were  very  sma 
(sometimes  as  low  as  one-half  per  thousand). 

Bv  methods  such  as  these,  a  highly  centralized  financial  capitalist” 
was  built  up  in  Germany.  The  period  begins  with  the  founding  of  t 
Darmstadter  Bank  in  1853.  This  was  the  first  bank  to  establish  a  perma 
nent,  systematic  control  of  the  corporations  it  floated.  It  also  wa®  ^ 
first  to  use  promotion  syndicates  (in  1859).  Other  banks  followed  ttis 
example,  and  the  outburst  of  promotion  reached  a  peak  of  activity  an 
corruption  in  the  four  years  1870-1874.  In  these  four  years,  857  stoc 
companies  with  3,306,810,000  marks  of  assets  were  floated,  compare 
to  295  companies  with  2,405,000,000  in  assets  in  the  preceeding  nina 
teen  years  (1851-1870).  Of  these  857  companies  founded  in  1870-1874’ 
123  were  in  the  process  of  liquidation  and  37  were  bankrupt  as  ear. 
as  September  1874. 

These  excesses  of  financial  capitalist  promotion  led  to  a  governiTienta 
investigation  which  resulted  in  a  strict  law  regulating  promotion  in  >8 
This  law  made  it  impossible  for  German  bankers  to  make  fortunes 
promotion  and  made  it  necessary  for  them  to  seek  the  same  ends 
consolidating  their  control  of  industrial  corporations  on  a  long-t^^ 
basis.  This  was  quite  different  from  the  United  States,  where  the 
sense  of  any  legal  regulation  of  promotion  previous  to  the  SEC  Act  0 
1933  made  it  more  likely  that  investment  bankers  would  seek  to  ma 
short-term  “killings”  from  promotions  rather  than  long-term  gains  ft”^^ 
the  control  of  industrial  companies.  Another  result  is  to  be  seen  in 
relatively  sounder  financing  of  German  corporations  through 
capital  rather  than  through  the  more  burdensome  (but  promoter- 
vored)  method  of  fixed  interest  bonds. 

The  financial  capitalism  of  Germany  was  at  its  peak  in  the 
just  before  1914.  It  was  controlled  by  a  highly  centralized  oligafc  > 
At  the  center  w  as  the  Reichsbank  w'hose  control  over  the  other  ban  ^ 
was  relatively  weak  at  all  times.  This  w'as  w'elcomed  by  the 
oligarchy,  for  the  Reichsbank,  although  privately  owned,  was  contro  ^e^ 
by  the  government  to  a  considerable  degree.  The  weakness  of 
Reichsbank’s  influence  over  the  banking  system  arose  from  the  " 
ness  of  its  influence  over  the  two  usual  instruments  of  central-ban  ”  6 
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Control— the  rediscount  rate  and  open-market  operations.  The  weak- 
of  the  former  Mas  based  on  the  fact  that  the  other  banks  rarely 
to  the  Reichsbank  for  rediscounts,  and  usual))’  had  a  discount  rate 
^  tliat  of  the  Reichsbank.  A  law  of  1 899  tried  to  overcome  this 
"eakness  by  forcing  the  other  banks  to  adjust  their  discount  rates  to 
of  the  Reichsbank,  but  it  was  never  a  very  effective  instrument  of 
^'^trol.  Open-market  control  M-as  also  ueak  because  of  an  official 
^nnan  reluctance  “to  speculate”  in  government  securities  and  be- 
cause  the  other  banks  were  more  responsive  to  the  condition  of  their 
P*^ftfolios  of  commercial  paper  and  securities  than  they  were  to  the 
of  their  gold  reserves.  In  this  they  were  like  French  rather  than 
banks.  Only  in  1909  did  the  Reichsbank  begin  a  deliberate  policy 
control  through  open-market  operations,  and  it  was  never  effective, 
^’as  ended  completely  from  1914  to  1929  by  the  war,  the  inflation, 
the  restrictions  of  the  Dau  es  Plan. 

ecause  of  these  weaknesses  of  the  Reichsbank,  the  control  of  Ger- 
financial  capitalism  rested  in  the  credit  banks.  This  is  equivalent 
saying  that  it  was  largely  bevond  the  control  of  the  government,  and 
in  private  hands. 

the  hundreds  of  German  credit  banks,  the  overwhelming  prepon- 
^tance  of  power  was  in  the  hands  of  the  eight  so-called  “Great  Banks.” 
^^^se  Were  the  masters  of  the  German  economy  from  1865  to  1915. 
Q  overwhelming  position  can  be  seen  from  the  fact  that  of  421 
credit  banks  in  1907  with  13,204,220,000  marks  capital,  the 
jVi  ^  Banks  held  44  percent  of  the  total  capital  of  the  group. 

position  of  the  Great  Banks  was  better  than  this  be- 
the  Great  Banks  controlled  numerous  other  banks.  In  conse- 
in  Franz,  editor  of  Der  Deutsche  Oekonomist,  estimated 

‘907  that  the  eight  Great  Banks  controlled  74  percent  of  the  capital 
all  4,.  banks.  ^  ^ 

the  F'*  Po'ver  of  financial  capitalism  in  Germany  was  badly  shaken  by 
i^ted  orld  ^Var— in  theory  more  than  in  fact.  It  M'as  fatally  in- 

Pre^  ■  * '  postM’ar  inflation,  and  subjected  completely  by  the  de- 
and  by  the  actions  of  Hitler  after  1933.  The  turning  point  from 
end  monopoly  capitalism  was  in  the  year  or  so  following  the 

'^artel^^  inflation  (1924).  In  that  year  the  inflation  Mas  ended, 

given  a  special  legal  status  M’ith  their  omu  Cartel  Court  to 
strn  and  the  greatest  creation  of  financial  control  ever  con- 

financial  capitalism  collapsed.  The  inflation  ended 
^9-3-  The  Cartel  Decree  was  November  2,  1923.  The 
apart  structure  nas  the  Stinnes  combine,  M’hich  began  to  fall 

liad  death  of  Hugo  Stinnes  in  April  1924.  At  that  time  Stinnes 

3iid  control  of  107  large  enterprises  (mostly  heavy  industry 

'lipping)  and  had  important  interests  in  about  4,500  other  com- 
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panics.  The  attempt  (and  failure)  of  Stinnes  to  turn  this  structure  o 
financial  controls  into  an  integrated  monopoly  marks  the  end  of  fin®"' 
cial  capitalism  in  Germany. 

To  be  sure,  the  great  need  for  capital  on  the  part  of  German  industry 
in  the  period  after  1924  (since  so  much  of  German  savings  was  wipe" 
out  by  the  inflation)  gave  a  false  afterglow  to  the  setting  sun  of  Ger¬ 
man  financial  capitalism.  In  five  years,  billions  of  marks  were  supply® 
to  German  industry  through  financial  channels  from  loans  made  outsi 
Germany.  But  the  depression  of  1929  to  1934  revealed  the  falsity  ° 
this  appearance.  As  a  result  of  the  depression,  all  the  Great  Banks  " 
one  had  to  be  rescued  by  the  German  government,  which  took  over 
their  capital  stock  in  return.  In  1937  these  banks  that  had  come  un  e 
government  ownership  were  “reprivatized,”  but  by  that  time  industt) 
had  largely  escaped  from  financial  control. 

The  beginnings  of  monopoly  capitalism  in  Germany  goes  back 
least  a  generation  before  the  First  World  War.  As  early  as  i^7"’  . 

financial  capitalists,  using  direct  financial  pressure  as  well  as  t 
system  of  interlocking  directors,  were  working  to  integrate  enterpn^^ 
and  reduce  competition.  In  the  older  lines  of  activity,  such  as 
iron,  and  steel,  they^  tended  to  use  cartels.  In  the  newer  lines, 
electrical  supplies  and  chemicals,  they  tended  to  use  great  monopou 
firms  for  this  purpose.  There  are  no  oQicial  figures  on  cartels  be 
1905  but  it  is  believed  that  there  were  250  cartels  in  1896,  of  whic 
were  in  iron  and  steel.  The  official  investigation  of  cartels  made 
R;ichstag  in  1905  revealed  385,  of  which  92  were  in  coal  and  me 
Shortly  after  this,  the  government  began  to  help  these  cartels,  the  m 
famous  e.\ample  of  this  being  a  law  of  1910  w'hich  forced  potash  ma 
facturers  to  become  members  of  the  potash  cartel.  _ 

In  1923  there  were  1,500  cartels,  according  to  the  Federation 
German  Industrialists.  They  were,  as  we  have  seen,  given  a 


1  status  and  a  special  court  the  following  year.  By  the  time 


of  th® 


financial  collapse  of  1931  there  were  2,500  cartels,  and 
capitalism  had  grown  to  such  an  extent  that  it  was  prepared 
over  complete  control  of  the  German  economic  system.  As  the 
fell  under  government  control,  private  control  of  the  economic 
was  assured  by  releasing  it  from  its  subservience  to  the  banks, 
was  achieved  b\"  legislation  such  as  that  curtailing  interlocking  mr® 
ates  and  the  new  corporation  law  of  1937,  but  above  all  by  the  eco 
fact  that  the  growth  of  large  enterprises  and  of  cartels  had  put  m 
in  a  position  where  it  was  able  to  finance  itself  without  seeking 
from  the  banks.  in 

This  new  privately  managed  monopoly  capitalism  was  orgam 
an  intricate  hierarchy  whose  details  could  be  unraveled  only  by 
time  of  study.  The  size  of  enterprises  had  grown  so  big  that  m 


fields 
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Is  a  relatively  small  number  were  able  to  dominate  the  field.  In  addi- 
there  was  a  very  considerable  amount  of  interlocking  directorates 
ownership  by  one  corporation  of  the  capital  stock  of  another, 
cartels  working  between  corporations  fixed  prices,  markets,  and 
^^•^Put  quotas  for  all  important  industrial  products.  An  example  of  this— 
du  means  the  worst— could  be  found  in  the  German  coal  in- 

'■^y  in  1937.  There  were  260  mining  companies.  Of  the  total  output, 
companies  had  90  percent,  5  had  50  percent,  and  1  had  14  percent, 
^se  mines  were  organized  into  five  cartels  of  which  1  controlled  81 
coa?^*^^  of  the  output,  and  2  controlled  94  percent.  And  finally,  most 
mines  (69  percent  of  total  output)  vv'ere  owned  subsidiaries  of  other 
Porations  which  used  coal,  producers  either  of  metals  (54  percent  of 
®  coal  output)  or  of  chemicals  (ro  percent  of  total  output). 

In  concentration  existed  in  most  other  hnes  of  economic  activity, 

of  metals  in  1929,  3  firms  out  of  26  accounted  for  68.8  percent 

of  ^11  pig-iron  production;  4  out  of  49  produced  68.3  percent 

or  H  3  of  59  produced  55.8  percent  of  all  rolling  mill 

Cent  1943,  one  firm  (United  Steel  Works)  produced  40  per- 

of  all  German  steel  production,  while  12  firms  produced  over  90 

o,.  Competition  could  never  exist  with  concentration  as  complete 
this,  but  ■  .  -  -  -  - 


steel  addition  the  steel  industry  was  organized  into  a  series  of 

18  (one  for  each  product).  These  cartels,  which  began  about 

tons'  control  of  100  percent  of  the  German  output  of  fer- 

up  products.  Member  firm  had  achieved  this  figure  by  buying 

price  ^  ”°^tnembers  in  the  years  before  1930.  These  cartels  managed 
siQnj\P^°'^“otion,  and  markets  within  Germany,  enforcing  their  deci- 
Inte  •  ^oes  or  boycotts.  They  were  also  members  of  the 

Steel  Cartel,  modeled  on  Germany’s  steel  cartel  and  domi- 
y  The  International  Cartel  controlled  two-fifths  of  the  world’s 
C'vn  3nd  five-sixths  of  the  total  foreign  trade  in  steel.  The 

ousl  h' ^  enterprises  in  Germany  is  obscure  but  obvi- 

shiu^  f  ^  ^  concentrated.  In  1932  Friedrich  Flick  had  majoritv  owner- 
the  T  ■  C'clsen-Kirchncr  Berg^verke,  which  had  majority  control  of 
for  Works.  He  sold  his  control  to  the  German  government 

After  of  its  value  by  threatening  to  sell  it  to  a  French  firm, 

“rj  .  .  came  into  power,  this  ownership  by  the  government  was 

Cent  so  that  government  ownership  was  reduced  to  25  per- 

closel  other  groups  had  41  percent  among  them,  and  these  were 

=>nd  ^'^*^^^'s'oven.  Flick  remained  as  director  of  United  Steel  Works 
^fitiition^  ^^^'tnian  of  the  boards  of  four  other  great  steel  combines.  In 
Coal  director  or  chairman  of  the  boards  in  six  iron  and 

lil^jly  numerous  other  important  enterprises.  It  is  very 

Ho  jk  steel  industry  of  Germany  in  1937  was  controlled  by 

ote  than  five  men  of  whom  Flick  was  the  most  important. 
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These  examples  of  the  growth  of  monopol)"  capitalism  in  Germany 
are  merely  picked  at  random  and  are  by  no  means  exceptional.  Another 
famous  example  can  be  found  in  the  grow  tli  of  I.  G.  F’arbenindustriei 
the  German  chemical  organization.  This  was  formed  in  1904  of  three 
chief  firms,  and  grew  steadily  until  after  its  last  reorganization  in  19^^^ 
it  controlled  about  two-thirds  of  Germany’s  output  of  chemicals, 
spread  into  every  branch  of  industry,  concentrating  chiefly  on  dyes 
which  it  had  100  percent  monopoly),  drugs,  plastics,  explosives, 
metals.  It  had  been  said  that  Germany  could  not  have  fought  either  0 
the  world  wars  without  I.  G.  Farben.  In  the  first  war,  by  the  Ha 
process  for  extracting  nitrogen  from  the  air,  it  provided  supplies  of 
plosives  and  fertilizers  when  the  natural  sources  in  Chile  were  cut  0  • 
In  the  second  war,  it  provided  numerous  absolute  necessities,  of  "  ' 
artificial  rubber  and  synthetic  motor  fuels  were  the  most  important^ 
This  company  by  the  Second  World  W’ar  was  the  largest  enterprise 
Germany.  It  had  over  2,332.8  million  reichsmarks  in  assets  and 
lion  in  capitalization  in  1942.  It  had  about  loo  important  subsidiaries 
Germany,  and  employed  350,000  persons  in  those  in  which  it  was  direc  . 
concerned.  It  had  interests  in  about  700  corporations  outside  German) 
and  had  entered  into  over  500  restrictive  agreements  with  foreign  con 
cerns. 

Among  these  agreements  the  most  significant  was  the  European  D)^ 
stuff  Cartel.  This  grew  out  of  a  Swiss  cartel  formed  in  1918.  When  I- 
Farben  w'as  reorganized  in  1925  and  a  similar  French  organization  (h- 
mann  group)  was  set  up  in  1927,  these  two  formed  a  French-Ger 
cartel.  All  three  countries  set  up  the  European  Cartel  in  1929. 
Chemicals,  w'hich  had  won  a  near  monopoly  in  British  territory  ^ 
joined  the  European  Cartel  in  1931.  This  British  group  already  ^ 
comprehensive  agreement  w  ith  du  Pont  in  the  United  States  . 

1929  and  revised  in  1939).  An  effort  by  I.  G.  Farben  to  create  a  )0 
monopoly  with  du  Pont  within  the  United  States  broke  down  a 
years  of  negotiation  in  a  dispute  over  whether  division  of  control  . 
be  50-50  or  51-49.  Nevertheless,  I.  G.  Farben  made  many  individual  ca 
agreements  with  du  Pont  and  other  American  corporations,  some  fo  ^ 
others  “gentlemen’s  agreements.”  In  its  owm  field  of  dyestuffs,  it  set 
series  of  subsidiaries  in  the  United  States  which  were  able  to  con 
40  percent  of  the  American  output.  To  ensure  I.  G.  Farben  contro 
these  subsidiaries,  a  majority'  of  Germans  was  placed  on  each  boa  ^ 
directors,  and  Dietrich  Schmitz  was  sent  to  the  United  States  to 
naturalized  American  citizen  and  become  the  managing  head  of  the  c 
I.  G.  Farben  subsidiary  here.  Dietrich  Schmitz  w  as  a  brother  of  Her 
Schmitz,  chairman  of  the  board  of  I.  G.  Farben,  director  of  the  ^ 
Steel  Works,  of  .Metallgesellschaft  (the  German  light-metals  trust),  0 
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for  International  Settlements,  and  of  a  score  of  other  important 
This  policy  of  penetration  into  the  United  States  was  also  used  in 
“fl^er  countries.  ’ 

While  I.  G.  Farben  was  the  greatest  e.xample  of  concentrated  control 
German  monopoly  capitalism,  it  was  bv  no  means  untypical.  The 
Process  of  concentration  by  1939  had  been  carried  to  a  degree  which 
hardly  be  overemphasized.  The  Kilgore  Committee  of  the  United 
3te.s  Senate  in  1945  decided,  after  a  study  of  captured  German  records, 
wr  ^  ^  Psirben  and  United  Steel  Works  together  could  dominate  the 
lole  German  industrial  system.  Since  so  much  of  this  domination  was 
on  personal  friend.ships  and  relationships,  on  secret  agreements  and 
I  on  economic  pressures  and  duress  as  well  as  on  property  and 

cr  obvious  control  rights,  it  is  not  something  which  can  be  demon- 
by  statistics.  But  even  the  statistics  give  evidence  of  a  concen- 
'on  of  economic  power.  In  Germany  in  1936  there  were  about  40,000 
'nited-liahility  companies,  with  total  nominal  capitalization  of  about 
j°’°oo  million  reichsmarks.  I.  G.  Farben  and  United  Steel  Works  had 
’344  niillion  reichsmarks  of  this  capital.  A  mere  18  companies  out  of  the 
^000  had  one-sixth  of  the  total  working  capital  of  all  companies. 

^  liile  monopolistic  organization  of  economic  life  reached  its  peak  in 
'"'many,  the  differences  in  this  respect  between  Germanv^  and  other 
1''"  ^  been  overemphasized.  It  was  a  difference  of  degree  only, 

>  even  in  degree,  Britain,  Japan,  and  a  number  of  smaller  countries 
at  fi  behind  the  German  development  as  one  might  believe 

Qer  glance.  The  error  arose  from  two  causes.  On  the  one  hand, 
2a  ■  monopolies  were  well  publicized,  while  similar  organi- 

on  other  countries  remained  in  hiding.  As  the  British  Committee 

dar'  reported  in  1929,  “What  is  notable  among  British  consoli- 

Un  associations  is  not  their  rarity  or  weakness  so  much  as  their 

trusiveness.”  It  is  possible  that  the  British  vegetable-oil  monopoly 
nd  Unilever  was  as  powerful  as  the  German  chemical  monopoly 
vgj.  r  G-  Farben,  but,  while  much  has  been  heard  about  the  latter, 
p  .  'ttle  is  heard  about  the  former.  After  an  effort  to  study  the  former, 
asn  "lagazine  wrote,  “No  other  industry,  perhaps,  is  quite  so  ex- 


gly  secretive  as  the  soap  and  shortening  industries.” 

I'D  H'  ''fher  hand,  Germany  monopolistic  organizations  have  built 
poses**  readiness  to  be  used  for  nationalistic  pur- 

nes^*  German  cartel  managers  were  patriotic  Germans  first  and  busi- 
(es  seeking  profits  and  power  second.  In  most  other  countries 
and"  United  States),  monopoly  capitalists  are  businessmen  first 

later.  As  a  result,  the  goals  of  German  cartels  were  as  fre- 
political  as  economic.  I.  G.  Farben  and  others  were  constantly 
'^g  to  help  Germany  in  its  struggle  for  power,  by  espionage,  by 


514  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

gaining  economic  advantages  for  Germany,  and  by  seeking  to  cripp'^ 
the  ability  of  other  countries  to  mobilize  their  resources  or  to  wage 
war. 

This  difference  in  attitude  between  German  and  other  capitalists  be¬ 
came  increasingly  evident  in  the  1930’s.  In  that  decade  the  German 
found  his  economic  and  his  patriotic  motives  impelling  him  in  the  sanie 
direction  (to  build  up  the  power  and  wealth  of  Germany  against  Russia 
and  the  West).  The  capitalists  of  France,  Britain,  and  the  United  States, 
on  the  other  hand,  frequently  experienced  conflicting  motives.  Bolshevism 
presented  itself  as  an  economic  threat  to  themselves  at  the  same  time  that 
Nazism  presented  itself  as  a  political  threat  to  their  countries.  Many 
persons  were  willing  to  neglect  or  even  increase  the  latter  threat  m 
order  to  use  it  against  the  former  danger. 

This  difference  in  attitude  between  German  and  other  capitalists  arose 
from  many  causes.  Among  these  were  (a)  the  contrast  between  the  Ger¬ 
man  tradition  of  a  national  economy  and  the  Western  tradition  0 
laissez-faire,  (b)  the  fact  that  world  depression  caused  the  threat  0 
social  revolution  to  appear  before  Nazism  rose  as  a  political  danger  ^  , 
West,  (c)  the  fact  that  cosmopolitan  financial  capitalism  was  replace 
more  rapidly  by  nationalist  monopoly  capitalism  in  Germany  than  m  t 
West,  and  (d)  the  fact  that  many  wealthy  and  influential  persons  « 
Montagu  Norman,  Ivar  Kreuger,  Basil  Zaharoff,  and  Henri  Deterdmg 
directed  public  attention  to  the  danger  of  Bolshevism  while  maintaining 
a  neutral,  or  favorable,  attitude  toward  Nazism. 

The  impact  of  the  war  on  Germany  was  quite  different  from  1 
effects  on  most  other  countries.  In  France,  Britain,  and  the  United  States^ 
the  war  played  a  significant  role  in  demonstrating  conclusively  that  eco 
nomic  stagnation  and  underemployment  of  resources  were  not  necessary 
and  could  be  avoided  if  the  financial  system  were  subordinated  to 
economic  system.  In  Germany  this  was  not  necessary,  since  the 
had  already  made  this  discovery  in  the  1930’s.  On  the  other  hand,  t 
destruction  of  the  war  left  Germany  with  a  large  task  to  do,  the  r^ 
building  of  the  German  industrial  plant.  But,  since  Germany  cou 
not  get  to  that  task  until  it  had  its  own  government,  the  masses  of 
mans  suffered  great  hardships  in  the  five  years  1945-1950,  so  that,  by 
time  the  proper  political  conditions  arrived  to  allow  the  task  of  rebuildi  g’ 
these  masses  of  Gennan  labor  were  eager  for  almost  any  job  and  'i-c 
more  concerned  with  making  a  living  w'age  than  they  were  with  see 
ing  to  raise  their  standards  of  living.  This  readiness  to  accept  low  'vag 
which  is  one  of  the  essential  features  of  the  German  economic  revive  ’ 
was  increased  by  the  influx  of  surging  millions  of  poverty-stricken  re  ^ 
gees  from  the  Soviet-occupied  East.  Thus  a  surplus  of  labor,  low  " 
experience  in  unorthodox  financial  operations,  and  an  immense  task  to 
done  all  contributed  to  the  German  revival. 
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The  signal  for  this  to  begin  was  given  by  the  West  German  currency 
•■^form  of  1950,  which  encouraged  investment  and  offered  entrepreneurs 
^  possibility  of  large  profits  from  the  state’s  tax  policies.  The  ^\•hole 
cveloped  into  a  great  boom  when  the  establishment  of  the  European 
onimon  Market  of  seven  western  European  states  offered  Germany  a 
”iass  market  for  mass  production  just  as  the  rebuilding  of  German  indus- 
'vas  well  organized.  The  combination  of  low  wages,  a  docile  labor 
new  equipment,  and  a  system  of  low  taxes  on  producers,  plus 
e  absence  of  any  need  for  several  years  to  assume  the  expense  of  de- 
expenditures,  all  contributed  to  make  German  production  costs 
.  the  world’s  markets  and  allowed  Germany  to  build  up  a  flourish- 
and  profitable  export  trade.  The  German  example  was  copied  in 
^Pan  and  in  Italy,  and,  on  a  different  basis,  in  France,  with  the  result 
the  Common  Market  area  enjoyed  a  burst  of  economic  expansion  and 
Prosperity  which  began  to  transform  western  European  life  and  to  raise 
^ost  of  its  countries  to  a  new  level  of  mobility  and  affluence  such  as 
had  never  known  before.  One  result  of  this  was  the  development 
°  ''Tat  had  been  backward  areas  within  these  countries,  most  notably  in 
the  ''  here  the  boom  caught  on  by  i960.  The  only  area  within 

\va  Market  where  this  did  not  occur  was  in  Belgium,  w  hich 

^^h-j  .”’P*^red  by  obsolescent  equipment  and  domestic  social  animosities, 
'em  France  the  boom  w'as  delayed  for  several  years  by  the  acute 
"-'Cal  problems  associated  wdth  the  death  of  the  Fourth  Republic 


France 


capitalism  lasted  longer  in  France  than  in  any  other  major 
Ger  financial  capitalism  there,  like  Holland  but  unlike 

Te  period  of  commercial  capitalism  which  preceded 

the  •  Revolution.  These  roots  grew  rapidly  in  the  last  half  of 

the  century  and  were  well  established  with  the  founding  of 

of  “tik  of  France  in  1800.  At  that  date,  financial  pow'er  was  in  the  hands 
Cases  °h^  fifteen  private  banking  houses  whose  founders,  in  most 

ceoto  t;ome  from  Switzerland  in  the  second  half  of  the  eighteenth 
tation^^  bankers,  all  Protestant,  W'ere  deeply  involved  in  the  agi- 

Tolen^  ^^^Tg  up  to  the  French  Revolution.  When  the  revolutionary 
of  out  of  hand,  they  were  the  chief  forces  behind  the  rise 

fop  "Tom  they  regarded  as  the  restorer  of  order.  As  a  reward 

Napoleon  in  i8oo  gave  these  bankers  a  monopoly  over 
hnancial  life  by  giving  them  control  of  the  new'  Bank  of  France. 
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By  1 8 1 1  most  of  these  bankers  had  gone  over  to  the  opposition 
Napoleon  because  they  objected  to  his  continuation  of  a  warlike  polic>' 
France  at  that  time  was  still  in  the  stage  of  commercial  capitalism,  an 
constant  war  was  injurious  to  commercial  activity.  As  a  result,  this  group 
shifted  its  allegiance  from  Bonaparte  to  Bourbon,  and  survived  the  change 
in  regime  in  1815.  This  established  a  pattern  of  political  agility 
was  repeated  with  varying  success  in  subsequent  changes  of  regime-  ^ 
a  result,  the  Protestant  bankers,  who  had  controlled  financial  life  tin 
the  First  Empire,  were  still  the  main  figures  on  the  board  of  regents  of  t  t 
Bank  of  France  until  the  reform  of  1936.  Among  these  figures  the  cu 
bore  the  names  .\lirabaud,  Mallet,  Xeuflize,  and  Hottingucr. 

In  the  course  of  the  nineteenth  century,  a  second  group  was  added 
French  banking  circles.  This  second  group,  largely  Jewish,  was  also  0 
non-French  origin,  the  majority  Germanic  (like  Rothschild, 

Fould,  Stern,  and  M'orms)  and  the  minority  of  Iberian  origin  ( ' 
Pereire  and  Mires).  A  rivalry  soon  grew  up  between  the  older  Pr 
estant  bankers  and  the  newer  Jewish  bankers.  This  rivalry  was  large; 
political  rather  than  religious  in  its  basis,  and  the  lines  were  con 
fused  by  the  fact  that  some  of  the  Jewish  group  gave  up  their  relig' 
and  moved  over  to  the  Protestant  group  (such  as  Pereire  and  Heine)-  ^ 
The  rivalr^•  between  these  two  groups  steadily  increased  because 
their  differing  political  attitudes  toward  the  July  Monarchy  ('®3°^ 
1848),  the  Second  Empire  (1852-1870),  and  the  Third  Republic 
1940).  In  this  rivalry  the  Protestant  group  was  more  conservative  t 
the  Jewish  group,  the  former  being  lukewarm  toward  the  July 
enthusiastic  toward  the  Second  Empire,  and  opposed  to  the 
Republic.  The  Jewish  group,  on  the  other  hand,  warrnl}"  suppmte  _ 
July  Monarchy  and  the  Third  Republic  but  opposed  the  Second 
pire.  In  this  rivalry  the  leadership  of  each  group  was  centered  m 
richest  and  more  moderate  banking  family.  The  leadership  of  the  t 
estant  group  was  e.xercised  by  .Mirabaud,  which  was  on  the  left 
of  the  group.  The  leadership  of  the  Jewish  group  was  held  by  Rothsc 
which  was  on  the  right  wing  of  that  group.  These  two  w  ings 
close  that  .Mirabaud  and  Rothschild  (who  together  dominated  the  w 
financial  system,  being  richer  and  more  powerful  than  all  other  P“'‘ 
banks  combined)  frequently  cooperated  together  even  when  their  gt  r 
as  a  whole  were  in  competition.  ^ 

This  simple  picture  was  complicated,  after  1838,  by  the  slow-  i‘>sc 
third  group  of  bankers  who  were  Catholics.  This  group  (including  s 
names  as  Demachy,  Seilliere,  Davillier,  de  Germiny,  Pillct-AAiH,  ” 
and  de  Lubersac)  rose  slowh’  and  late.  It  soon  split  into  tw « 

One  half  formed  an  alliance  with  the  Rothschild  group  and  acccptc 
Third  Republic.  The  other  half  formed  an  alliance  with  the  rising 
of  heavy  industry  (largely  Catholic)  and  rose  with  it,  forniiug  u 


CHANGING  ECONOMIC  PATTERNS  517 

Second  Empire  and  early  Third  Republic  a  powerful  industrial- 
banking  group  whose  chief  overt  manifestation  was  the  Comite  des 
P^orges  (the  French  steel  “trust”). 

Thus  there  were,  in  the  period  1871-1900,  three  great  groups  in 
P^rance:  (a)  the  alliance  of  Jews  and  Catholics  dominated  by  Rothschild; 

the  alliance  of  Catholic  industrialists  and  Catholic  bankers  dominated 
IV  Schneider,  the  steel  manufacturer;  and  (c)  the  group  of  Protestant, 
'inkers  dominated  by  .Mirabaud.  The  first  of  these  accepted  the  Third 
public,  the  other  two  rejected  the  Third  Republic.  The  first  waxed 
"  ealthy  in  the  period  1871-1900,  chiefly  through  its  control  of  the  great- 
French  investment  bank,  the  Banque  de  Paris  et  des  Pays  Bas 
(Faribas).  This  Paribas  bloc  by  1906  had  a  dominant  position  in  French 
'Economic  and  political  life. 

In  opposition  to  Paribas  the  Protestant  bankers  established  an  invest- 
’^^nt  bank  of  their  own,  the  Union  Parisienne,  in  1904.  In  the  course  of 
P  period  1904-1919  the  Union  Parisienne  group  and  the  Comite  des 
orges  group  formed  an  alliance  based  on  their  common  opposition  to  the 
I  bird  Republic  and  the  Paribas  bloc.  This  new  combination  we  might 
p^II  the  Union-Comite  bloc.  The  rivalry  of  these  two  great  powers,  the 
^aribas  bloc  and  the  Union-Comite  bloc,  fills  the  pages  of  French 
history  in  the  period  1884-1940.  It  paralyzed  the  French  political  system, 
J^aching  the  crisis  stage  in  the  Dreyfus  case  and  again  in  1934-1938. 
t  also  partially  paralyzed  the  French  economic  system,  delaying  the 
^velopment  from  financial  capitalism  to  monopoly  capitalism,  and  pre- 
^^nting  economic  recovery  from  the  depression  in  the  period  1935-1940. 

contributed  much  to  the  French  defeat  in  1940.  At  present,  we  are 
Concerned  only  with  the  economic  aspects  of  this  struggle. 

0  France  the  stage  of  commercial  capitalism  continued  much  longer 
™an  in  Britain,  and  did  not  begin  to  be  followed  by  industrial  capitalism 
“"hi  after  1830.  The  stage  of  financial  capitalism  in  turn  did  not  really 
^§'n  until  about  1880,  and  the  stage  of  monopoly  capitalism  became 
^'ident  only  about  1925. 

“ring  ail  this  period  the  private  bankers  continued  to  exist  and  grow 
power.  I'ounded  in  commercial  capitalism,  they  were  at  first  chiefly 
'"tercsted  in  governmental  obligations  both  domestic  and  foreign.  As  a 
!^^^“lt’  the  greatest  private  banlTers,  like  the  Rothschilds  or  Mallets,  had 
"hrnatc  connections  with  governments  and  relatively  weak  connections 
)'’th  the  economic  life  of  the  country.  It  was  the  advent  of  the  railroad 
tbe  period  1830-1870  which  changed  this  situation.  The  railroads 
J'^quired  capital  far  beyond  the  ability  of  any  private  banker  to  supply 
'■“"1  his  own  resources.  The  difficulty  was  met  by  establishing  invest- 
^^“t  banks,  deposit  banks,  saving  banks,  and  insurance  companies  which 
Sphered  the  small  savings  of  a  multitude  of  persons  and  made  these  avail- 
for  the  private  banker  to  direct  wherever  he  thought  fitting.  Thus, 


5i8 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


the  private  banker  became  a  manager  of  other  persons’  funds  rather  than  a 
lender  of  his  own.  In  the  second  place,  the  private  banker  now  became 
much  more  influential  and  must  less  noticeable.  He  now  controls 
billions  where  formerly  he  had  controlled  millions,  and  he  did  it  unoh 
trusivel}',  no  longer  in  the  open  in  his  own  name,  but  acting  from  the 
background,  concealed  from  public  view  by  the  plethora  of  finaimia 
and  credit  institutions  which  had  been  set  up  to  tap  private  savings.  I  ^ 
public  did  not  notice  that  the  names  of  private  bankers  and  their  agdjts 
still  graced  the  list  of  directors  of  the  new  financial  enterprises,  bt  t 
third  place,  the  advent  of  the  railroad  brought  into  e.vistencc  new  eco 
nomic  powers,  especially  in  ironmaking  and  coal  mining.  These  h 
powers,  the  first  powerful  economic  influences  in  the  state  free  tro 
private  banking  control,  arose  in  France  from  an  activity  very  suscep 
tible  to  governmental  favor  and  disfavor:  the  annaments  industry- 
Industrial  capitalism  began  in  France,  as  elsewhere,  in  the  fields  oi  ^ 
tiles  and  ironmaking.  The  beginning  may  be  discerned  before  183O' 
the  growth  was  slow  at  all  times.  There  was  no  lack  of  capital,  sm 
most  Frenchmen  were  careful  savers,  but  they  preferred  U 

obligations  (usuallv  government  bonds)  to  equity  capital,  and 
rather  invest  in  family  enterprises  than  in  securities  of  other 
The  use  of  the  corporation  form  of  business  organization  grew 
slowly  (although  it  was  f^rmitted  by  French  law  in  1807,  earlier 
elsewhere).  Private  proprietorships  and  partnerships  remained 
even  in  the  twentieth  century'.  .Most  of  these  were  financed  from 
and  family  savings  (as  in  England).  When  these  were  siiccessi 
increased  in  size,  the  owners  frequently'  cut  off  the  growth  of 
ing  enterprise  and  started  one  or  more  new  enterprises  alongsi 
old  one.  These  sometimes  engaged  in  the  identical  economic 
more  frequently'  engaged  in  a  closely  related  activity'.  Strong  fami 
ing  hampered  the  growth  of  large  units  or  publicly  owned  corpof^ 
because  of  reluctance  to  give  outsiders  an  influence  in  family  busi 
The  preference  for  fixed-interest  obligations  over  equity'  secun 
investments  made  it  difficult  for  corporations  to  grow  in  size  (he 
soundfy'-  Finally,  the  strong  feeling  against  public  authority',  espem^ 
ta.\  collector,  increased  the  reluctance  to  embark  in  public 


private  forms  of  business  organization. 

Nonetheless,  industry  grew,  receiving  its  greatest  boost  from  the  a 
of  the  railroad,  with  its  increased  demand  for  steel  and  coal,  a”  ^  jg, 
the  government  of  Napoleon  III  (1852-1870),  which  added  a 
mand  for  armaments  to  the  industrial  market.  Napoleon  -eidef 

cial  favor  to  one  firm  of  iron  and  armaments  makers,  the  firm  of  Sc 
at  Le  Creusot.  Eugene  Schneider  obtained  a  monopoly  in 

to  the  French  government,  sold  materials  to  government-enc 
railw'ay  construction,  become  president  of  the  Chamber  of  Depo 
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I^nister  of  agriculture  and  commerce.  It  is  hardly  surprising  that  the 
,  ^trialists  looked  back  on  the  period  of  the  Second  Empire  as  a  kind 
''f  golden  age. 

Jhe  loss  of  political  influence  b\'  the  heavy  industrialists  after  1871 
^ooced  their  profits,  and  drove  them  to  ally  with  the  Catholic  bankers, 
ys,  the  struggle  between  financial  capitalism  and  monopoly  capitalism 
'ch  appeared  in  most  countries  was  replaced  in  France  by  a  clash  be- 
two  economic  blocs,  both  of  which  were  interested  in  both  industry 
^1'  flanking  and  neither  of  wdiich  was  prepared  to  accept  the  unor- 
dox  banking  procedures  which  become  one  of  the  chief  goals  of 
p  dopoly  capitalism.  As  a  result,  monopoly  capitalism  appeared  late  in 
“rose  between  the  tw'o  great  blocs,  with  rami- 
'ons  in  both,  but  largely  autonomous  from  the  central  control  of 
the  “^'roriomous  and  rather  amorphous  group  which  reflected 

r)f  monopoly  capitalism  may  be  called  the  Lille-Lvons  A.\is.  It 
slowly  after  1024,  and  took  over  the  control  of  France  after  the 

of  1940. 

p  K  financial  capitalism  in  France,  as  elsewhere,  was  made 

Hsh  '  ^  demand  for  capital  for  railroad  building.  The  estab- 

rhe  Credit  Mobilier  in  1852  (with  60  million  francs  in  assets) 
^ank  ^  rhe  opening  date  for  French  financial  capitalism.  This 

arid  model  for  the  credit  banks  established  in  Germany  later, 

^  >  Ike  them,  conducted  a  mixed  business  of  savings  accounts,  com- 
186  and  investment  banking.  The  Credit  Mobilier  failed  in 

sp  ^  others  were  founded  afterward,  some  mixed,  others  more 
Q  “  'Zed  on  tlic  British  or  American  pattern. 

'•tsseT'^  financial  capitalism  in  France  displayed  the  same  ex- 

Q  as  elsewhere.  In  France  these  were  worse  than  those  in  Britain  or 
ton  (“fter  the  reforms  of  1884),  although  they  were  not  to  be 
'^'itli  the  excesses  of  frenzy  and  fraud  displayed  in  the  United 
'’Mhc  ^'^‘'tice,  as  in  Britain,  the  chief  exploits  of  financial  capitalism 
gove  century  were  to  be  found  in  the  foreign  field,  and  in 

deli  rather  than  in  business  securities.  Tlie  worst  periods  of 

"1m  k  early  1850’s,  again  in  the  early  i88o’s,  and  again 

185^  Pj  twentieth  century.  In  one  year  of  the  first  period  (July  i, 

Capit,j|''  coiiipiriies  with  combined 

'  Ifillion  francs  were  founded  in  France.  The  losses  to  security 
P"'ohib' great  that  on  .March  9,  1856,  the  government  had  to 
ill  (1^^  f*^>iip'”'arily  an\'  further  issue  of  securities  in  Paris.  Again 
sugj  |P""'''od  1876  to  1882  over  i  billion  francs  of  new  stocks  were  is- 
*93f>'  ^  crasii  in  1882.  .And  finally,  in  the  whole  period  1900- 

Paris  capitalism  was  clearly  in  control  in  France.  In  1929  a 

estimated  that  in  a  period  of  thirty  years  (from  the 
embezzlement  of  1899)  more  than  300  billion  francs  (equiva- 
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lent  to  the  total  public  and  private  debt  of  France  in  1929)  hao 
taken  from  the  French  people  by  worthless  securities. 

The  center  of  the  French  economic  system  in  the  twentieth  ccntut' 
was  not  to  be  found,  as  some  have  believed,  in  the  Bank  of  France,  hut, 
instead,  resided  in  a  group  of  almost  unknoun  institutions— the  private 
banks.  There  were  over  a  hundred  of  these  private  banks,  but  only  about 
a  score  were  of  significance,  and  even  in  this  restricted  group  two 
child  and  .Mirabaud)  were  more  powerful  than  all  the  others  conibiu<-t^ 
These  private  banks  w  ere  know  n  as  the  Haute  Banque,  and  acted  as  t 
High  Command  of  the  French  economic  .system.  Tiicir  stock  "a 
closclv  held  in  the  hands  of  about  forty  families,  and  they  issued 
reports  on  their  financial  activities.  They  were,  with  a  few  e.vceptious^ 
the  same  private  banks  w  hich  had  set  up  the  Bank  of  France.  Tliey 
divided  into  a  group  of  seven  Jewish  Iwnks  (Rothschild,  Stern, 
d’Anvers,  Propper,  hazard,  Spitzer,  and  Worms),  a  group 
Protestant  banks  (.Mallet,  .Mirabaud,  Heine,  Neuflizc,  Hottinguer,  O 
and  Vernes),  and  a  group  of  five  Catholic  banks  (Davillicr, 
Lehideu.v,  Goudehaux,  and  Demachy).  Bv  the  twentieth  centui) 
basic  fissure  to  whicli  we  have  referred  had  appeared  between  the 
and  the  Protestants,  and  the  Catholic  group  had  split  to  ally  itself 
with  the  Jews  or  with  the  forces  of  monopolistic  heavy  industry.  - 
the  less,  the  various  groups  continued  to  cooperate  in  the  manage 
of  the  Bank  of  France. 

The  Bank  of  France  was  not  the  center  of  French  financial  captt-' 
except  nominally,  and  possessed  no  autonomous  pow  er  of  its  own. 
controlled  until  1936,  as  it  had  been  in  1813,  by  the  handful  of  pt" 
banks  which  created  it,  except  that  in  the  twentieth  century  some 
these  were  closely  allied  with  an  equally  small  but  more  amorphous 
of  industrialists.  In  spite  of  the  fissure,  the  two  blocs  cooperated  with  ca^^ 
other  in  their  management  of  this  important  instrument  of  their  po" 

The  Bank  of  France  was  controlled  by  the  forty  families 
hundred,  as  frequently  stated)  because  of  the  provision  in  the  ha 
charter  that  onl\'  the  zoo  largest  stockholders  were  entitled  to  vote  fo^" 
members  of  the  board  of  regents  (the  governing  board  of  the 
There  were  i82,5tx)  shares  of  stock  outstanding,  each  witli  face 
of  1,000  francs  but  usually  worth  five  or  ten  times  that.  In  tlic 
century  there  were  30,000  to  40,000  stockholders.  Of  the  200  wlu' 
vote  for  the  tw  elve  elected  regents,  78  were  corporations  or  fount  a 
and  122  were  individuals.  Both  classes  were  dominated  by  the  p*"' 
banks,  and  had  been  for  so  long  that  the  regents’  seats  had  become  p 
tically  hereditary.  The  chief  changes  in  the  names  of  regents 
caused  by  the  growth  of  heavy  industry  and  the  transfer  of  tin 
female  lines.  Three  seats  were  held  by  the  same  families  for 
a  century.  In  the  twentieth  centurj’  the  names  of  Rothschihl,  . 
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‘^lirabaud,  Neuflize,  Daviilier,  \’ernes,  Hottinguer,  and  their  relatives 
"ere  consistently  on  the  board  of  regents. 

The  Bank  of  France  acted  as  a  kind  of  general  staff  for  the  forty 
^iiilies  w  hich  controlled  the  nineteen  chief  private  banks.  Little  effort 
made  to  influence  affairs  by  the  rediscount  rate,  and  open-market 
^Perations  W'ere  not  used  until  1938.  The  state  was  influenced  by  the 
reasury’s  need  for  funds  from  the  Bank  of  France.  Other  banks  were 
uenced  by  methods  more  exclusively  French:  by  marriage  alli- 
by  indirect  bribery  (that  is,  by  control  of  well-paying  sinecures 
anking  and  industry),  and  by  the  complete  dependence  of  French 
^^•^ks  on  the  Bank  of  France  in  any  crisis.  This  last  arose  from  the  fact 
French  banks  did  not  emphasize  gold  reseryes  but  instead  regarded 
'■'’ninicrcial  paper  as  their  chief  reserye.  In  any  crisis  where  this  paper 
•u  not  he  liquidated  fast  enough,  the  banks  resorted  to  the  unlimited 
“^-issuing  power  of  the  Bank  of  France. 

'I  the  third  line  of  control  of  the  French  economy  were  the  inyestment 
ks  called  “banques  d’affaires.”  These  were  dominated  b\’  tw  o  banks: 
c  Banque  de  Paris  et  des  Pays  Bas  set  up  by  the  Rothschild  group  in 
72  and  the  Banque  de  I’Union  Parisienne  founded  b>’  the  riyal  bloc  in 
904.  These  investment  banks  supplied  long-term  capital  to  industry,  and 
the  directorships  in  return.  Much  of  the  stock  w  as  resold  to 

®  public,  but  the  directorships  w  ere  held  indefinitely  for  control  pur- 
P^^ses.  In  Paribas  held  the  securities  of  357  corporations,  and  its  own 
i  und  top  managers  held  180  directorships  in  120  of  the  more 

of  these.  The  control  was  frequently  made  easier  by  the 
and  ^‘^'^''oting  stock,  multiple-voting  stock,  cooptative  directorsliips, 
W'  refinements  of  financial  capitalism.  For  example,  the  General 
relcss  Company  set  up  by  Paribas  distributed  200,000  shores  of  stock 
onT^^  francs  a  share.  Of  these,  181,818  shares,  sold  to  the  public,  had 
vote  each  while  18,182  shares,  held  by  the  insider  group,  had 
.  Vote  each.  A  similar  situation  was  to  be  found  in  Havas  stock,  also 
>;y  Paribas. 

hial  ^  "^^^oient  bank  of  the  non-Jewish  private  banks  and  their  indus- 
'^*’0  Union  Parisienne.  Among  its  si.xteen  directors  were  to 
such  names  as  .Mirabaud,  Hottinguer,  Neuflize,  Vernes,  Wendel, 
St  Schneider  in  the  period  before  1934.  The  two  lai;gest 

|.|^i^  ^*^olders  in  1935-1937  were  Imbersac  and  Mallet.  The  directors  of 
>ank  held  1:4  other  directorships  on  90  important  corporations  in 
the^  stock  in  338  corporations.  The  value  of 

Iield  by  the  Union  Parisienne  in  1932  was  482.1  million  francs 
'leld  by  Paribas  was  548.8  million  francs,  giving  a  total  for 
In  *’'^’.'‘’•9  million  francs. 

fourth  line  of  control  were  five  chief  commercial  banks  with 
branches  in  1932.  At  the  beginning  of  the  century  these  had  all 
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been  within  the  “Paribas  Consortium,”  but  after  the  founding  of  the 
Union  Parisienne  in  1904  they  slowly  drifted  over  to  the  new  bloc,  the 
Comptoir  National  d’Escompte  going  over  almost  at  once,  with  the  oth¬ 
ers  following  more  slowly.  As  a  result,  the  control  of  the  two  gte^^ 
blocs  over  the  great  deposit  banks  \\’as  rather  mixed  during  the  twcntiet 
century,  with  the  old  Jewish  group  of  private  bankers  losing  grot*^ 
rather  steadily.  The  decline  of  this  group  was  closely  related  to  the  re¬ 
cline  of  international  financial  capitalism,  and  received  its  worse  blow 
in  the  losses  in  foreign  bonds  resulting  from  the  First  World 
Regional  deposit  banks  were  controlled  in  varying  degrees  by  one  or  t  6 
other  of  the  two  blocs,  the  Paribas  control  being  stronger  in  the  ’ 
west,  and  south,  while  the  Union-Comite  bloc  was  stronger  in  the  nort  - 
east,  east,  and  southeast.  Control  of  savings  banks  and  insurance  com 
parties  was  also  shared,  especially  where  they  had  been  founded  before 
the  two  blocs  achieved  their  modern  form.  For  example,  the  largest  m 
surance  company  in  France,  with  capital  and  reserves  of  2,463  miHm” 
francs  in  1931,  had  as  directors  such  names  as  .Mallet,  Rothschild,  Neufl'^^’ 
Hottinguer,  and  so  on. 

This  cooperation  between  the  two  blocs  in  regard  to  the  lower  Ic'' 
of  the  banking  system  (and  the  Bank  of  France  itself)  did  not 
extend  to  industrial  or  commercial  activity.  There,  competition  outsi 
the  market  was  severe,  and  became  a  struggle  to  the  death  in 
1940.  In  some  activities,  spheres  of  interest  were  drawn  between 
tw'o  groups,  and  thus  competition  was  reduced.  Inside  France,  there  w 
the  basic  division  between  east  and  west,  the  Jewish  group 
shipbuilding,  transatlantic  communications  and  transportation,  and  pun 
utilities  in  the  west,  while  the  Protestant-Catholic  group  emphasized  irom 
steel,  and  armaments  in  the  east.  Outside  France,  the  former  gfu  P 
dominated  the  colonies.  North  Africa,  and  the  eastern  Mediterrane  ^ 
while  the  latter  group  emphasized  central  and  eastern  Europe  (chm 
through  the  Union  europeene  industrielle  et  financiere,  created  in 
be  the  economic  counterpart  of  the  Little  Entente). 

In  some  fields  the  rivalry  of  the  two  groups  had  worldwide  ra  ^ 
fications.  In  petroleum  products,  for  example,  the  Jewish  bankers,  ^ 
the  Banque  de  Paris  et  des  Pays  Bas,  controlled  the  Compagnie 
des  petroles,  w'hich  w  as  allied  to  Standard  Oil  and  Rockefeller, 
Catholic-Protestant  bankers,  through  the  Union  Parisienne,  contro 
Petrofina,  which  w'as  allied  to  Royal  Dutch  Shell  and  Deterding- 
Exbrayat,  partner  of  Demachy  et  Cie.  (in  which  Francois  de  VVende 
majority  ow  ner)  was  a  director  of  Union  Parisienne  and  of  Petrofina.  < 
Alexandre  Bungener,  partner  of  Lubersac  et  Cie.,  was  also  a  direoTor^^^ 
Union  Parisienne  and  of  Petrofina.  Charles  Sergeant,  once  undersecirn 
of  the  Mini.strv  of  Finance  and  subgovernor  of  the  Bank  of  France,  " 
years  chairman  of  the  Union  Parisienne,  and  played  a  role  in  one 
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^'milar  to  that  played  by  Horace  Finaly  in  the  other  bloc.  He  was  a 
■rector  of  Petrofina  and  of  the  Union  europeene  industrielle  et  financiere. 
hen  he  retired  for  reasons  of  health  in  1938  he  was  replaced  in  sev- 
positions  (including  Petrofina  and  Union  Parisienne)  by  Jean  Tan- 
honorary  governor  of  the  Bank  of  France.  At  the  same  time,  Joseph 
onrcelle,  former  inspector  of  finances,  was  a  director  of  seventeen 
'■oiTipanies  including  Petrofina  and  Union  Parisienne.  On  the  other 
*  Horace  Finaly  was  general  manager  of  Paribas  and  director  of 
^tidard  Franco-Americaine,  while  his  son,  Boris,  was  a  director  of 
franfaise  des  petroles.  Former  ambassador  Jules  Gambon  and  Emile 
dot,  both  directors  of  Parisbas,  were  respectively  directors  of  Standard 
®nco>Americaine  and  Standard  francaise  des  petroles  (before  these 
"’^^ged  in  ,938). 

utside  the  banking  system  which  we  have  sketched,  the  French  econ- 
and'  "  organized  in  a  series  of  trade  associations,  industrial  monopolies, 
of  These  were  usually  controlled  by  the  Catholic-Protestant  bloc 

private  bankers,  since  the  Jewish  group  continued  to  use  the  older 
lods  of  financial  capitalism  while  their  rivals  moved  forw^ard  to  the 
ore  obvious  methods  of  monopoly  capitalism.  In  such  cases,  individual 
^panics  controlled  by  the  Jewish  group  frequently  jointed  the  cartels 
0  associations  set  up  by  the  rival  bloc. 

p  center  of  the  system  of  monopolistic  industrial  controls  was  the 

^deration  generale  du  patronat  frangais,  which  after  1936  (Alatignon 
-pj^^^^onts)  did  the  collective  bargaining  for  most  French  industr)^ 
^  Confederation  was  divided  into  sections  for  different  branches  of 


^  Ustry.  Around  the  Confederation  was  a  series  of  general  trade  asso- 
des*^^  ^rid  cartels  such  as  the  Comite  des  Forges,  Comite  centrale 
de  j,"°^rdleres.  Union  des  industries  metallurgiques  et  minieres,  Societe 
j.  .  •■rdustrie  minerale,  and  so  on.  Below  these  were  a  large  number  of 
■’ssociations  and  local  cartels.  These  were  integrated  into  a  single 
1°  ^  financial  controls,  family  alliances,  and  interlocking  positions, 
lur  •  the  Comite  des  Forges,  trade  association  of  the  metal- 

g'cal  industry,  held  a  key  position.  In  France  the  iron  industry  was 
6>nally  widely  scattered  in  small  enterprises.  Of  these,  the  factories 
fav  ^  acquired  by  the  Schneider  family  in  1838,  were  so 

^^apoleon  III  that  they  began  to  emerge  as  the  chief  metal 
fhe  France.  As  a  result  of  the  loss  of  governmental  privileges  by 

Sch  Second  Empire  to  Third  Republic  and  the  blow  to 

Cre  prestige  from  the  victory  of  Krupp  steel  cannon  over  Le 

hep  ^  bronze  cannon  in  1870,  the  whole  metal  industry  of  France 
toward  monopoly  and  to  seek  capital  from  private  bank- 
ty  .  ^  ^ttrn  toward  monopoly  appeared  almost  at  once,  especially  in  the 

^^ca  French  form  of  the  coinptoir  (a  joint  selling  agency). 

’^84,  as  we  have  said,  the  Comite  des  Forges  was  formed  as  an 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


association  of  all  the  metallurgical  industries  of  France,  using  a  sing 
comptoir  to  prevent  price  competition.  By  the  twentieth  century, 
Comite  des  Forges  consisted  of  representatives  of  over  200  companies  "'i 
nominal  capital  of  about  8  billion  francs,  but  whose  securities  were  "  or 
almost  100  billion  francs  in  1939.  Of  the  100  corporations  the  chief 
haps  were  £tablissements  Schneider;  Les  Forges  et  Acieries  de  la 
et  Homecourt;  La  Societe  des  Petits-Fils  de  Franyois  de  AV^endel; 
Acieries  de  Longwv,  and  so  on.  Bv  the  vear  1939,  75  percent  of  Fren 
steel  production  was  from  si.\  companies.  The  monopolistic 
however,  were  much  stronger  than  these  figures  would  indicate.  Of  t 
200  firms  in  the  Comite  des  Forges,  onlv  70  were  of  importance  m  > 
and  steel.  These  70  had  an  aggregate  capitalization  of  about  4  hi  ' 
francs.  Of  these  firms,  51  with  2,727,054,000  francs  of  capital  in  '939 
were  in  the  Union-Comite  bloc  and  were  controlled  by  a  Schnei 
iMirabaud  alliance.  Eleven  corporations  with  506  million  francs  of 
tal  were  in  the  Paribas  bloc.  Eight  firms  with  749  million  francs  of  cap' 
tal  were  in  neither  bloc  or  doubtful.  , 

A  somewhat  similar  development  is  to  be  found  in  the  I'rench  co 
industry.  This,  perhaps,  is  not  surprising,  as  the  coal  industry  was  latgc  7 
dominated  by  the  same  groups  as  the  steel  industry.  By  193*3,  77 
cent  of  French  coal  production  came  from  14  companies.  Three  of  t 
companies  were  owned  by  Wendel,  who  thus  controlled  15.3 
French  coal  output  dircctlv,  and  considerablv  more  indirect!}'. 
to  the  Comite  des  Forges  in  steel,  and  controlled  by  the  same  group, 
the  Comite-centrale  des  Houilleres  in  coal.  This  was  supported  by 
on  collieries  based  on  output.  Voting  power  within  the  organization 
based  on  this  financial  contribution,  so  that  13  companies  controlled  0'^^ 
three-fourths  of  the  votes  and  Wendel  over  one-sixth.  The  P'rench  co, 
industry  was  controlled  nearly  as  completely  by  the  Union-Coniitc 
as  was  the  steel  industry.  Coal  in  France  was  found  chiefly  in  two  a 
—the  northwest  around  Lille  and  the  southeast  about  Lyons.  The 
was  controlled  almost  completelv  bv  the  Union-Comite  bloc,  but 
Paribas  influence  was  verv  great  in  the  far  richer  northern  area.  It 
these  Paribas  coal  mines  of  the  north  which  graduallv  drifted  "wa.V  " 
became  one  of  the  chief  elements  in  the  monopolistic  Lille-Lyons  A- 
The  preponderant  influence  of  the  Union-Comite  bloc  in  such 
portant  fields  as  iron,  steel,  and  coal  was  balanced  to  some  extent  by 
skillful  fashion  in  which  the  Paribas  bloc  had  taken  control  of  the  strateg 
points  in  the  fields  of  communications  and  publicity. 

There  were  onlv  1,506  corporations  registered  on  the  stock  cxcli" 
in  Paris  in  1936.  Of  this  number  only  about  600  were  iniporf'"^'^' 
we  add  to  these  about  150  or  200  important  corporations  not  regisrcic 
Paris,  we  have  a  total  of  about  800  firms.  Of  these  800,  the  P.uibas 
controlled,  in  1936,  almost  401)  and  the  Union-Comitc  bloc  about  3 
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rest  were  controlled  by  neither  bloc.  The  superior  number  of  firms 
controlled  by  Paribas  was  counterbalanced  by  the  much  heavier  capitali¬ 
sation  of  tiig  Union-Comite  firms.  This  in  turn  was  counterbalanced  by 
c  act  that  the  Parisbas  firms  were  in  strategic  positions, 
g  whole  Paribas  system  in  the  twentieth  century  was  headed  by  the 
®^on  Edouard  de  Rothschild,  but  the  active  head  was  Rene  Mayer, 
oianager  of  the  Rothschild  bank  and  nephew  by  marriage  of  James 
wchild.  The  chief  center  of  operations  for  the  system  was  in  the 
“anque  de  Paris  et  des  Pays  Bas,  which  was  managed,  until  1937,  by 
race  Finaly  of  a  Hungarian-Jewish  family  brought  to  France  by 
,  ^^child  in  1 880.  From  this  bank  was  ruled  much  of  the  section  'of 
rench  economy  controlled  by  this  bloc.  Included  in  this  section  w  ere 
and  colonial  enterprises,  utilities,  ocean  shipping,  airlines, 
Cie^  and,  above  all,  communications.  In  this  latter  group  w'ere 

_  generale  transatlantique,  Cie.  generale  de  telegraphic  sans  fils, 
a  lo-France,  Cie.  fran^aise  de  cables  telegraphiques,  Cie.  internationale 
*^"'agon-lits,  Havas,  and  Hachette. 

im  ^  ^aao'aopolistic  news  agency,  as  w'ell  as  the  most 

5  advertising  agency  in  France.  It  could,  and  did,  suppress  or 

to  ®  advertising.  It  usually  supplied  news  reports  gratis 

yjded'**’^  papers  w'hich  w^ould  print  the  advertising  copy  it  also  pro- 
secret  subsidies  from  the  government  for  almost  a 
sub  Balzac),  and  by  the  late  1930’s  these 

fgnt*  from  the  secret  funds  of  the  Popular  Front  had  reached  a 
cals^^*'^  Hachette  had  a  monopoly  on  the  distribution  of  periodi- 
'^ould'lf  ^  sizable  portion  of  the  distribution  of  books.  This  monopoly 
Was  d  papers  which  were  regarded  as  objectionable.  This 

in  the  1930’s  to  Francois  Coty’s  reactionary  VAnti  du  peuple. 
den  Union-Comite  bloc  w'as  badly  injured  by  the  w'orld 

Sep  "'hich  fell  on  heavy  industry  more  severely  than  on  other 

by  I  of  the  economy.  After  1937,  the  Paribas  bloc  w'as  badly  split 
tbod  ^  ‘^f  anti-Semitism,  the  controversy  over  orthodox  and  unor- 

the  ^oancial  methods  for  dealing  with  depression,  and,  above  all,  by 
foreign  crisis.  The  Rothschild  desire  to  form  an  alliance 
Fq  and  adopt  a  policy  of  resistance  to  Hitler  while  supporting 

tbg  Spain,  continuing  orthodox  financial  policies,  and  building  up 
'ute  tinions  against  the  Comite  des  Forges,  collapsed  from  its  owm 
(if  r>  ^  ^tintradictions,  their  own  lack  of  faith  in  it,  and  the  pressure 
^^^^^at  Britain. 

Pow-er'^tf  older  blocs  thus  weakened,  a  new'  bloc  rose  rapidly  to 
them.  This  w-as  the  Lille-Lyons  Axis.  It  was  constructed 
ij,  °  regional  groups— one  in  the  north  about  Lille  and  the  other 
bj-g  ^“^rheast  and  east  about  Lyons  and  in  Alsace.  The  former  had  a 
running  to  Brussels  in  Belgium,  while  the  latter  had  a  branch 
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running  to  Basle  in  Switzerland.  The  Lille  end  was  originally 
Rothschild  influence,  while  the  Lyons  end  was  originally  under  Mirabau 
influence.  The  two  ends  were  integrated  into  a  single  unit  by  the  3C 


tivities  of  several  private  banks  and  two  deposit  banks  in  Paris, 
private  banks  included  Odier,  Sautter  et  Cie.,  S.  Propper  et  Cie., 
Worms  et  Cie.  The  credit  banks  included  the  Credit  Commercial  ^ 
France  and  the  Banque  frangaise  pour  le  commerce  et  I’industrie. 

This  Lille-Lyons  Axis  was  built  up  about  four  economic  activities' 
electrical  utilities,  chemicals,  artificial  te.xtiles,  and  light  metals,  ih 
four  were  monopolistic  and  interrelated,  chiefly  for  technological  rea^ 
Sons.  They  were  monopolistic  either  by  nature  (public  utilities)  ® 
because  they  were  based  on  narrowly  controlled  natural  resout 
(utilities  and  chemicals),  or  because  they  required  large-scale  opera 
utilizing  by-products  and  affiliated  activities  for  profitable  opera 


(utilities,  chemicals,  artificial  te.\tiles,  and  light  metals),  or  because 
required  use  of  closely  held  patents  (chemicals,  artificial  textiles,  a 
light  metals). 

These  activities  were  interrelated  for  various  reasons.  The 
utilities  of  the  north  were  based  on  coal,  while  those  of  the  soutie-^ 
were  based  on  waterpower.  The  manufacture  of  light  metals  con 
trated  in  the  southeast  because  of  the  available  water  power. 
metals,  chiefly  aluminum,  were  made  by  electrolysis,  which  ^ 

chemical  by-products.  Thus  the  two  light-metals  firms  in  , 


alread.V 

/ons)' 


moved  into  the  field  of  chemicals.  The  textile  industry  'va-s 
centered  in  the  north  (about  Lille)  and  in  the  southeast  (about  Ly 
When  this  te.xtile  industry  turned  to  artificial  fibers,  it  had  to  all) 
chemical  firms.  This  was  easy  because  the  chemical  firms  of  the  j 
east  were  already  in  close  contact  with  the  textile  firms  of 
(chiefly  the  Gillet  family),  while  the  chemical  firms  of  the  north 
already  in  close  contact  with  the  textile  firms  of  the  area  (chien) 
Motte  family  and  its  relatives).  These  textile  firms  of  the  north  a  r 
controlled,  in  cooperation  with  Paribas,  the  richest  coal  mines  0 
area.  These  coal  mines  began  to  generate  electric  power  at  the 
utilizing  all  by-products  for  chemicals  and  artificial  textiles.  Since 
textile  families  of  the  north  (like  Motte)  were  already  related 
te.xtile  families  of  the  southeast  (like  Gillet)  by  marriage  and  by 
associations,  it  was  easy  for  the  Lille-Lyons  Axis  to  grow  np 
these  lines. 

As  a  result  of  the  stalemate  between  the  two  great  blocs,  ^1^^ 
financial  capitalists  and  monopoly  capitalists,  between  supporters 
Russian  alliance  and  supporters  of  appeasement,  between  ortho 
unorthodox  financial  measures,  between  Jews  and  anti-Semites,  ^  ^^,^5 

was  completelv'  paralyzed  and  went  down  to  defeat  in  1940.  ^ 
quite  acceptable  to  the  Lille-Lyons  Axis.  It  accepted  the  defeat 
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^tisfaction,  and,  with  German  help,  began  to  take  over  the  whole 
^conomy  of  France.  The  Paribas  bloc  was  destroyed  by  the  anti-Semite 
and  many  of  its  chief  strong  points  taken  over.  The  Union- 
omite  bloc  was  badly  crippled  by  a  series  of  severe  blows,  including 
forced  sale  of  all  Schneider’s  foreign  holdings,  and  of  most  of 
endel’s  domestic  holdings  to  the  Germans  (chiefly  to  the  Flermann 
oring  M-'erke),  the  seizure  of  the  other  Lorraine  iron  properties,  and 
^  ®  abolition  of  the  Comite  des  Forges  itself. 

the  same  time,  the  Lille-Lyons  Axis  strengthened  itself.  The 
^^nch  chemical  industry,  already  largely  monopolized  by  Etablisse- 
Kuhlmann,  was  forced  into  a  single  corporation  (Societe  Fran- 
controlled  by  the  Lille-Lyons  Axis  and  1.  G.  Farben.  The  light- 
^etals  industry,  already  largely  monopolized  by  Alais,  Froges,  et 
aiuargue,  was  centralized  almost  completely  in  this  firm.  The  artificial 
industry,  already  largely  monopolized  by  the  Gillet  clique,  was 
^ntralized  under  a  single  corporation,  France- Rayonne,  under  joint 
*  ^^'Gernian  control.  The  automobile  industry  was  subjected  to  a 
Sc  control— the  Comite  d’organization  d’automobiles— and  set  up  a 
tio^*^  '^^nufacturing  company— Societe  generale  fran9aise  de  construc- 
in^T*  ^  ^^^oniobiles.  The  whole  system  was  controlled  by  a  small  group 
"  Lyons  c  '  '  '  — '  '  ■ 


.  -s  centering  about  the  Gillet  family  and  represented  on  the  politi- 
scene  chiefly  by  Pierre  Laval. 

1  he  5 

J'3nce  are  rather  difficult  for  Americans  to  understand  because  they 

Were  r-  ■  ....  .  .  .  / 


•  struggles  between  these  three  great  economic  power  blocs  in 


reflected  in  price  competition  in  the  market  where  Ameri- 
Would  normally  expect  economic  competition  to  appear.  In  the  field 
^  price  policies,  the  three  blocs  generally  cooperated.  They  also  co- 
in  their  attitudes  toward  labor,  although  to  a  lesser  degree, 
str  ^  ^"’I'ities  appeared  in  the  fields  of  economic  and  political  power  as 
ca  '1  control  sources  of  raw  materials,  supplies  of  credit  and 

jjjL  ®  ’  ^nd  the  instruments  of  government.  Price  competition,  which  to 
(jf  nierican  always  has  seemed  to  be  the  first,  and  even  the  only,  method 
rivalry,  has,  in  Europe,  generally  been  regarded  as  the  last 
as  to  K  economic  rivalry,  a  method  so  mutually  destructive 

Eur  ^  *^3citly  avoided  by  both  sides.  In  fact,  in  France,  as  in  most 
.  ^°^ntries,  competing  economic  groups  saw  nothing  incon- 
Poli  •  )°*ning  together  to  use  the  power  of  the  state  to  enforce  joint 
The*  groups  toward  prices  and  labor. 

OQjj^ic  ^^rich  defeat  in  1940  shattered  the  stalemate  between  the  eco- 
so  ^  power  blocs  w  hich  had  paralyzed  France  in  the  1930’s  and  done 
^*ider  h  defeat  possible.  The  two  older  blocs  were  disrupted 

the  ^  occupation  and  the  Vichy  regime,  the  Paribas  bloc  by 

Were^^H  Union-Comite  bloc  because  its  holdings 

esirable  to  the  Germans  and  their  French  collaborators.  The 
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Lille-Lyons  Axis,  led  by  the  associates  of  the  Banque  Worms  and  the 
Banque  de  I’lndochine,  sought  to  take  over  most  of  the  French  economy 
as  the  willing  collaborators  of  the  Germans  and  their  old  associatei 
Pierre  Laval,  and  \\ere  fairlv  successful  in  doing  so,  but  the  economic 
confusions  of  the  occupation  and  the  burden  of  the  German  occupati®'' 
costs  made  it  impossible  to  win  any  significant  benefits  from  their 
tion.  Moreover,  as  collaborators  with  the  Nazis  the  Lille-Lyons  Axis 
could  not  e.\pect  to  survive  a  German  defeat,  and  did  not  do  so. 

The  three  prewar  blocs  have  played  no  significant  role  in  France 
since  1945,  although  some  of  the  personnel  of  Paribas  have  done  so, 
notably  Rene  Mayer,  active  head  of  the  Rothschild  family  interests  w 
was  minister  of  finance  in  the  early  postwar  government.  Later,  in  >9^^' 
De  Gaulle  made  the  director  of  the  Rothschild  bank,  George  Pompici®”’ 
prime  minister.  The  rather  prominent  role  played  by  bankers  such  as 
these  did  not  prevent  France  from  following  the  pattern  of  nc"' 
nomic  procedures  which  we  have  observed  in  other  countries, 
process  was  delayed  bv'  the  political  paralysis  arising  from  the  rre 
parliamentary  system,  especially  the  instability  of  Cabinets  arising  fcoi” 
the  multiplicity  of  parties.  The  military  crisis  in  Indochina,  followed  >) 
the  protracted  and  frustrating  civil  war  in  Algeria,  prevented 
from  establishing  any  satisfactory  economic  system  until  1958. 

The  only  achievement  of  the  earlier  period  was,  however,  a  very  g^c 
one— the  French  role  in  establishing  the  European  Common  .Mar  j 
which  w’as  decisiv’e.  This  was  established  by  the  Treaty  of  Rome 
>957,  with  six  members  (France,  West  Germany,  Belgium,  the  Nethet 
lands,  Italy,  and  Luxembourg).  It  planned  to  remove  the  internal  ‘^“Sto 
barriers  among  its  members  by  stages  over  at  least  a  dozen  years,  w 
adopting  a  common  external  tariff  against  outsiders.  In  this  way  a 
market  would  be  provided  which  w'ould  allow  mass  production  " 
lower  costs.  France  was  unable  to  contribute  mucli  to  this  new  market  un 
til  its  political  instability  w'as  ended  by  the  establishment  of  the  Fifth  ® 
public,  on  a  more  authoritarian  pattern,  in  1958  (constitution  of  Octo 
4th).  In  December  of  that  year,  the  franc  was  devalued  and  a 
of  fiscal  austerity  was  inaugurated.  At  once  economic  activity 
to  rise.  The  rate  of  growth  of  industrial  production  reached  6.3 
in  1961  and  almost  8.5  percent  in  1961.  The  gold  reserves 
within  two  years  of  the  devaluation. 

The  resulting  prosperity,  called  an  “economic  miracle”  in  the  '9 
Report  of  the  twenty-nation  Organization  for  Economic  Cooped 
and  Development  (the  successor  organization  to  the  Marshall  “ 
was  unevenly  spread  in  that  farmers  and  government  employees 
tained  less  than  a  fair  share  of  it,  and  it  w'as  accompanied  by  an  m  ^ 
sirable  inflation  of  the  cost  of  living  (with  1953  as  100)  to  103  i^ 
up  to  138  in  1961,  and  to  144  in  1962.  However,  it  brought  F'rance  ■ 


percent 

doublet! 
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other  Common  Market  countries  to  an  unprecedented  level  of 
prosperity  ^^4^ich  was  in  striking  contrast  to  the  drab  conditions  in  the 
0  ortunate  countries  within  the  Iron  Curtain.  The  British,  who  had 
ormed  a  European  Free  Trade  Association  of  the  “Outer  Seven”  (Aus- 
^ria,  Denmark,  Norway,  Portugal,  Sweden,  Switzerland)  to  seek  free 
“oe  among  members  but  no  common  external  tariff  against  others, 
fought  to  lift  its  rather  lethargic  economy  by  joining  the  Common 
arket  in  1962,  but  was  rebuffed  by  De  Gaulle,  who  required  as  a 
l^ritain  renounce  its  efforts,  going  back  over  decades,  to 
'^’‘fablish  a  special  relationship  with  the  United  States. 


The  United  States  of  America 


e  United  States,  w'hich  presents  the  most  extreme  example  of  fi- 
dist^**'  reached  monopoly  capitalism  only  in  a  partial  and 

fashion  and  for  a  very  brief  period,  and  has  reached  the  fol- 
stage  of  tlie  pluralist  economy'  only  in  an  unselfconscious  and 
'^'^tative  way. 

beginning,  the  United  States  had  a  shortage  of  labor  in  the 
lab^  unprecedented  richness  of  resources.  As  a  result,  it  sought 

3  '^•‘■saving  devices  and  high  output  per  man-day  of  w  ork,  even  in 
^6  culture.  This  means  that  the  amount  of  capital  equipment  per  man 
unusually  high  throughout  American  history,  even  in  the  earliest 
^  u  ,  and  this  undoubtedly  presented  a  problem  in  an  undeveloped 
ntry  where  private  savings  were,  for  many  generations,  scarce.  The 
uiulation  of  such  savings  for  investment  in  labor-saving  mechanisms 
Co  H-  ^  opportunity  to  financial  capitalism  at  an  early  date.  Ac- 
Pe  ■  United  States  had  financial  capitalism  over  a  longer 

the'^v  ^  extreme  form  than  any  other  country.  Aloreover, 

'^f  the  countrs-  made  the  problem  of  transportation  so  acute 
du^t  necessary  for  the  early  canals,  railroads,  and  iron  in- 

ty  Was  large  and  had  to  be  found  from  sources  other  than  local 
f  persons.  .Much  of  it  came  from  government  subsidies  or  from 
Co  hivestors.  It  was  observable  as  early  as  1 850  and  had  overseas 
g  ^^tions  which  were  still  in  existence  in  the  1930’s. 

Vel  ^  >88o’s  the  techniques  of  financial  capitalism  were  well  de- 

corr^^^-  York  and  northern  New  Jersey,  and  reached  levels  of 

^  "hich  were  never  approached  in  any  European  country, 

and  sought  to  cheat  the  ordinary  investor  by  flotations 

uianipulations  of  securities  for  the  benefit  of  “insiders.”  Success  in 
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this  was  its  own  jnstification,  and  the  practitioners  of  these  dishonestly® 
were  as  socially  acceptable  as  their  wealth  entitled  them  to  be,  without 
any  animadversions  on  how  that  wealth  had  been  obtained.  Corrupt 
techniques,  associated  with  the  names  of  Daniel  Drew  or  Jay 
in  the  wildest  days  of  railroad  financial  juggling,  were  also  practice^ 
by  Morgan  and  others  who  became  respectable  from  longer  sustaine 
success  which  allowed  them  to  build  up  established  firms. 

Any  reform  of  Wall  Street  practices  came  from  pressure  from  t 
hinterlands,  especially  from  the  farming  West,  and  was  long  dcla>y 
by  the  close  alliance  of  Wall  Street  with  the  two  major  political  partiu^ 
which  grew  up  in  1880—1900.  In  this  alliance,  by  1900,  the  influence 
Morgan  in  the  Republican  Partv  was  dominant,  his  chief  rivalry  uom 
ing  from  the  influence  of  a  monopoly  capitalist.  Rockefeller  of  C  ^ 
By  1900  Wall  Street  had  largely  abandoned  the  Democratic  Partv% 
shift  indicated  by  the  passage  of  the  Whitney  family  from  the 
crats  to  the  Republican  inner  circles,  shortly  after  they  establishe 
family  alliance  with  Morgan.  In  the  same  period,  the  Rockefeller 
reversed  the  ordinary  direction  of  development  by  shifting  frm’^ 
monopoly  fields  of  petroleum  to  New  York  banking  circles  by  way  0 
Chase  National  Bank.  Soon  family  as  well  as  financial  alliances  gre"'  r 
among  the  Morgans,  Whitneys,  and  Rockefellers,  chiefly  ® 
Payne  and  Aldrich  family  connections. 

For  almost  fifty  years,  from  1880  to  1930,  financial  capitalism  ‘r^ 
proximated  a  feudal  structure  in  which  two  great  powers,  cenceie 
New  York,  dominated  a  number  of  lesser  powers,  both  in  New 
and  in  provincial  cities.  No  description  of  this  structure  as  it 
the  1920’s  can  be  given  in  a  brief  compass,  since  it  infiltrated  all  asp 
of  American  life  and  especially  all  branches  of  economic  life.  . 

At  the  center  w-ere  a  group  of  less  than  a  dozen  investment 
which  were,  at  the  height  of  their  powers,  still  unincorporated  f".,  . 
partnerships.  These  included  J.  P.  Morgan;  the  Rockefeller 
Kuhn,  Loeb  and  Company;  Dillon,  Read  and  Company;  Brown 
ers  and  Harriman;  and  others.  Each  of  these  was  linked  in 
tional  or  personal  relationships  with  various  banks,  insurance 
railroads,  utilities,  and  industrial  firms.  The  result  w  as  to  form  a  nu^^ 
of  w'ebs  of  economic  power  of  which  the  more  important  center 
New'  York,  while  other  provincial  groups  allied  with  these  were 
be  found  in  Pittsburgh,  Cleveland,  Chicago,  and  Boston. 

J.  P.  Morgan  worked  in  close  relationship  to  a  group  of 
insurance  companies,  including  the  First  National  Bank  of  New 
the  Guaranty  Trust  Company,  the  Bankers  Trust,  the  New  V>>rl^ 
Company,  and  the  .Metropolitan  Life  Insurance  Company.  Tli^  "leas’- 
nexus  dominated  a  network  of  business  firms  w'hich  included  at  ^ 
one-si.\th  of  the 


hundred  largest  nonfinancial  corpoi 


iratioti®  ' 
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'^erican  business.  Among  these  were  nvelve  utility  companies,  five  or 
railroad  systems,  thirteen  industrial  firms,  and  at  least  five  of  the 
uy  largest  banks  in  the  country.  The  combined  assets  of  these  firms 
more  than  $30  billion.  They  included  American  Telephone  and 
^Jegraph  Company,  International  Telephone  and  Telegraph,  Con- 
p™ated  Gas  of  New  York,  the  groups  of  electrical  utilities  known  as 
.  metric  Bond  and  Share  and  as  the  United  Corporation  Group  (which 
’■'cludgj  Commonwealth  and  Southern,  Public  Service  of  New  Jersey, 
Columbia  Gas  and  Electric),  the  New  York  Central  railway  sys- 
the  Van  Sweringen  railway  system  (Allegheny)  of  nine  lines  (in- 
^uding  Chesapeake  and  Ohio;  Erie;  Missouri  Pacific;  the  Nickel  Plate; 


Marquette);  the  Santa  Fe;  the  Northern  system  of  five  great 
(Great  Northern;  Northern  Pacific;  Burlington;  and  others);  the 


Ws 

^outhern  Railway;  General  Electric  Company;  United  States  Steel; 

®ps  Dodge;  .Montgomery  Ward;  National  Biscuit;  Kennecott  Cop- 
P^i  American  Radiator  and  Standard  Sanitary;  Continental  Oil;  Read- 
8  Coal  and  Iron;  Baldwin  Locomotive;  and  others, 
he  Rockefeller  group,  which  was  really  a  monopoly  capitalist  or- 
■’ investing  only  its  own  profits,  functioned  as  a  financial  capi- 
hnit  in  close  cooperation  with  Morgan.  Allied  with  the  country’s 
Chase  National,  it  was  involved  as  an  industrial  power 
but  '  Standard  Oil  firms  and  the  Atlantic  Refining  Company, 
It  controlled  over  Iialf  the  assets  of  the  oil  industry,  plus  the  $2 14 
'  'on  assets  in  Chase  National  Bank. 

the  chiefly  interested  in  railroads,  where  it  dominated 

the  Union  Pacific,  the  Southern  Pacific,  the  Mil- 
'Ukee,  the  Chicago  Northwestern,  tiie  Katy  (Missouri-Kansas-Texas 
the^n'^^  Company),  and  tlie  Delaware  and  Hudson.  It  also  dominated 
for  Manliattan  and  the  W^estern  Union  Telegraph  Company 

a  total  of  almost  %  1 1  billion  in  assets. 

Pers^^  ^^ollon  group  centered  in  Pittsburgh  dominated  Gulf  Oil,  Kop- 
|^^ts>  Alcoa,  Westinghouse  Electric,  Union  Trust  Company,  the  Mellon 
blg"^*c ^aok,  Jones  and  Lauglilin  Steel,  American  Rolling  Mill,  Cruci- 
It  •^'tlier  firms  for  total  assets  of  about  $3.3  billion, 

in  h  calculated  tiiat  the  200  largest  nonfinancial  corporations 

^  6  United  States,  plus  the  fifty  largest  banks,  in  the  mid- 1930’s,  owned 

the  t>f  the  assets  of  all  industrial  corporations,  48  percent  of 

t)f  all  commercial  banks,  75  percent  of  tlie  assets  of  all  public 
all  percent  of  the  assets  of  all  railroads.  The  total  assets  of 

the  "’^t'e  almost  $100  billion,  divided  almost  equally  among 

tin  t'lnsses.  The  four  economic  power  blocs  which  we  have  men- 
plus^H  Rockefeller;  Kuhn,  Loeb  and  Company;  and  Mellon) 

land  ^  groups  allied  with  these  in  Boston,  Cleve- 

’  Chicago,  together  dominated  the  following  percentages  of  the 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


250  corporations  considered  here:  of  industrial  firms  58  percent  of 
total  assets,  of  railroads  82  percent,  and  utilities  58  percent.  The  aggreg^^^ 
value  of  the  assets  controlled  by  the  eight  power  groups  was  about 
861,205  million  of  the  total  assets  of  $198,351  million  in  these  250  largos’- 
corporations  at  the  end  of  1935.  , 

The  economic  po\ver  represented  by  these  figures  is  almost  beyou 
imagination  to  grasp,  and  was  increased  by  the  active  role  which  these 
financial  titans  took  in  politic.s.  Morgan  and  Rockefeller  together  tr 
quently  dominated  the  national  Republican  Party,  while  Morgan 
casionallv  had  extensive  influence  in  the  national  Democratic 
(three  of  the  Morgan  partners  were  usually  Democrats).  These  two 
were  also  powerful  on  the  state  level,  especially  Morgan  in  New  j 
and  Rockefeller  in  Ohio.  .Mellon  was  a  power  in  Pennsylvania  au 
du  Pont  was  obviously  a  political  power  in  Delaware. 

In  the  1920’s  this  system  of  economic  and  political  power  forme 
hierarchy  headed  by  the  Morgan  interests  and  played  a  principal  to 
both  in  political  and  business  life.  .Morgan,  operating  on  the  interna 
donal  level  in  cooperation  with  his  allies  abroad,  especially  in  Eng  a  ’ 
influenced  the  events  of  history  to  a  degree  which  cannot  be  speci  e 
in  detail  but  which  certainly  was  tremendous.  Nevertheless,  * 
developments  of  business  life  which  we  have  mentioned  were  ma  >  e 
investment  bankers  like  .Morgan  obsolete,  and  the  deflationary  hna 
policies  on  which  these  bankers  insisted  were  laying  the  foundations 
the  economic  collapse  which  ended  their  rule  in  general  social  disas 
by  1940. 

In  the  United  States,  however,  the  demise  of  financial  capitalism 
much  more  protracted  than  in  most  foreign  countries,  and  • 

followed  by  a  clearly  established  system  of  monopoly  capitalism- 
blurring  of  the  stages  was  caused  by  a  number  of  events  of  which  tit 
should  be  mentioned:  (i)  the  continued  personal  influence  of 
financiers  and  bankers,  even  after  their  power  had  waned;  (2)  1 

centralized  condition  of  the  United  States  itself,  especially'^  the  mdc 
political  system;  and  (3)  the  long-sustained  political  and  legal  traditio^ 
of  antimonopoly  going  back  at  least  to  the  Sherman  Antitrust  Act 
1890.  As  a  consequence,  the  United  States  did  not  reach  a  clearly' 
nopolistic  economy,  and  was  unable  to  adopt  a  fully  unorthodox 
cial  policy  capable  of  providing  full  use  of  resources.  Unemploy’’’^ 
which  had  reached  13  million  persons  in  1933,  was  still  at  10  niilb^’'^ 
1940.  On  the  other  hand,  the  United  States  did  take  long  steps  ^  - 
direction  of  balancing  interest  blocs  by  greatly  strengthening  labor  a  ^ 
farm  groups  and  by  sharply  curtailing  the  influence  and  privilege* 
finance  and  heavy'  industry. 

Of  the  diverse  groups  in  the  American  economy,  the  financiers 
most  closely  related  to  heavy  industry  because  of  the  latter’s  great  oe 
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capital  for  its  heavy  equipment.  The  deflationary  policies  of  the 
ankers  were  acceptable  to  heavy  industry  chiefly  because  the  mass 
a  or  of  heavy  industry  in  the  United  States,  notably  in  steel  and  auto- 
°  ne  manufacturing,  was  not  unionized,  and  the  slowly  declining 
prices  of  the  products  of  heavy  industry  could  continue  to  be  pro- 
ced  profitably  if  costs  could  be  reduced  by  large-scale  elimination  of 
labor  by 

installing  more  heavy  equipment.  Much  of  this  new  equip- 
nient,  which  led  to  assembly-line  techniques  such  as  the  continuous- 
^^rip  steel  mill,  were  financed  by  the  bankers.  With  unorganized  labor, 
f  employers  of  mass  labor  could  rearrange,  curtail,  or  terminate  labor 
lout  notice  on  a  daily  basis  and  could  thus  reduce  labor  costs  to 
Her  falls  in  prices  from  bankers’  deflation.  The  fact  that  reductions  in 
ges  or  large  layoffs  in  mass-employment  industries  also  reduced  the 
of  purchasing  power  in  the  economy  as  a  whole,  to  the  injury 

groups  selling  consumers’  goods,  was  ignored  by  the  makers  of 
^  avy  producers’  goods.  In  this  wa)%  farmers,  light  industry,  real  estate, 
rhe  groups,  and  other  segments  of  the  society  were  injured  by 

cic  ^^^’^irinary  policies  of  the  bankers  and  by  the  employment  poli- 
^  °f  heavy  industry,  closely  allied  to  the  bankers.  When  these  policies 
ame  unbearable  in  the  depression  of  1929-1933,  these  other  interest 
Hs,  who  had  been  traditionally  Republican  (or  at  least,  like  the 
1  farmers,  had  refused  to  vote  Democratic  and  had  engaged  in 
wh’  if  ^'^*’**^  third-party  movements),  deserted  the  Republican  Party, 
ch  remained  subservient  to  high  finance  and  heavy  industry, 
tabl  **  *r>fiustry,  commercial  interests  (no- 

I  ...^  ^Hpartment  stores),  real  estate,  professional  people,  and  mass,  un- 
of  F  ’  Democratic  Party  in  1932  resulted  in  the  election 

so  Roosevelt  and  the  New  Deal.  The  new  administration 

gbt  to  curtail  the  power  of  the  two  opposition  and  e.xploiting 
oups  (bankers  and  heavy  industry)  and  to  reward  and  help  the 
labo^^  "'*’‘uh  had  elected  it.  The  farmers  were  helped  by  subsidies; 
Purc^l  *’Hlped  by  government  spending  to  make  jobs  and  provide 
lasing  power  and  by  encouragement  of  unionization;  while  real 
in  .P^^^fnssional  people,  and  commerical  groups  were  helped  by  the 
j^^Hig  demand  from  the  increased  purchasing  pow'er  of  farmers 

^Hw  Deal’s  actions  against  finance  and  heavy  industry  were 
of  ^*Hned  at  preventing  these  two  from  ever  repeating  their  actions 
issn  ^  *920-1933  period.  The  SEC  Act  sought  to  supervise  securities 
^  ^**^1  stock-exchange  practices  to  protect  investors.  Railroad  legisla- 
ba  1  '•O  reduce  the  financial  exploitation  and  even  the  deliberate 

bad  °f  railroads  by  financial  interests  (as  William  Rockefeller 

one  to  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee,  and  St.  Paul  or  as  .Morgan  had 
**H  to  the  New  York,  New  Haven  and  Hartford).  The  Banking  Act 
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of  1933  separated  investment  banking  from  deposit  banking.  The  whole¬ 
sale  manipulation  of  labor  by  heavy  industry  was  curtailed  by  th^ 
National  Labor  Relations  Act  of  1933,  which  sought  to  protect  labors 
rights  of  collective  bargaining.  At  the  same  time,  with  the  blessings 
the  new  administration,  a  drive  was  made  by  labor  groups  allied  '''th 
it  to  unionize  the  masses  of  unskilled  labor  employed  by  heavy  industry 
to  prevent  the  latter  from  adopting  any  policy  of  mass  layoffs  or  sharp 
and  sudden  wage  reductions  in  any  future  period  of  decreasing  de 
mand.  To  this  end  a  Committee  for  Industrial  Organization 
up  under  the  leadership  of  the  one  head  of  a  mass  labor  union  in  t  ^ 
country,  John  L.  Lewis  of  the  United  .Mine  Workers,  and  a  drive 
put  on  to  organize  the  workers  of  the  steel,  automobile,  electrical, 


other  industries  which  had  no  unions. 

All  this  serv-ed  to  create  more  highly  organized  and  more  self-co^ 
scious  interest  blocs  in  American  life,  especially  among  farmers  fU 
labor,  but  it  did  not  represent  any  victory  for  unorthodo.x  financing' 
the  real  key  to  either  monopoly  capitalism  or  to  a  managed  pl^^®  *  ^ 
economy.  The  reason  for  this  was  that  the  New  Deal,  because 
President  Roosevelt,  was  fundamentally  orthodo.v  in  its  ideas  on 
nature  of  money.  Roosevelt  was  quite  willing  to  unbalance  the 
and  to  spend  in  a  depression  in  an  unorthodo.v  fashion  because  he  h 
grasped  the  idea  that  lack  of  purchasing  pow'er  w'as  the  cause  of 
lack  of  demand  which  made  unsold  goods  and  unemployment,  but 
had  no  idea  of  the  causes  of  the  depression  and  had  quite  ortho 
ideas  on  the  nature  of  money.  As  a  result,  his  administration  trea 


the  symptoms  rather  than  the  causes  of  the  depression  and, 


while 


spending  unorthodo.vly  to  treat  these  symptoms,  did  so  w'ith 
borrowed  from  the  banks  in  the  accepted  fashion.  The  New  Dea 
lowed  the  bankers  to  create  the  money,  borrowed  it  from  the  banks,  a^^^ 
spent  it.  This  meant  that  the  New  Deal  ran  up  the  national  debt  to 
credit  of  the  banks,  and  spent  money  in  such  a  limited  fashion  that 
drastic  reemployment  of  idle  resources  w'as  possible. 

One  of  the  most  significant  facts  about  the  New  Deal  was  its  or 
doxy  on  money.  For  the  whole  twelve  years  he  was  in  tlic 
House,  Roosevelt  had  statutory  power  to  issue  fiat  money  in  the 
of  greenbacks  printed  by  the  government  without  recourse  to 
banks.  This  authority  was  never  used.  As  a  result  of  such 
the  depression’s  symptoms  of  idle  resources  were  overcome  only 
the  emergency  of  the  war  in  1942  made  it  possible  to  justify  a  hnu 
increase  in  the  national  debt  by  limitless  borrowing  from  private  pet 
and  the  banks.  But  the  whole  episode  showed  a  failure  to 
nature  of  money  and  the  function  of  the  monetary  system,  of  ''  ^ 
considerable  traces  remained  in  the  postwar  period. 


One  reason  for  the  New  Deal’s  readiness  to  continue  with  an 


ortho- 
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theory  of  the  nature  of  money,  along  with  an  unorthodox  practice 
its  use,  arose  from  the  failure  of  the  Roosevelt  administration  to 
“^^cognize  the  nature  of  the  economic  crisis  itself.  This  failure  can  be 
in  Roosevelt’s  theory  of  “pump  priming.”  He  sincerely  believed, 
tiid  his  secretary  of  the  Treasury,  that  there  was  nothing  structurally 
with  the  economy,  that  it  was  simply  temporarily  stalled,  and 
"ould  keep  going  of  its  own  powers  if  it  couid  be  restarted.  In  order  to 
it,  all  that  was  needed,  in  New  Deal  theory,  svas  a  relatively 


•iioderat< 

"'ould 


e  amount  of  government  spending  on  a  temporary  basis.  This 
3  create  purchasing  power  (demand)  for  consumers’  goods,  which, 
to  "®tild  increase  the  confidence  of  investors  who  would  begin 
large  unused  savings  into  investment.  This  would,  again,  create 
’tional  purchasing  power  and  demand,  and  the  economic  sj’stem 
^''ould  take  off  of  its  own  power.  The  curtailment  of  the  powers  of 
lance  and  heavy  industry  would  then  prevent  anv  repetition  of  the 

he  inadequacy  of  this  theory  of  the  depression  was  shown  in  1937 
the  New  Deal,  after  four  years  of  pump  priming  and  a  victorious 
^  Chon  in  stopped  its  spending.  Instead  of  taking  off,  the  economy 
apsed  in  the  steepest  recession  in  history.  The  New  Deal  had  to 
'hs  treatment  of  symptoms  but  now'  without  hope  that  the 
aj  program  could  ever  be  ended,  a  hopeless  prospect  since  the 
^^niinistration  lacked  the  knowledge  of  how'  to  reform  the  system  or 
Puhl'  escape  from  borrowing  bank  credit  with  its  mounting 

teall'^  administration  lacked  the  courage  to  adopt  the 

y  large-scale  spending  necessary  to  give  full  employment  of  re- 
The  administration  was  saved  from  this  impasse  by  the  need 
\\r  ^  •'earmament  program  follow'ed  bv  the  w'ar.  Since  1947  the  Cold 

finu  space  program  have  allowed  the  same  situation  to  con- 

that  even  today  prosperity  is  not  the  result  of  a  properly 
tic°  economic  system  but  of  government  spending,  and  any  dras- 
■"eduction  in  such  spending  would  give  rise  to  an  acute  depression. 


The  Economic  Factors 


analytical  point  of  view'  there  are  a  number  of  important  ele¬ 
ments  economic  situation  of  the  twentieth  century.  These  ele- 

1*’^  not  all  come  into  existence  at  the  same  time,  nor  did  any 
entne  into  e.xistence  everywhere  simultaneously.  The  order  in 
thpr^  elements  came  into  existence  is  roughly  that  in  which  w'e  list 

m  here; 
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1 .  rising  standards  of  living 

2.  industrialism 

3.  growth  of  size  of  enterprises 

4.  dispersal  of  ownership  of  enterprises 

5.  separation  of  control  from  otviiership 

6.  concentration  of  control 

7.  decline  of  competition 

8.  increasing  disparity  in  the  distribution  of  incomes 

9.  declining  rate  of  expansion  leading  to  crisis 

I.  A  rise  in  the  general  or  average  standard  of  living  in  modern 
times  is  obvious  and,  with  intermittent  breaks,  goes  back  for  a  thoU 
sand  years.  Such  progress  is  welcome,  but  it  obviously  brings  with  n 
certain  accompanying  factors  which  must  be  understood  and  accepte 
A  rising  standard  of  living,  except  in  its  earliest  stages,  does  not  invo  v 
any  increase  in  consumption  of  necessities  but  instead  involves  an  m 
crease  in  the  consumption  of  luxuries  even  to  the  point  of  replacing  bas'*^ 
necessities  by  lu.vuries.  As  average  incomes  rise,  people  do  not,  a 
a  certain  level,  eat  more  and  more  black  bread,  potatoes,  and  cabbagCf 
or  wear  more  and  more  clothing.  Instead,  they  replace  black  brea 
with  wheaten  bread  and  add  meat  to  their  diet  and  replace  coarse 
clotliing  by  finer  apparel;  they  shift  their  emphasis  from  energy  1°° 
to  protective  foods. 

This  process  can  be  continued  indefinitely.  A  number  of  students 
have  divided  goods  from  this  point  of  view  into  three  levels: 
sities,  (b)  industrial  products,  and  (c)  luxuries  and  services.  The  m 
would  include  food  and  clothing;  the  second  would  include  railroa 
automobiles,  and  radios;  the  third  would  include  movies,  books,  anius^ 
ments,  yachts,  leisure,  music,  philosophy,  and  so  on.  Naturallyi  ^ 
dividing  lines  between  the  three  groups  are  very  vague,  and  the  positm 
of  any  particular  item  will  vary  from  society  to  society  and  even  from 
person  to  person. 


As  standards  of  living  rise,  decreasing  proportions  of  attention 
resources  are  devoted  to  primary  or  secondary  types  of  products,  a” 
increasing  proportions  to  secondary  and  tertiary  types  of  products- 
This  has  very  important  economic  consequences.  It  means  that  luxur* 
tend  to  become  relatively  more  important  than  necessities.  It  ® 
means  that  attention  is  constantly  being  shifted  from  products  for  " 
the  demand  is  relatively  inelastic  to  products  for  which  the  demand 
relatively  elastic  (that  is,  expansible).  There  are  exceptions  to  this,  f 
example,  housing,  which  is  obviously  a  necessity,  is  a  product 
which  demand  is  fairly  elastic  and  might  continue  to  be  so  until  rn 
persons  lived  in  palaces,  but,  on  the  whole,  the  demand  for  necessid^* 
is  less  elastic  than  the  demand  for  luxuries. 


and 
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A  rising  standard  of  living  also  means  an  increase  in  savings  (or 
accumulation  of  surplus)  out  of  all  proportion  to  the  rise  in  incomes. 

*■  IS  a  fairly  general  rule  both  for  societies  and  for  individuals  that 
savings  go  up  faster  than  incomes  as  the  latter  rise,  if  for  no  other 
Reason  than  the  fact  that  a  person  with  an  adequate  supply  of  neces- 
sihes  will  take  time  to  make  up  his  mind  on  which  luxuries  he  will 
®^pend  any  increase  in  income. 

inally,  a  shift  from  primary  to  secondary  production  usually  en- 
s  a  very  great  increase  in  capital  investment,  while  a  shift  from  sec¬ 
ary  to  tertiary  production  may  not  result  in  any  increase  in  capital 
’^Vestment  proportionately  as  great.  Leisure,  amusements,  music,  philos- 
,P  y,  education,  and  personal  services  are  not  likely  to  require  capital 
''estments  comparable  to  those  required  by  the  construction  of  rail- 
^cads,  steel  factories,  automotive  plants,  and  electrical  stations. 

s  a  result  of  these  factors,  it  may  well  arise  that  a  society  whose 
standards  of  living  have  brought  it  to  the  point  where  it  is 
^iu'b^  emphasis  on  secondary  to  emphasis  on  tertiary  production 
'  e  faced  with  the  necessity  of  adjusting  itself  to  a  situation  which 
es  more  emphasis  on  luxuries  than  on  necessities,  more  attention 
products  of  elastic  demand  than  inelastic,  and  increased  savings  with 
^creasing  demands  for  investment. 

velo  is  an  obvious  element  in  modern  economic  de- 

pment.  As  used  here,  it  has  a  very  specific  meaning,  namely,  the 
rion  of  inanimate  power  to  production.  For  long  ages,  produc- 

"’as  made  by  using  power  from  animate  sources  such  as  human 
*cs,  slaves,  or  draft  animals,  with  relatively  little  accomplished  by 
c  f^om  such  inanimate  sources  as  wind  or  falling  water.  The  so- 

I  fudustrial  Revolution  began  when  the  energy  from  coal,  re- 

^<^d  through  a  nonliving  machine— the  steam  engine— became  an 
portant  element  in  the  productive  process.  It  continued  through  im- 
provements  in  the  use  of  wind  power  and  waterpower  to  the  use  of 
Sou  ^'^'■^'^^^f'Conibustion  engines  and  finally  to  power  from  atomic 

^^The  essential  aspect  of  industrialism  has  been  the  great  rise  in  the  use 
energy  per  capita  of  population.  No  adequate  figures  are  available 
inost  European  countries,  but  in  the  United  States  the  energy  used 
capita  was: 


Year 

1830 


Energy  per  Capita 
6  million  BTU 
80  million  BTU 
245  million  BTU 
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As  a  result  of  this  increase  in  the  use  of  energy  per  capita,  industrial 
output  per  man-hour  rose  significantly  (in  the  United  States  96  percent 
from  1899  to  1919).  It  was  this  increase  in  output  per  man-hour  whic 
permitted  the  rise  in  standards  of  living  and  the  increases  in  investment 
associated  with  the  process  of  industrialization. 

The  Industrial  Revolution  did  not  reach  all  parts  of  Europe,  or  even 
all  parts  of  any  single  country,  at  the  same  moment.  In  general,  't 
began  in  England  late  in  the  eighteenth  century  (about  1776) 
spread  slowly  eastward  and  southward  across  Europe,  reaching  France 
after  1830,  Germany  after  1850,  Italy  and  Russia  after  1890.  This  east 
ward  movement  of  industrialism  had  many  significant  results,  among 
them  the  belief  on  the  part  of  the  newer  countries  that  they  wet®  , 
disadvantage  in  comparison  with  England  because  of  the  latter’s  n®* 
start.  This  was  untrue,  for,  from  a  strictly  temporal  point  of  vieW’ 
these  newer  countries  had  an  advantage  over  England,  since  m  ^ 
newer  industrial  installations  were  less  obsolescent  and  less  hampet® 
by  vested  interests.  Whatever  advantage  England  had  arose  from  bette 
natural  resources,  more  plentiful  supply  of  capital,  and  skilled  la  _ 
3.  The  growth  of  size  of  enterprise  was  a  natural  result  of  the 
of  industrialism.  This  process  required  very  considerable  outlays 
fixed  capital,  especially  in  the  activities  most  closely  associated  with 
early  stages  of  industrialism,  such  as  railroads,  iron  foundries,  and  tex 
tile  mills.  Such  great  outlays  required  a  new  legal  structure  for 
prise.  This  was  found  in  the  corporation  or  limited-liability  joint-s 
company.  In  this  company  large  capital  installations  could  be  c® 
structed  and  run,  with  ownership  divided  into  small  fractions  among 
large  number  of  persons.  ^ , 

This  increase  in  size  of  units  W'as  apparent  in  all  countries,  but  c  1 
in  the  United  States,  Britain,  and  Germany.  The  statistics  on  this 
incomplete  and  trickv  to  use,  but,  in  general,  they  indicate  that, 
the  number  of  corporations  has  been  increasing,  and  the  average 
of  all  corporations  has  been  falling,  the  absolute  size  of  the  w 
corporations  has  been  increasing  rapidly  in  the  twentieth  century, 
the  share  of  total  assets  or  of  total  output  held  by  the  largest  corp 
tions  has  been  rising.  As  a  result,  the  output  of  certain  products, 
chemicals,  metals,  artificial  fibers,  electrical  equipment,  and  so  on, 
been  dominated  in  most  countries  by  a  few  great  firms. 

In  the  United  States,  where  this  process  has  been  studied 
fully,  it  was  found  that  from  1909  to  1930  the  number  of  ^^jets 

corporations  rose  from  1  to  15,  and  the  share  of  all  corporation  < 
held  by  the  200  largest  rose  from  32  percent  to  over  49  percent- 
1939  this  figure  reached  57  percent.  This  meant  that  the 
corporations  were  growing  faster  than  other  corporations  (5-4  \ 

a  year  compared  to  2.0  percent  a  year)  and  faster  than  total  na  > 
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''’ealth.  As  a  result,  by  1930  these  200  largest  corporations  had  49.2 
percent  of  all  corporate  assets  (or  $81  billion  out  of  $165  billion);  they 
ad  38  percent  of  all  business  wealth  (or  $81  billion  out  of  $212  billion); 
ey  held  22  percent  of  all  wealth  in  the  country  (or  $81  billion  out 
°  $367  billion).  In  fact,  in  1930,  a  single  corporation  (American  Tele- 
P  one  and  Telegraph)  had  greater  assets  than  the  total  wealth  in  21 
^ates.  No  such  figures  are  available  for  European  countries,  but  there 
oan  be  no  doubt  that  similar  growth  was  taking  place  in  most  of  them 
'during  this  period. 

4-  Dispersal  of  ownership  of  enterprise  was  a  natural  result  of  the 
S^owth  of  size  of  enterprise,  and  was  made  possible  by  the  corporate 
niethod  of  organization.  As  corporations  increased  in  size,  it  became 

and  less  possible  for  any  individual  or  small  group  to  own  any 
•niportant  fractions  of  their  stocks.  In  most  countries  the  number  of 
Iiolders  increased  faster  than  the  number  of  outstanding  securi- 
as^f  United  States  the  former  increased  in  numbers  seven  times 

3st  as  the  latter  from  1900  to  1928.  This  w'as  a  greater  spread  than 
^^'^ntries,  but  elsewhere  there  was  also  a  considerable  spreading 
tio^  corporate  o\\’nership.  This  was  e.xacth’  contr3r\’  to  the  predic- 
Karl  Alarx  that  the  owners  of  industry  would  get  fewer  and 
®"'cr  as  Well  as  richer  and  richer. 

5-  Ihe  separation  of  ownership  from  control  has  already  been 
loned.  It  was  an  inevitable  counterpart  of  the  advent  of  the  cor- 

'■“te  form  of  business  organization;  indeed,  the  corporate  form  was 
^  Vised  for  this  very  purpose— that  is,  to  mobilize  the  capital  owned 
a  single  enterprise  controlled  by  a  few.  As  we 
®  seen,  this  inevitable  counterpart  was  carried  to  a  quite  unexpected 
gree  by  the  devices  invented  by  financial  capitalism, 
h^  ^^  concentration  of  control  was  also  inevitable  in  the  long  run, 
ere  also  svas  carried  by  special  devices  to  an  extraordinary  degree. 
V’ere  highly  industrialized  countries,  the  economic  systems 

‘^°'^'”“eed  by  a  liandful  of  industrial  complexes.  The  French 
Sch  dominated  by  three  powers  (Rothschild,  Alirabaud,  and 

V  German  economy  was  dominated  by  two  (I.  G.  Farben 

fV’o  /  y Stahl  AVerke);  the  United  States  was  dominated  by 
"ere  and  Rockefeller).  Other  countries,  like  Italy  or  Britain, 

the  animated  liy  somewhat  larger  numbers.  In  no  country  was 
no  these  great  complexes  paramount  and  exclusive,  and  in 

gtee  1  powers  able  to  control  the  situation  to  such  a  de- 

of  ’^*'cy  w’ere  able  to  prevent  their  own  decline  under  the  impact 
tfjgij,  I  political  and  economic  conditions,  but  tbeir  ability  to  dominate 
"ot  n  undeniable.  In  France,  Rothschild  and  Sclineidcr  were 

Hot  1*,^  weather  tlie  assault  of  Hitler;  in  Germany,  Thyssen  was 
3  e  to  withstand  the  attacks  of  Flick  and  Goring.  In  the  United 
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States,  Morgan  was  unable  to  prev'ent  the  economic  swing  from  fin®’’' 
cial  to  monopoly  capitalism,  and  yielded  quite  gracefully  to  the  riyng 
power  of  du  Pont.  In  Britain,  likewise,  the  masters  of  financial  capita' 
ism  yielded  to  the  masters  of  chemical  products  and  vegetable  ois, 
once  the  inevitable  writing  on  the  wall  had  been  traced  out  in  * 
convincing  fashion.  But  all  these  shifts  of  power  within  the  individua 
economic  systems  indicate  merely  that  individuals  or  groups  are  nn 
able  to  maintain  their  positions  in  the  comple.v  flu.v  of  modern  life,  an 
do  not  indicate  any  decentralization  of  control.  On  the  contrary,  even 
as  group  succeeds  group,  the  concentration  of  control  becomes  greater. 

7.  A  decline  in  competition  is  a  natural  consequence  of  the  con 
centration  of  control.  This  decline  in  competition  refers,  of  course,  only 
to  price  competition  in  the  market,  since  this  was  the  mechanism  "'hic 
made  the  economic  system  function  in  the  nineteenth  century,  a  ^ 
decline  is  evident  to  all  students  of  modern  economics,  and  is  one  0^ 
the  most  widely  discussed  aspects  of  the  modern  economic 

is  caused  not  only  by  the  activities  of  businessmen  but  also  by  ^ 
actions  of  labor  unions,  of  governments,  of  private  social  welfare  or 
ganizations,  and  even  of  the  herdlike  behavior  of  consumers  themsclvc®' 

8.  The  increasing  disparity  in  the  distribution  of  income  is  the  most 
controversial  and  least  well-established  characteristic  of  the  system- 
The  available  statistical  evidence  is  so  inadequate  in  all  European  coun 
tries  that  the  characteristic  itself  cannot  be  proved  conclusively.  A 
extensive  study  of  the  subject,  using  the  available  materials  for  oo  ^ 
Europe  and  the  United  States,  with  a  careful  analysis  of  the  much  be 
ter  American  materials,  will  permit  the  following  tentative  conclusion^ 
Leaving  aside  all  government  action,  it  would  appear  that  the  dispan  ; 
in  the  distribution  of  the  national  income  has  been  getting  wider. 

In  the  United  States,  for  e.xample,  according  to  the  National  IndusW^ 
Conference  Board,  the  richest  one-fifth  of  the  population  receiv 
46.2  percent  of  the  national  income  in  1910,  51.3  percent  in  ipaP’  ^ 
48.5  percent  in  1937.  In  the  same  three  years,  the  share  of  the  poore^ 
one-fifth  of  the  population  fell  from  8.3  percent  to  5.4  percent 
percent.  Thus  the  ratios  between  the  portion  obtained  by  the  ric 
one-fifth  and  that  obtained  by  the  poorest  one-fifth  increased  iu 
three  years  from  5.6  to  9,3  to  13.5.  If,  instead  of  one-fifths,  we  . 
the  ratios  between  the  percentage  obtained  by  the  richest 
and  that  obtained  by  the  poorest  one-tenth,  we  find  that  in  19'° 
ratio  w'as  10;  in  1929  it  was  21.7;  and  in  1937  it  was  34.4.  This 
that  the  rich  in  the  United  States  were  getting  richer  relatively  n 
probably  absolutely  while  the  poor  were  getting  poorer  both  relati 
and  absolutely.  This  last  is  caused  by  the  fact  that  the  increase 
real  national  income  in  the  period  19 10-1937  was  not  great 
compensate  for  the  decrease  in  percentage  going  to  the  poor  or 
the  increase  in  number  of  persons  in  that  class. 
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a  result  of  such  an  increase  in  disparity  in  the  distribution  of 
^lational  income,  there  will  be  a  tendency  for  savings  to  rise  and  for 
^onsurners’  purchasing  power  to  decline  relative  to  each  other.  This  is 
^cause  the  savings  of  a  cominunitv  are  largelv  made  bv  the  richer 
persons  in  it,  and  savings  increase  out  of  all  proportion  as  incomes  rise, 
n  the  other  hand,  the  incomes  of  the  poor  class  are  devoted  primarily 
e.vpenditurcs  for  consumption.  Thus,  if  it  is  correct  that  there  is  an 
■'^creasing  disparity  in  the  distribution  of  the  national  income  of  a  coun- 
there  M  ill  be  a  tendency  for  savings  to  rise  and  consumer  purchas- 
power  to  decline  relative  to  each  other.  If  this  is  so,  there  will  be 


'ncreasing  reluctance  on  the  part  of  the  controllers  of  savings  to 
''|yest  their  savings  in  neM-  capital  equipment,  since  the  e.xisting  de- 
of  purchasing  power  M'ill  make  it  increasingly  difficult  to  sell  the 
products  of  the  existing  capital  equipment  and  highly  unlikely  that  the 
Pr^ucts  of  any  neM-  capital  equipment  could  be  sold  more  easily. 

This  situation,  as  M-e  have  described  it,  assumes  that  the  government 
not  intervened  in  such  a  M  jiy  as  to  change  the  distribution  of  the 
'^3tional  income  as  deteraiined  by  economic  factors.  If,  however,  the 
Sovcrnnicnt  does  intervene  to  disturb  this  distribution,  its  actions  will 
increase  the  disparity  in  its  distribution  or  will  decrease  it.  If 
I  actions  increase  it,  the  problem  of  the  discrepancy  to  M’hich  M  e 
rave  referred  betMeen  savings,  on  one  hand,  and  the  level  of  purchas- 
g  power  and  investment,  on  the  other.  M  ill  be  made  worse.  If,  on  the 
rer  hand,  the  government  adopts  a  program  M-hich  seeks  to  reduce  the 
'^parity  in  the  distribution  of  the  national  income,  by,  for  example, 

“  program  of  taxation  M'hich  reduces  the  savings  of  the  rich 
^  increasing  the  purchasing  poM  er  of  the  poor,  the  same  problem 
j  ''’sufficient  investment  will  arise.  Such  a  tax  program  as  we  have 
^tseribed  Mould  have  to  be  based  on  a  graduated  income  tax,  and, 
^cause  of  the  concentration  of  saving  in  the  upper-income  brackets, 
nti  d  have  to  be  carried  to  such  a  sharp  degree  of  graduation  that  the 
“'^cs  of  the  very  rich  M’ould  be  rapidlv  approaching  the  level  of  con¬ 
fiscation.  This  Mould,  as  the  conservatives  say,  “kill  incentive.”  Of 
there  can  be  no  doubt,  for  any  person  M  ith  an  income  already  large 
^nough  to  satisfy  his  consumers’  M'ants  Mill  be  very  unlikely  to  possess 
y  incentive  to  invest  if  each  dollar  of  profit  made  from  such  invest- 
have  all  but  a  few  cents  of  its  value  taken  by  the  govern- 
in  the  form  of  taxation. 

Way,  the  problem  of  increasing  disparity  in  the  distribution 
tiv income  leads  to  a  single  result  (decline  of  investment  rela- 
fg  ^  savings),  M'hether  the  situation  is  left  subject  to  purely  economic 
tile  government  takes  steps  to  decrease  the  disparity.  The 
difference  is  that,  in  the  one  case,  the  decline  in  investment  may 
0  L  to  a  lack  of  consumer  purchasing  pouter,  w’hile,  in  the 

case,  it  niay  be  attributed  to  a  “killing  of  incentive”  by  govern- 
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ment  action.  Thus,  we  see  that  the  controversy  which  has  raged 
both  Europe  and  America  since  1932  between  progressives  and  conserva¬ 
tives  in  regard  to  the  causes  of  the  lack  of  investment  is  an  artificial  one. 
The  progressives,  who  insisted  that  the  lack  of  investment  was  cause 
by  lack  of  consumer  purchasing  pow'er,  were  correct.  But  the  con 
servatives,  w  ho  insisted  that  the  lack  of  investment  was  caused  by  ^ 
lack  of  confidence,  were  also  correct.  Elach  was  looking  at  the  opposite 
side  of  what  is  a  single  continuous  cycle. 

This  cycle  runs  roughly  as  follows:  (a)  purchasing  power  creates 
demand  for  goods-,  (b)  demand  for  goods  creates  confidence  in 
minds  of  investors;  (c)  confidence  creates  new  investment;  and  (  > 
new  investment  creates  purchasing  power,  which  then  creates  denta 
and  so  on.  To  cut  this  cycle  at  any  point  and  to  insist  that  the  eye 
begins  at  that  point  is  to  falsify  the  situation.  In  the  1930’s  the  progre 
sives  concentrated  attention  on  stage  (<i),  while  the  conservatives  con 
centrated  attention  on  stage  (c).  The  progressives,  who  sought  to  increa  ^ 
purchasing  power  by  some  redistribution  of  the  national  income,  ^ 
doubtedly  did  increase  purchasing  pow’cr  under  stage  (a),  but  t 
lost  purchasing  power  under  stage  (c)  by  reducing  confidence 
tential  investors.  This  decrease  of  confidence  w  as  especially  noticea 
in  countries  (like  France  and  the  United  States)  which  were  still  deep, 
involved  in  the  stage  of  financial  capitalism. 

It  would  appear  that  the  economic  factors  alone  affected  the 
tribution  of  incomes  in  the  direction  of  increasing  disparity, 
major  country,  however,  were  the  economic  factors  alone  allc"'® 
determine  the  issue.  In  all  countries  government  action  noticeably 
fluenced  the  distribution.  However,  this  influence  was  not  usually  t 
result  of  conscious  desire  to  change  the  distribution  of  the  natio" 
income. 

In  Italy  the  economic  factors  had  relatively  free  rein  until  after 
creation  of  the  corporative  state  in  1934.  The  effect  of  government 
tion  was  to  increase  the  normal  economic  tendency  toward  an 
creasing  disparity  in  distribution  of  the  national  income.  This  ten 
had  been  allowed  to  work  from  an  early  period  until  the  end  o 
war  in  1918.  A  drastic  effort  by  Leftish  influences  in  the  period  ^ 
1922  resulted  in  government  action  which  reversed  this  tendency. 
result,  a  counterrevolution  brought  .Mussolini  to  power  in  October  i9'^^ 
The  new  government  suppressed  those  government  actions 
hampered  the  normal  economic  tendency,  and  as  a  result  the  t 
tow'ard  greater  disparity  in  distribution  of  the  national  income 
resumed.  This  trend  became  more  drastic  after  the  creation  0 
dictatorship  in  1925,  after  the  stabilization  of  the  lira  in  192J,  an 
the  creation  of  the  corporative  state  in  1934. 

In  Germany  the  changes  in  distribution  of  the  national  income 


low, 
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^“Tiilar  ro  rhose  in  Italy,  although  complicated  by  the  efforts  to  create 
^  social-seryice  state  (an  effort  going  back  to  Bismarck)  and  by  the 
'hyperinflation.  In  general,  the  trend  toward  increasing  disparity  in  dis- 
fdbution  of  the  national  income  continued,  less  rapidly  than  in  Italy, 
h“htil  after  1918.  The  inflation,  by  \yiping  out  unemployment  for  the 
'^wcr  class  and  b\-  w  iping  out  the  savings  of  the  middle  class,  created  a 
‘-'oniple.x  situation  in  which  the  wealth  of  the  richest  class  was  increased 
"  'le  the  poverty  of  the  poorest  class  was  reduced,  and  the  general 
toward  increased  disparity  in  income  was  probably  reduced, 
h’s  reduction  became  greater  under  the  social-service  state  of  1924- 
'930,  but  was  drastically  reversed  because  of  the  great  increase  in 
poverty  in  tlic  lower  classes  after  1929.  After  1934  the  adoption  of  an 
^'’o*'tliodo.\  financial  policy  and  a  policy  of  benefits  to  monopoly 
P'talisni  reinforced  the  normal  trend  toward  increasing  disparity  in 
nbution  of  income.  This  was  in  accord  with  the  desires  of  the 
or  government,  but  the  full  impact  of  this  policy  was  not  apparent 
distribution  of  incomes  until  the  period  of  full  employment  after 
>937-  ^  • 

Until  19^8  Hitler’s  policy,  although  aimed  at  favoring  the  high- 
'^Us.ses,  raised  the  standards  of  living  of  the  lower-income  levels 
clos  drastically  (by  shifting  them  from  unemployment  with  incomes 
dis  ^  'Nothing  into  wage-earning  positions  in  industry)  so  that  the 
distribution  of  income  was  probably  even  reduced  for  a 
in  period  in  1934-1937.  This  w'as  not  unacceptable  to  the  high- 

nie  classes,  because  it  stopped  the  threat  of  revolution  by  the  dis- 
to  masses  and  because  it  was  obviously  of  long-run  benefit 


This  long-run  benefit  began  to  appear  when  capacity'  employ¬ 


ment  rf  — ‘g-iu.i  uegau  lu  . 

the  ■  labor  was  achiev’ed  in  1937.  The  continuance  of 

policy  of  rearmament  after  1937  increased  the  incomes  of  the 


high- 


■mconie  groups  while  decreasing  the  incomes  of  the  lower-income 


"”d  thus  served,  from  1937  onw'ard,  to  reinforce  the  normal 
niic  tendency  tow’ard  an  increasing  disparity?  in  the  distribution 
course,  is  one  of  the  essential  features  of  a  Fascist 
‘s  obvious  not  only  in  Germany  since  1937,  in  Italy 
In  Spain  since  1938. 

distr'K  Britain,  the  trend  toward  increasing  disparity  in  the 

^ritain^h”'^  of  incomes  yvas  reversed  in  recent  decades,  although  in 
efj  o^fore  1945  ^od  in  France  before  1936  there  yvas  no  conscious 
InV°  result. 

of  disparity  increased  until  1913,  then  decreased  chiefly  because 

The  poyver  of  labor  unions  and  actions  of  the  government, 

posse  •  resulting  devaluation  badly  injured  the  incomes  of  the 

leygj  ^j'**'*’  so  that  the  disparity  became  less  disperse;  but  the  whole 
iving  standards  was  declining,  savings  yvere  declining,  and  in- 
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vestment  was  decreasing  more  rapidly  than  either.  This  process  became 
worse  after  the  depression  hit  France  about  1931  and  even  worse  after  the 
Popular  Front  adopted  its  welfare  program  in  1936.  This  decline  of  the 
general  economic  level  continued  quite  steadily  e.xcept  for  a  brief  reviva 
after  1938,  but  the  disparity  in  the  distribution  of  incomes  very  hhel) 
became  greater  in  1940-1942. 

In  Britain  the  disparity  became  greater,  but  at  a  slower  rate  (because  0 
labor  unions),  until  the  First  W'orld  War,  and  then  almost  stabilize  , 
increasing  only  slightly,  because  of  the  severe  efforts  made  in  Britain  to  pay 
for  much  of  the  war’s  cost  by  taxation.  The  decrease  in  upper-level  m- 
comes  by  taxation,  however,  was  more  than  overcome  by  the  decrease 
in  lower-level  incomes  from  unemployment.  This  static  condition  of  t  ® 
disparity  in  distribution  of  the  national  income  doubtless  continued  unti 
-  - . —  ■  -al  of 


after  1931.  Since  this  last  date  the  situation  is  confused.  The  reviv 


)nibined 


likely 


prosperity  and  the  rapid  development  of  new  lines  of  activity  coi 
with  the  peculiarities  of  the  incidence  of  British  taxation  have 
reduced  the  disparity,  but,  until  1943,  not  by  anything  approaching 
the  degree  which  one  might  expect  from  a  first  glance  at  the  problem' 
Since  1943  and  especially  since  1946  the  tax  schedule  and  the  government 
social  welfare  program  have  drastically  reduced  the  disparity  in  distribu 
tion  of  income  and  have  also  cut  investment  and  even  savings  by  ptiv^'^® 
sources  to  a  considerable  degree. 

It  would  seem  that  in  the  twentieth  century  the  disparity  in  the  01 
tribution  of  national  income,  which  had  been  increasing  for  generations, 
slowed  down  and  reversed  as  a  result  of  government  activities.  This  turn 
ing  point  appeared  in  different  countries  at  different  dates,  proba  . 
earliest  in  Denmark  and  France,  later  in  Germany  and  Italy,  latest 
Britain  and  Spain.  In  France  and  Britain  the  tendency  was  reversed  J 
the  action  of  the  government,  but  in  a  hesitant  fashion  which  svas  n 
able,  in  any  decisive  wav%  to  overcome  the  sag  in  private  entcipt*®^ 
by  any  upsv  ing  in  government  enterprise.  In  Germany,  Italy,  and  Spat'' 
the  governments  fell  into  the  hands  of  the  possessing  classes,  and  t 
desires  of  the  peoples  of  these  countries  for  a  more  equitable  distribution 
of  incomes  were  frustrated.  In  all  three  types  of  conditions,  there  svas 
decline  in  real  economic  progress  until  after  1950. 

9.  A  declining  rate  of  economic  expansion  is  the  last  important  c 
acteristic  of  the  economic  system  of  Europe  in  the  present  century  up 
1950.  This  decline  resulted  almost  inevitably  from  the  other  character 
istics  \\ Inch  we  have  already  discussed.  It  varied  from  country  to  coun 
the  countries  of  eastern  Europe  suffering  less  than  those  of 
Europe  on  the  whole,  but  chiefl\'  because  their  previous  rate  of  prog*^ 
had  been  so  much  lower. 

The  causes  of  this  decline  are  basically  to  be  found  in  a  relative 
crease  in  the  power  of  the  vested  interests  within  the  community 
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^efend  the  status  quo  against  the  efforts  of  the  progressive  and  enterpris¬ 
ing  members  of  the  community  to  change  it.  This  was  revealed  in  the 
inarket  (the  central  mechanism  of  the  economic  system)  as  a  result  of  a 
mlative  increase  in  savings  in  respect  to  investment.  Savings  have  con- 
imued  or  have  increased  for  several  reasons.  In  the  first  place,  a  tradition 
^'hich  placed  a  high  social  esteem  on  savings  existed  in  western  Europe 
I'om  the  Protestant  Reformation  until  the  1930’s.  In  the  second  place, 
iiere  had  grow  n  up  established  institutionalized  savings  organizations  like 
msurance  companies.  In  the  third  place,  the  rising  standards  of  living 
’^creased  savings  even  more  rapidly.  In  the  fourth  place,  the  increasing 
msparity  in  the  distribution  of  incomes  increased  savings.  In  the  fifth  place, 

^  increase  in  size  of  enterprises  and  the  separation  of  ownership  from 
^ontrol  acted  to  increase  the  amount  of  corporate  savings  (undistributed 

^n  the  other  hand,  the  inclination  to  invest  did  not  rise  so  rapidly  as 
^3vings,  or  even  decreased.  Here,  again,  the  reasons  are  numerous.  In  the 
place,  the  shift  in  advanced  industrial  countries  from  secondary  to 
tertiary  production  reduces  the  demand  for  heavy  capital  investment.  In 
^  second  place,  declining  rates  of  population  increase,  and  geographic 
®^pansion  may  adversely  affect  the  demand  for  investment.  In  the  third 
P  2ce,  the  increasing  disparity  in  the  distribution  of  incomes,  whether  it  is 
counteracted  by  government  action  or  not,  has  a  tendency  to  reduce  the 
^mand  for  investment  capital.  In  the  fourth  place,  the  decrease  in  com¬ 
petition  has  served  to  reduce  the  amount  of  investment  by  making  it 
possible  for  the  controllers  of  existing  capital  to  maintain  its  value  by 
curtailing  the  investment  of  new  capital  which  would  make  the  existing 
capital  less  valuable.  This  last  point  may  require  additional  explanation. 

u  the  past,  investment  was  not  only  capital-creating  but  also  capital- 
cstroying_that  is,  it  made  some  existing  capital  worthless  by  making  it 
.  ^olete.  The  creation  by  investment,  for  example,  of  shipyards  for  mak- 
^og  iron-hull  steam  vessels  not  only  created  this  new  capital  but  at  the 
time  destroyed  the  value  of  the  existing  yards  equipped  to  make 
"ooden-hull  sailing  ships.  In  the  past,  new  investment  was  made  in  only 
uue  of  two  cases:  (a)  if  an  old  investor  believed  that  the  new  capital  would 
yte  d  sufficient  profit  to  pay  for  itself  and  for  the  old  investment  now  made 
u^solete,  or  (b)  if  the  new  investor  was  completely  free  of  the  old  one, 
that  the  latter  could  do  nothing  to  prevent  the  destruction  of  his 
®,^‘sting  capital  holdings  by  the  new  investor.  Both  of  these  nvo  alterna- 
th^f  *^he  twentieth  century  tended  to  become  less  likely  (until  1950), 
^te  former  by  the  decline  in  consumer  purchasing  pow'er  and  the  latter 
decrease  in  competition. 

c  Way  in  which  the  relative  decline  of  investment  in  respect  to  sav- 
^  results  in  economic  crisis  is  not  difficult  to  see.  In  the  modem  eco- 
°uiic  community,  the  sum  total  of  goods  and  services  appearing  in  the 


54*5  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

market  is  at  one  and  the  same  time  the  income  of  the  community  and  the 
aggregate  cost  of  producing  the  goods  and  services  in  question.  The 
sums  expended  by  the  entrepreneur  on  wages,  rents,  salaries,  raw  mate 
rials,  interest,  lawy  ers’  fees,  and  so  on,  represent  costs  to  him  and  income 
to  those  who  receive  them.  His  own  profits  also  enter  the  picture,  since 
they  are  his  income  and  the  cost  of  persuading  him  to  produce  the  wea 


in  question.  The  goods  are  offered  for  sale  at  a  price  which  is  equa* 
the  sum  of  all  costs  (including  profits).  In  the  communitv  as  a  who  . 


aggregate  costs,  aggregate  incomes,  and  aggregate  prices  are  the  same,  s 


they  are  merely  opposite  sides  of  the  identical  expenditures. 

The  purchasing  power  available  in  the  community  is  equal  to 
minus  savings.  If  there  are  any  savings,  the  available  purchasing 
will  be  less  than  the  aggregate  prices  being  asked  for  the  products 
sale  and  by  the  amount  of  the  savings.  Thus,  all  the  goods  and  servi 
produced  cannot  be  sold  as  long  as  savings  are  held  back.  In  order 
the  goods  to  be  sold,  it  is  necessarv  for  the  savings  to  reappear  m 


market  as  purchasing  power.  The  usual  way  in  w  hich  this  is  done  i  . 
investment.  When  savings  are  invested,  they  are  expended  into  the  c 
munity  and  appear  as  purchasing  power.  Since  the  capital  good 
the  process  of  investment  is  not  offered  for  sale  to  the  community 
expenditures  made  by  its  creation  appear  completely  as  purchasing  P° 
Thus,  the  disequilibrium  between  purchasing  power  and  prices  whic 
created  by  the  act  of  saving  is  restored  completely  by  the  act  of 
ment,  and  all  the  goods  can  be  sold  at  the  prices  asked.  But 
investment  is  less  than  savings,  the  available  supply  of  purchasing  P 
is  inadequate  by  the  same  amount  to  buy  the  goods  being  offere  ■ 
margin  by  which  purchasing  power  is  inadequate  because  of 
of  savings  over  investment  may  be  called  the  “deflationary  gaP; 
“deflationary  gap”  is  the  key  to  the  twentieth  century  economic 
and  one  of  the  three  central  cores  of  the  whole  tragedy  of  the  ce 


The  Results  of 
Economic  Depression 


The  deflationarx'  gap  arising  from  a  failure  of  investment  to 
level  of  savings  can  be  closed  either  by  lowering  the  supply  o 
the  level  of  the  available  purchasing  powxr  or  by  raising  the 
purchasing  power  to  a  level  able  to  absorb  the  e.xisting  supply 
or  bv  a  combination  of  both.  The  first  solution  wall  give  a 
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on  a  lo^\'  level  of  economic  activity;  the  second  will  give  a 
*  ilized  economy  on  a  high  level  of  economic  activity.  Left  to  itself,  the 
economic  system  under  modern  conditions  would  adopt  the  former 
Procedure.  This  would  work  roughly  as  follows:  The  existence  of  the 
'deflationary  .  '  ■ 


gap  (that  is,  available  purchasing  power  less  than  aggregate 


Prices  of  available  goods  and  services)  will  result  in  falling  prices,  declin- 
?  economic  activity,  and  rising  unemployment.  All  this  will  result  ir 


1  an  even  more 


'  national  income,  and  this  in  turn  will  result  i..  . . . 

P'  decline  in  the  volume  of  savings.  This  decline  continues  until  the 
ume  of  savings  reaches  the  level  of  investment,  at  which  point  the  fall 
^rested  and  the  economy  becomes  stabilized  at  a  low  level, 
trial  ^  of  fact,  this  process  did  not  work  itself  out  in  any  indus- 

country  during  the  great  depression  of  1929-1934,  because  the 
distribution  of  the  national  income  was  so  great  that  a 
erable  portion  of  the  population  would  have  been  driven  to  zero 
Do  absolute  want  before  the  savings  of  the  richer  segment  of  the 

ation  fell  to  the  level  of  investment.  Moreover,  as  the  depression 
investment  declined  even  more  rapidly  than  the 
Or  savings.  There  can  be  little  doubt  that  under  such  conditions  the 
the  population  M-ould  have  been  driven  to  revolution  before 

and  economic  factors”  were  able  to  stabilize  the  economy, 

a  e  stabilization,  if  reached,  would  have  been  on  a  level  so  low  that 
''ant  R  portion  of  the  population  would  have  been  in  absolute 

to  a  of  this,  in  every  industrial  country,  governments  took  steps 

rest  the  course  of  the  depression  before  their  citizens  were  driven  to 

“^speration.  ^ 

gap  '''^'^hods  used  to  deal  with  the  depression  and  close  the  deflationary 
typ^^  oiany  different  kinds,  but  all  are  reducible  to  two  fundamental 
''hi  *^*'056  which  destroy  goods  and  (b)  those  which  produce  goods 
The  market. 

the  5^  ^^'^fuction  of  goods  will  close  the  deflationary  gap  by  reducing 
of^  ^  unsold  goods  through  lowering  the  supply  of  goods  to  the 
this  1*  supply  of  purchasing  power.  It  is  not  generally  realized  that 
norniai^y°^.  closed  in  a 

sitiipig  e  cycle.  In  such  a  cycle,  goods  are  destroyed  by  the 

of  p  ^'‘Pcdient  of  not  producing  the  goods  which  the  system  is  capable 
uf  ou  to  use  the  economic  system  at  the  1929  level 

Iioq  fluring  the  years  1930-1934  represented  a  loss  of  goods  worth 
loss  in  the  United  States,  Britain,  and  Germany  alone.  This 

hy  '^'luivalent  to  the  destruction  of  such  goods.  Destruction  of  goods 
condif-  gather  the  harvest  is  a  common  phenomenon  under  modern 
farmer  ^^P^cdally  in  respect  to  fruits,  berries,  and  vegetables.  A\'hen  a 

crop  of  oranges,  peaches,  or  strawberries  unharvested 
^  c  selling  price  is  too  low  to  cover  the  expense  of  harvesting,  he 
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is  destroying  the  goods.  Outright  destruction  of  goods  already  produced 
is  not  common,  and  occurred  for  the  first  time  as  a  method  of  combating 
depression  in  the  years  1930-1934.  During  this  period,  stores  of  coffee, 
sugar,  and  bananas  were  destroved,  corn  was  plowed  under,  and  young 
livestock  was  slaughtered  to  reduce  the  supply  on  the  market.  1  lie 
struction  of  goods  in  warfare  is  another  c.xample  of  this  method  of 
overcoming  deflationary  conditions  in  the  economic  system. 

The  second  method  of  filling  the  deflationary  gap,  namely,  by 
ducing  goods  which  do  not  enter  the  market,  accomplishes  its  purpose  bV 
providing  purchasing  power  in  the  market,  since  the  costs  of  production 
of  such  goods  do  enter  the  market  as  purchasing  power,  while  the  goo 
themselves  do  not  drain  funds  from  the  system  if  they  are  not  offer‘d 
for  sale.  New  investment  was  the  usual  way  in  which  this  was  accom¬ 
plished  in  the  normal  business  cycle,  but  it  is  not  the  normal  wny  ° 
filling  the  gap  under  modern  conditions  of  depression.  Wc  have  a' 
ready  seen  the  growing  reluctance  to  invest  and  the  unlikely  chance  tna 
the  purchasing  pow'er  necessary  for  prosperity  will  be  provided  by  ® 
constant  stream  of  private  investment.  If  this  is  so,  the  funds  for  pro 
ducing  goods  which  do  not  enter  the  market  must  be  sought  in  a  progr®’^ 
of  public  spending. 

Any  program  of  public  spending  at  once  runs  into  the  problems 
inflation  and  public  debt.  These  are  the  same  two  problems  which  were 
mentioned  in  an  earlier  chapter  in  connection  with  the  efforts  of  go^^ 
emments  to  pay  for  the  First  World  War.  The  methods  of  paying  > 
a  depression  are  e.xactly  the  same  as  the  methods  of  paying  for  a 
except  that  the  combination  of  methods  used  may  be  somewhat  diner 
because  the  goals  are  somewhat  different.  In  financing  a  w  ar,  we 
seek  to  achieve  a  method  which  will  provide  a  maximum  of  output  v' 
a  minimum  of  inflation  and  public  debt.  In  dealing  with  a  depression,  si  ^ 
a  chief  aim  is  to  close  the  deflationary  gap,  the  goal  will  be  to  provi 
maximum  of  output  wdth  a  necessary  degree  of  inflation  and  a  minun 
of  public  debt.  Thus,  the  use  of  fiat  money  is  more  justifiable  in  finan 
a  depression  than  in  financing  a  war.  .Moreover,  the  selling  of  bon 
private  persons  in  wartime  might  well  be  aimed  at  the  lower-inc 
groups  in  order  to  reduce  consumption  and  release  facilities  for 
production,  while  in  a  depression  (w'here  low  consumption  is  the  ^ 
problem)  such  sales  of  bonds  to  finance  public  spending  would  haie 


be  aimed  at  the  savings  of  the  upper-income  groups. 

These  ideas  on  the  role  of  government  spending  in  combating 
sion  have  been  formally  organized  into  the  “theory  of  the  ‘^rrup^risa^^^^^ 
economy.”  This  theory  advocates  that  government  spending  art 
policies  be  organized  so  that  they  w  ork  e.xactly  contrary  to  the  bu.^ 
cycle,  w-ith  lower  taxes  and  larger  spending  in  a  deflationary  pen^  ‘ 
higher  taxes  with  reduced  spending  in  a  boom  period,  the  fiscal  c 
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the  down  cycle  being  counterbalanced  in  the  national  budget  by  the 
surpluses  of  the  up  cycle. 

This  compensatory  economy  has  not  been  applied  with  much  success 
W  any  European  country  except  Sweden.  In  a  democratic  country,  it 
t'^ould  take  the  control  of  taxing  and  spending  away  from  the  elected 
^^presentatives  of  the  people  and  place  this  precious  “power  of  the 
purse  at  the  control  of  the  automatic  processes  of  the  business  cycle  as 
^uterpreted  by  bureaucratic  (and  unrepresentative)  experts.  .Moreover, 
®  these  programs  of  deficit  spending  are  in  jeopardy  in  a  country  with 
private  banking  system.  In  such  a  system,  the  creation  of  money  (or 
tedit)  is  usually  resented  for  the  private  banking  institutions,  @nd  is 
precated  as  a  government  action.  The  argument  that  the  creation  of 
Unds  by  the  government  is  bad  while  creation  of  funds  by  the  banks  is 
'Jtary  is  very  persusasive  in  a  system  based  on  traditional  laissez  faire 
in  which  the  usual  ayenues  of  communications  (such  as  newspapers 
radio)  are  under  priyatc,  or  even  banker,  control, 
ubhe  spending  as  a  method  of  counteracting  depression  can  vary 
0  greatly  in  character,  depending  on  the  purposes  of  the  spending, 
^pending  for  destruction  of  goods  or  for  restriction  of  output,  as  under 
^  early  New  Deal  agricultural  program,  cannot  be  justified  easily  in  a 
'^ocratic  countr)^  with  freedom  of  communications,  because  it  obvi- 
■  ^  y  results  in  a  decline  in  national  income  and  living  standards.  Spend- 
,  °  'Nonproductive  monuments  is  somewhat  easier  to  justify  but  is 
y  a  long-run  solution.  Spending  for  investment  in  productive  equip- 
"^^nt  the  TV^A.)  is  obviously  the  best  solution,  since  it  leads  to 
nicrease  in  national  wealth  and  standards  of  living  and  is  a  long-run 
'on,  but  it  marks  a  permanent  departure  from  a  system  of  private 
apitalism,  and  can  be  easily  attacked  in  a  country  with  a  capitalistic 
ology  jj  pj-ivare  banking  system.  Spending  on  armaments  and 
'oital  defense  is  the  last  method  of  fighting  depression  and  is  the  one 
sr  readily  and  most  widely  adopted  in  the  twentieth  century, 
program  of  public  expenditure  on  armaments  is  a  method  for  filling 
eflationary  gap  and  overcoming  depression  because  it  adds  purchas- 
j^P°"'or  to  the  market  without  drawing  it  out  again  later  (since  the 
aments,  once  produced,  are  not  put  up  for  sale).  From  an  economic 
fer^^  view,  this  method  of  combating  depression  is  not  much  dif- 
this”*^  rhe  method  listed  earlier  under  destruction  of  goods,  for,- in 
"Iso,  economic  resources  are  divened  from  constructive  activi- 
fo  '^^^NNcss  to  production  for  destruction.  The  appeal  of  this  method 
t'oping  with  the  problem  of  depression  does  not  rest  on  economic 
is  grounds,  there  is  no  justification.  Its  appeal 

£r  to  be  found  on  other,  especially  political,  grounds, 
hei  Nhese  grounds  tve  mav  list  the  following:  a  rearmament  program 
PS  heavy  industry  directly  and  immediately.  Heavy  industry  is  the 
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segment  of  the  economy  which  suffers  earliest  and  most  drastically  m  ^ 
depression,  which  absorbs  manpower  most  readily  (thus  reducing  unem¬ 
ployment)  and  which  is  politically  influential  in  most  countries.  Such  a 
program  is  also  easily  justified  to  the  public  on  grounds  of  national  de¬ 
fense,  especially  if  other  countries  are  dealing  with  their  economic  crises 
by  the  same  method  of  treatment. 

The  adoption  of  rearmament  as  a  method  of  combating  depression  does 
not  have  to  be  conscious.  The  country  which  adopts  it  may  honestly  fee 
that  it  is  adopting  the  policy  for  good  reasons,  that  it  is  threatened  hv 
aggression,  and  that  a  program  of  rearmament  is  necessary  for  politic^ 
protection.  It  is  very  rare  for  a  countiy-  consciously  to  adopt  a  program 
of  aggression,  for,  in  most  wars,  both  sides  are  convinced  that  their  actions 
are  defensive.  It  is  almost  equally  rare  for  a  country  to  adopt  a  pol'C) 
of  rearmament  as  a  solution  for  depression.  But,  unconsciously,  the  danger 
from  a  neighbor  and  the  advantages  to  be  derived  from  rearming  in  the 
face  of  such  a  danger  are  always  more  convincing  to  a  country  wlmse 
economic  system  is  functioning  below  capacity  than  it  is  to  a  countr) 
w'hich  is  riding  a  boom.  .Moreover,  if  a  country  adopts  rearmament  because 
of  fear  of  another  country’s  arms,  and  these  last  are  the  result  of  effotts 
to  fill  a  deflationary  gap,  it  can  also  be  said  that  the  rearmament  of  t'e 
former  has  a  basic  economic  cause. 

As  we  have  mentioned.  Fascism  is  the  adoption  by  the  vested  interests 
in  a  society  of  an  authoritarian  form  of  government  in  order  to  maintain 
their  vested  interests  and  prevent  the  reform  of  the  society.  In  the  twen 
tieth  century  in  Europe,  the  vested  interests  usually  sought  to  prevent  t 
reform  of  the  economic  system  (a  reform  whose  need  was  made  eviue 
by  the  long-draw  n-out  depression)  by  adopting  an  economic  progra  ^ 
whose  chief  element  w'as  the  effort  to  fill  the  deflationary  gap  by 
armament. 


The  Pluralist  Economy 
and  World  Blocs 


The  economic  disasters  of  two  wars,  a  w  orld  depression,  and  the  po* 
w’ar  fluctuations  showed  clearly  by  1960  that  a  new’  economic 
zation  of  society  was  both  needed  and  available.  The  laissez-faire  u 
petitive  system  had  destroyed  itself,  and  almost  destroyed 
w^ell,  by  its  inability  to  distribute  the  goods  it  could  produce.  T  he  s.V 
of  monopoly  capitalism  had  helped  in  this  disaster,  and  clearly 
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that  its  efforts,  in  Fascist  countries,  to  protect  its  profits  and  privileges 
hy  authoritarian  government  and  ultimately  by  war  were  unsuccessful 
hecause  it  could  not  combine  conservatism  in  economic  and  social  life 
With  the  necessary  innovation  and  freedom  in  military  and  intellectual  life 
to  win  the  wars  it  could  start.  Moreover,  Communism,  on  the  winning 
side  of  the  w  ar,  nonetheless  showed  that  it,  like  any  authoritarian  system, 
ailed  to  produce  innovations,  flexibility,  and  freedom;  it  could  make 
extensive  industrial  advances  only  by  copy  ing  freer  peoples,  and  could  not 
raise  its  standards  of  living  substantially  because  it  could  not  combine 
nok  of  freedom  and  force  in  political  life  and  in  the  utilization  of  eco- 
|iomic  resources  with  the  increased  production  of  food  and  spiritual  or 
■ntellectual  freedom  which  were  the  chief  desires  of  its  own  peoples. 

T^his  almost  simultaneous  failure  of  laissez  faire,  of  economic  Fascism, 
i*iid  of  Communism  to  satisfy  the  growing  popular  demand  both  for  rising 
standards  of  living  and  for  spiritual  liberty  has  forced  the  mid-twentieth 
^entury  to  seek  some  new  economic  organization.  This  demand  has  been 
'"tensified  by  the  arrival  on  the  scene  of  new  peoples,  new  nations,  and 
tribes  who  by  their  demands  for  these  same  goods  have  shown  their 
growing  awareness  of  the  problems,  and  their  determination  to  do  some- 
''ig  about  them.  As  this  new  group  of  underdeveloped  peoples  look 
^  >fHit,  they  have  been  struck  by  the  conflicting  claims  of  the  two  great 
^uper-Pow'ers,  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  The  former 
®red  the  goods  the  new  peoples  wanted  (rising  standards  of  living  and 
*'eedom),  while  the  latter  seemed  to  offer  methods  of  getting  these 
goods  (by 

state  accumulation  of  capital,  government  direction  of  the 
‘  ‘zation  of  economic  resources,  and  centralized  methods  of  over-all  so- 
a]j  Pj^^'^oing)  which  might  tend  to  smother  these  goals.  The  net  result  of 
mis  has  been  a  convergence  of  all  three  systems  toward  a  common, 
^oiote,  system  of  the  future. 

not  ^''•‘oiate  nature  of  that  new  system  of  economic  and  social  life  is 
yet  clear,  but  we  might  call  it  the  “pluralist  economy,”  and  char- 
erize  its  social  structure  as  one  which  provides  prestige,  rewards,  and 
managerial  groups  of  experts  whose  contributions  to  the  system 
pej-j.  from  their  expertise  and  “know-how.”  These  managers  and  ex- 

the  clearly  are  a  minority  in  any  society,  are  recruited  from 

to  ^  whole,  can  be  selected  only  by  a  process  of  “careers  open 

disc^-^'^'^  ^  trial-and-error  basis,  and  require  freedom  of  assembly, 

the  decision  in  order  to  produce  the  innovations  needed  for 

fy  ^'^ute  success,  or  even  the  survival,  of  the  system  in  w  hich  they 
carlv*^'”*^  ^bus  tlie  pluralist  economy  and  the  managerial  society,  from  the 
Zatio  '  ^  forced  the  growth  of  a  new  kind  of  economic  organi- 

laiss^ez  totally  unlike  the  four  types  of  pre-1939  (American 

sez  faire^  Stalinist  Communism,  authoritarian  Fascism,  and  under- 
^''cloped  areas). 
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The  chief  characteristics  of  the  new  pluralist  managerial  system  are 
in  number; 

1.  The  central  problem  of  decision-making  in  the  new  system 

be  concerned  with  the  allotment  of  resources  among  three  claimants. 
(a)  consumers’  goods  to  provide  rising  standards  of  living;  (I^)  investmei”^ 
in  capital  goods  to  provide  the  equipment  to  produce  consumers’  goods, 
(c)  the  public  sector  covering  defense,  public  order,  education,  socia 
welfare,  and  all  the  central  care  of  administrative  activities  associated 
the  young,  the  old,  and  public  welfare  as  a  whole.  . 

2.  The  process  of  decision-making  among  these  three  claimants  wi 
take  the  form  of  a  complex,  multilateral  struggle  among  a  number  of  id 
terested  groups.  These  groups,  which  differ  from  one  society  or  area  to 
another,  are  in  constant  flux  in  each  society  or  area.  In  general, 

the  chief  blocs  or  groups  involved  w'ill  be:  (a)  the  defense  forces,  (  / 
labor,  (c)  the  farmers,  (d)  heavy  industry,  (e)  light  industry,  (/)  trad® 
port  and  communication  groups,  (g)  finance,  fiscal,  and  banking  groupS) 
(h)  commercial,  real-estate,  and  construction  interests,  (i)  scientific,  c 
cational,  and  intellectual  groups,  (;)  political  party  and  governme 
workers,  and  (J^)  consumers  in  general. 

3.  The  process  of  decision-making  operates  by  the  slow  and  aim 
imperceptible  shifts  of  the  various  blocs,  one  by  one,  from  suppor*^ 
neutralism  to  opposition  toward  the  e.xisting  division  of  resources  am  ^6 
the  three  claimant  sectors  by  the  central  managerial  elite.  If,  for 

there  is  excess  allotment  of  resources  to  the  defense  or 

sector,  the  farming  groups,  consumers,  commercial  groups,  intcllectua^j 

and  others  will  become  increasingly  dissatisfied  with  the  situation 

gradually  shift  their  pressures  toward  a  reduction  of  the  resources 

defense  and  an  increase  of  the  resources  for  the  consumer  or  the 

investment  sectors.  Such  shifts  arc  complex,  gradual,  reversible, 

continuous. 

4.  The  working  out  of  these  shifts  of  resources  to  achieve  the  m_^^ 
concrete  goals  of  the  diverse  interest  blocs  in  the  society  will  be  * 
creasingly  dominated  by  rationalist  and  scientific  methods  emphasi  ^6 
analytical  and  quantitative  techniques.  This  means  that  emotional 
intuitive  forces  will  play,  as  always,  a  considerable  role  in  the  sin 

of  interest  blocs  which  dominate  the  allotment  of  rc.sources  among 
three  sectors,  but  that  rational  rather  than  emotional  methods,  on  q^ 
titative  rather  than  qualitative  bases,  will  dominate  the  ultilizatioii 
such  resources  within  each  sector  for  more  specific  objectives.  ^ 

require  considerable  freedom  of  discussion  in  such  utilization  even  n 
as  in  Communist  states  or  in  underdeveloped  areas,  authoritarian 
secretive  methods  are  used  in  reference  to  the  allotments  among  sec 
And,  in  general,  there  will  be  a  very  considerable  modification  o 
areas  and  objectives  of  freedom  in  all  societies  of  the  world,  with 
ual  reduction  of  numerous  personal  freedoms  of  the  past  accomp^*'^*® 
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fhe  gradual  increase  of  other  fundamental  freedoms,  especially  intellectual, 
hich  -will  provide  the  technical  innovations,  the  clash  of  ideas,  and  the 
ease  of  personal  energy  necessary  for  the  success,  or  even  the  survival, 
^  modern  state  systems. 

5-  The  details  of  the  operations  of  this  new  system  will  inevitably  dif- 
trom  area  to  area  and  even  from  state  to  state.  In  the  Western  bloc  of 
^f3tes  the  shifts  of  public  opinion  continue  to  be  reflected  very  largely 
in  shifting  political  parties.  Within  the  Communist  bloc  these  shifts  will 
^  place,  as  they  have  in  the  past,  among  a  smaller  group  of  insiders  and 
a  much  more  personal  basis,  so  that  shifts  of  targets  and  direction  of 
Pniicy  will  be  revealed  to  the  public  by  shifts  of  personnel  in  the  state’s 
maucratic  structure.  And  in  the  underdeveloped  countries,  where  pos- 
*ssion  of  power  is  frequently  associated  with  support  from  the  armed 
^  ces,  the  process  may  be  reflected  by  changes  in  policy  and  direction 
pop^  ■  ^1^^  rulers  who  retain  their  power  in  spite  of  changing 

the  most  general  way,  the  period  since  1947  has  shown  that  the  dif- 
mnces  between  any  two  of  the  three  blocs  are  becoming  less;  the  three 
smods  for  achieving  policy  shifts  (just  mentioned)  are  becoming  in¬ 
to  similar  in  essence  and  in  fact,  however  different  they  continue 

both^  '  ill  same  years  since  1947,  the  solidarity  of 

the  and  the  Communists  bias  become  increasingly  less,  while 

Unity  of  outlook,  policies,  and  interests  of  the  uncommitted  and  under- 
peoples  of  the  intermediary"  zone  between  the  two  great  Power 
^s  become  increasingly  unified. 

sv  ^  method  of  operation  of  this  newlv  formed  pluralist-managerial 
be  called  “planning,”  if  it  be  understood  that  planning  may 

in  •  h  Pniiiiu  and  private  and  does  not  necessarily  have  to  be  centralized 
and*  ^ut  is  rather  concerned  with  the  general  method  of  a  scientific 
I'^tional  utilization  of  resources,  in  both  time  and  space,  to  achieve 
jjsciously  envisioned  future  goals. 

3nd  h  **  P™^uss  the  greatest  achievements  have  been  by  western  Europe 
J'lp^u.  The  latter,  relieved  to  a  great  extent  from  the  need  to 
and  ^  i^^^iiurces  to  defense,  has  been  able  to  mobilize  these  for  investment 
soniewhat  lesser  degree,  for  rising  standards  of  living,  and  has 
a  le  to  achieve  growth  rates  of  gross  national  product  of  7  to  9 
'^orld**^  ^  yuar.  This  has  made  Japan  the  only  area  of  the  non-Westem 
Ijvji  5*?*^  *^he  underdeveloped  countries  able  to  pass  into  the  higher 
ijjd'  ^'^^ustrialization  capable  of  achieving  substantial  improvements  in 
^Uinh  ^fandards  of  living.  These  improvements,  held  back  by  the 
slowl  I'cconstruction  and  investment  in  1945-1962,  have  shifted 

clydi^  steadily  in  the  last  few  years  toward  consumers’  benefits,  in- 
intangibles  as  increased  education,  sports,  leisure,  and  en- 

^ustern  Europe  has  had  an  experience  somewhat  similar  to  that  of 
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Japan  except  that  its  chief  emphasis  has  been  on  improved  standards  of 
living  (collectively  known  as  “welfare”),  with  more  emphasis  on  de¬ 
fense  and  less  emphasis  on  investment  than  Japan.  As  a  result,  western 
Europe,  especially  West  Germany,  Italy,  France,  Scandinavia,  and  Britain' 
have,  for  the  first  time,  come  within  striking  distance  of  the  very  h*?' 
standards  of  personal  consumption  found  in  the  United  States.  In 
process  these  countries  have  allowed  the  defensive  power  of  their  arnie 
forces  to  suffer  for  the  sake  of  their  welfare  goals,  but  have  felt  safe  m 
doing  so  because  of  their  reliance  on  American  defensive  power  to  deter 
any  Soviet  aggression. 

In  this  process  western  Europe  has  achieved  growth  rates  in  gross  na 
tional  product  (GNP)  of  4  to  8  percent  a  year  as  a  consequence  of  three 
basic  forces.  These  have  been:  (1)  the  skillful  (and  perhaps  lucky) 
of  financial  and  fiscal  techniques  which  have  encouraged  both  investm 
and  willingness  to  consume;  (2)  the  economic  and  technical  aid  of  t  ^ 
United  States,  beginning  with  the  .Marshall  Plan  of  1946  and  continuing 
with  United  States  government  military  aid  and  investments  of  saving 
coming  in  from  the  whole  Western  world;  and  (3)  the  growing 
tion  of  Europe’s  economy  in  the  Common  Market  which  has  maue  ^ 
feasible  to  adopt  mass-production  techniques  for  a  greatly  enlarge 
market. 

In  this  same  process  the  achievements  of  the  United  States  and  or 
Soviet  bloc  have  been  much  less  spectacular  from  a  purely 
point  of  view.  In  the  United  States,  where  the  standard  of  living  >1  ^ 
reached  unprecedented  heights  of  affluence,  the  burdens  of 
super-Power  have  hampered  welfare  because  of  the  conflicting 
defense,  governmental  expenses,  prestige,  and  other  rivalries 
Soviet  Union,  and  the  desire  to  contribute  to  the  growth  of  the 
developed  areas  of  the  world.  As  a  result,  growth  rates  of  GNP  have 
from  2  to  5  percent  a  year,  and  the  burden  of  the  governmental  sec 
including  defense  and  increasing  demands  for  such  welfare  j 

education,  health,  and  equalization  of  personal  opportunities,  have  p 
great  pressures  on  the  growth  of  the  consumers’  sector.  •, 

The  Soviet  bloc  as  a  M'hole,  apart  from  the  Soviet  Union  as  the 
nant  member  of  that  bloc,  has  been  ambiguous  in  its  economic 
The  demands  of  the  defense  sector  and  of  other  reflections  of  the 
VV’ar,  such  as  the  “space  race,”  have  combined  with  the  continued  fa'^ 
of  Communist  agricultural  practices  and  the  intrinsic  inefficiency 
Communist  system  as  a  whole  to  limit  severely  the  rise  in  [,ave 

ing.  To  be  sure,  the  standards  of  living  of  the  Soviet  Union  itse 
reached  the  highest  in  Russia’s  history,  while  still  lagging  at  only  a  it* 
of  those  in  the  United  States.  But  in  the  Communist  bloc  as  a  'vno 
picture  has  been  far  less  happy.  The  non-Russian  countries  in 
have  been  exploited  by  the  ^viet  Union,  have  been  treated  as  co 
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3reas  (that  is,  sources  of  manpower,  raw  materials,  and  food  based  on 
claims  arising  from  political  relations),  and  have  achieved  little,  if  any, 
■^crease  in  GNP  beyond  that  needed  to  sustain  their  increasing  popula- 
In  the  cases  of  more  western  areas,  such  as  East  Germany,  Hungary, 
Poland,  this  has  been  reflected  in  absolute  declines  in  living  standards, 
he  sharp  contrast  between  this  and  the  visible  boom  in  West  Germany 
greatly  increased  the  discontent  in  the  European  satellites, 
ainb'  underdeveloped  nations  has  also  been  generally 

‘'iguous.  As  a  whole,  lack  of  know-how  and  trained  manpower,  lack 
^spiral,  waste  of  resources  by  small  privileged  elites,  absolute  shortages 
resources  in  some  areas,  the  rapid  growth  of  populations  almost  every- 
and  hopelessly  unprogressive  social  structures  and  ideologies  have 
Oined  to  prevent  any  considerable  improvements  in  standards  of  living. 
Laf  much  of  Indonesia,  the  Near  East,  and 

ti^*"  slightly  ahead  of  the  growing  popula- 

said  Southeast  Asia,  and  Africa.  Only  in  Japan,  as  we  have 

of  been  success  from  this  point  of  view,  while  the  failure 

of  ^‘^sires  in  China  and  in  Latin  America  have  tended  to  lead  both 
^*^hese  out  of  their  former  alignments  with  the  Soviet  bloc  and  the 
toward  the  more  ambivalent  political  position  of  the 
the  nations.  In  fact,  in  this  process  China’s  enmity  toward  both 

oviet  Union  and  the  United  States  has  tended  to  place  her  in  a  new 
"'hil*^'^’  ftoni  all  the  pre-1962  alignments  of  international  politics, 

iRa'^  America’s  growing  discontent  has  tended  to  lead  it,  from 

y  points  of  view,  toward  the  position  of  the  Near  East  countries. 
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Introduction 


The  structure  of  collective  securit\',  which  had  been  so  imperfectly 
built  after  1919,  by  the  victorious  Powers,  was  destroyed  com- 
pletely  in  the  eight  years  following  1931  under  the  assaults  of 
and  Germany.  These  assaults  were  not  really  aimed  at  the 
ective  security  system  or  even  at  the  peace  settlements  of  which  it  was 
P^irt.  After  all,  two  of  the  aggressors  had  been  on  the  w-inning  side  in 
9*9-  Moreover,  these  assaults,  although  called  forth  by  the  world  de- 
p,  "'ent  far  beyond  any  reaction  to  the  economic  slump. 

broadest  point  of  view,  the  aggressors  of  1931-1941  were 
f  V'hole  nineteenth  century  way  of  life  and  some  of  the  most 

voh  attributes  of  Western  Civilization  itself.  They  were  in  re- 

against  democracy,  against  the  parliamentary  system,  against  laissez 
and  the  liberal  outlook,  against  nationalism  (although  in  the  name 
nationalism),  against  humanitarianism,  against  science,  and  against  all 
human  dignity  and  human  decency.  It  was  an  attempt  to 
aiize  men  into  a  mass  of  unthinking  atoms  whose  reactions  could  be 
Dr  Hiethods  of  mass  communication  and  directed  to  incre.ase  the 

Wd  power  of  an  alliance  of  militarists,  heavy-industrialists,  land- 
s,  and  psychopathic  political  organizers  recruited  from  the  dregs  of 
such^^"  That  the  society  which  they  came  to  control  could  have  created 
totally  untouched  by  the  traditions  of  Western 
,  ^^*011  and  w'ho  were  restrained  bv  no  social  relationships  at  all,  and 


drei 


*■  ^ould  have  allowed  the  militarists  and  industrialists  to  use  these 


do  K  instrument  for  seizing  control  of  the  state  raise  profound 

rk.  2bout  the  nature  of  that  society  and  about  its  real  allegiance  to 


the  ,  tne  nature  ot  that  society  ai 
^^H^aditions  to  which  it  paid  lip  service. 


’^rans*^  social  change  in  the  nineteenth  century,  by  quickening 


^  and  communications  and  bv  gathering  people  in  amorphous 

*  Hdes  in  the  cities,  had  destroyed  most  of  the  older  social  relation- 
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ships  of  the  average  man,  and  by  leaving  him  emotionally  unattached  to 
neighborhood,  parish,  vocation,  or  even  family,  had  left  him  isolated  an 
frustrated.  The  paths  which  the  society  of  his  ancestors  had  provided  fot 
the  e.vpression  of  their  gregarious,  emotional,  and  intellectual  needs  wet^ 
destroyed  by  the  speed  of  social  change,  and  the  task  of  creating  new 
paths  for  expressing  these  needs  was  far  beyond  the  ability  of  the  average 
man.  Thus  he  was  left,  xvith  his  innermost  drives  unexpressed,  willing 
to  follow  any  charlatan  who  provided  a  purpose  in  life,  an  emotiona 
stimulus,  or  a  place  in  a  group. 

The  methods  of  mass  propaganda  offered  by  the  press  and  the  radio 
provided  the  means  by  which  these  individuals  could  be  reached  an 
mobilized;  the  determination  of  the  militarists,  landlords,  and  industrialisf* 
to  expand  their  own  power  and  extend  their  owm  interests  even  to  t 
destruction  of  society  itself  provided  the  motive;  the  world  depression 
provided  the  occasion.  The  materials  (frustrated  men  in  the  mass),  t 
methods  (mass  communications),  the  instrument  (the  psychopathic 
cal  organization),  and  the  occasion  (the  depression)  were  all  available  ) 
1931.  Nevertheless,  these  men  could  never  have  come  to  power  or  come 
w'ithin  a  measurable  distance  of  destroying  Western  Civilization  com 
pletely  if  that  civilization  had  not  failed  in  its  efforts  to  protect  its  oWH 
traditions  and  if  the  victors  of  1919  had  not  failed  in  their  effons  to  oei® 


themselves. 

The  nineteenth  centuty  had  been  so  successful  in  organizing  techniq^ 
that  it  had  almost  completely  lost  any  vision  of  goals.  Control  of 
by  the  advance  of  science,  increases  in  production  by  the  growth  0^ 
industry,  the  spread  of  literacy  through  universal  education,  the  con 
stant  speedup  of  movement  and  communications,  the  extraordinary  ti*® 
in  standards  of  living— all  these  had  extended  man’s  ability  to  do  thing 
w’ithout  in  an\'  way  clarifying  his  ideas  as  to  what  was  worth  doi  & 
Goals  were  lost  completely  or  were  reduced  to  the  most  primiti''C  1^ 
of  obtaining  more  power  and  more  wealth.  But  the  constant  acquisition^^^ 
power  or  wealth,  like  a  narcotic  for  which  the  need  groxvs  as  its 
increases  without  in  any  w’ay  satisfying  the  user,  left  man’s 
nature  unsatisfied.  From  the  past  of  Western  Civilization,  as  a  result 
fusion  of  Classical,  Semitic,  Christian,  and  .Medieval  contributions,  th 
had  emerged  a  system  of  values  and  modes  of  living  xvhich  received  sea 
respect  in  the  nineteenth  century  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the 
basis  of  the  nineteenth  century  (its  science,  its  humanitarianism, 
liberalism,  and  its  belief  in  human  dignity  and  human  freedom)  had  co 


from  this  older  system  of  values  and  modes  of  living.  The 
and  Reformation  had  rejected  the  medieval  portion  of  this  system; 
eighteenth  century  had  rejected  the  value  of  social  tradition  and  of 
discipline,  the  nineteenth  century  rejected  the  Classical  and  the  Chris 
portion  of  this  tradition,  and  gave  the  final  blow  to  the  hierarchical  co 
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^cption  of  human  needs.  The  twentieth  century  reaped  where  these  had 
sown.  With  its  tradition  abandoned  and  only  its  techniques  maintained, 
Western  Civilization  by  the  middle  of  the  twentieth  century  reached 
®  point  where  the  chief  question  was  “Can  it  survive?” 

Against  this  background  the  aggressive  Powers  rose  after  1931  to  chal- 
^nge  Western  Civilization  and  the  “satisfied”  Powers  t\’hich  had  neither 
will  nor  the  desire  to  defend  it.  The  weakness  of  Japan  and  Italy  from 
point  of  view  of  industrial  development  or  natural  resources  made  it 
^oite  impossible  for  them  to  have  issued  any  challenge  unless  they  tvere 
seed  by  weak  tvills  among  their  victims.  In  fact,  it  is  quite  clear  that 
oeither  Japan  nor  Italy  could  have  made  a  successful  aggression  without 
he  parallel  aggression  of  Germany.  What  is  not  so  clear,  but  is  equally 
^*^e,  is  that  Germany  could  have  made  no  aggression  without  the  ac- 
^hiescence,  and  even  in  some  cases  the  actual  encouragement,  of  the 
satisfied”  Powers,  especially  Britain.  The  German  documents  captured 
^'t'ce  1944  make  this  quite  evident. 


The  Japanese  Assault,  1931-1941 

j  one  notable  exception,  Japan’s  background  for  aggression  pre- 

hted  a  strong  parallel  to  that  of  Germany.  The  exception  was  the  in- 
s  rial  strength  of  the  two  Powers.  Japan  was  really  a  “have  not”  nation, 
most  of  the  natural  resources  to  sustain  a  great  industrial  system, 
acked  much  of  the  necessary  basic  materials  such  as  coal,  iron, 
m  eum,  alloy  minerals,  waterpower,  or  even  food.  In  comparison, 
any’s  claim  rn  be  a  “have  nor”  nation  was  merely  a  propaganda 


devi 


sach^^  ^*^her  than  this,  the  similarity  of  the  two  countries  was  striking: 
w^  ^  completely  cartelized  industry,  a  militaristic  tradition,  a  hard- 
*hg  population  which  respected  authority  and  loved  order,  a  na- 
the"^^  with  its  otvn  unique  value  and  a  resentment  at  the  rest  of 

for  failure  to  recognize  this,  and  a  constitutional  structure  in 
re  1’^  “  facade  of  parliamentary  constitutionalism  barely  concealed  the 
The'^  power  wielded  by  an  alliance  of  army,  landlords,  and  industry. 
P  ’^liat  the  Japanese  constitution  of  1889  was  copied  from  the 

°f  Bismarck  goes  far  to  explain  this  last  similarity, 
the  ^  ^  already  mentioned  the  acute  problem  presented  to  Japan  by 

Pr  between  their  limited  natural  resources  and  their  growing 

^bile  their  resources  did  not  increase,  their  population  grew 
jts  n  V  1873  to  73  million  in  1939,  the  rate  of  growth  reaching 

P  ^  m  the  period  1925-1930  (8  percent  increase  in  these  five  years). 
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With  great  ingenuity  and  tireless  energy,  the  Japanese  people  tried  to  tnal'^ 
ends  meet.  With  foreign  e.xchange  earned  from  merchant  shipping  or 
from  e.xports  of  silk,  wood  products,  or  seafoods,  raw  materials 
imported,  manufactured  into  industrial  products,  and  exported  to  obtain 
the  foreign  exchange  necessary  to  pay  for  imports  of  raw  materials  oi 
food.  By  keeping  costs  and  prices  low,  the  Japanese  were  able  to  under¬ 
sell  European  exporters  of  cotton  textiles  and  iron  products  in  the  markets 
of  Asia,  especially  in  China  and  Indonesia. 

The  possibility  of  relieving  their  population  pressure  by  emigration,  a* 
Europe  had  done  earlier,  was  prevented  by  the  fact  that  the  obvious 
colonial  areas  had  already  been  taken  in  hand  by  Europeans.  Engbs 
speaking  persons,  who  held  the  be.st  and  yet  unfilled  areas,  slamme'^  t  e 
door  on  Japanese  immigration  in  the  period  after  1901,  justifying  theit 
actions  on  racial  and  economic  arguments.  American  restrictions  on 
Japanese  immigration,  originated  among  laboring  groups  in  California’ 
were  a  very  bitter  pill  for  Japan,  and  injured  its  pride  greatly. 

The  steady  rise  in  tariffs  against  Japanese  manufactured  goods  a  t^^ 
1 897,  a  development  which  was  also  led  by  America,  served  to  increase 
difficulties  of  Japan’s  position.  So  also  did  the  slow  e.xhaustion  of  j  ^ 
Pacific  fisheries,  the  growing  (if  necessary)  restrictions  on  such 
by  conservationist  agreements,  the  decrease  in  forestry  resources,  u  ^ 
political  and  social  unrest  in  Asia.  For  a  long  time,  Japan  was  protccte 
from  the  full  impact  of  this  problem  by  a  series  of  favorable  accide 
The  First  World  War  was  a  splendid  windfall.  It  ended  European 
cial  competition  in  Asia,  Africa,  and  the  Pacific;  it  increased  the  oeij^ 
for  Japanese  goods  and  sendees;  and  it  made  Japan  an  internatioi^^ 
creditor  for  the  first  time.  Capital  investment  in  the  five  years 
was  eight  times  as  much  as  in  the  ten  years  1905-1915;  laborers  empiii^ 
in  factories  using  over  five  workers  each  increased  from  948 
1914  to  1,612  thousand  in  1919;  ocean  shipping  rose  from  1.5  millio'^ 
in  1914  to  3  million  tons  in  1918,  while  income  from  shipping  freight 
from  40  million  yen  in  1914  to  450  million  in  1918;  the  fu'^^rab  e 
ance  of  international  trade  amounted  to  1,480  million  yen  for  the 
years  1915-1918.  jis. 

Social  life,  the  economic  structure,  and  the  price  system,  airea  > 
located  by  this  rapid  change,  received  a  terrible  jolt  in  the  depressio 
1920-1921,  but  Japan  rapidly  recovered  and  was  shielded  front  t 
consequences  of  her  large  population  and  limited  resources  by  the 
the  1920’s.  Rapid  technological  advance  in  the  United  States,  ‘ 
and  Japan  itself,  demand  for  Japanese  goods  (especially  textiles) 
ern  and  southeastern  Asia,  American  loans  throughout  the  wor  ’ 
American  purchases  of  Japanese  silk,  and  the  general  “boom  psv’t 
of  the  whole  world  protected  Japan  from  the  full  impact  of  its 
ualil  >9*9-1931.  Under  this  protection  the  older  authoritarian  an 
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^*ristic  traditions  were  weakened,  liberalism  and  democracy  grew  slowly 
ut  steadily,  the  aping  of  Germanic  traditions  in  intellectual  and  political 
(which  had  been  going  on  since  about  1880)  was  largely  abandoned. 


first 

suffrj 


party  government  was  established  in  1918,  universal  manhood 
^uitrage  was  established  in  1925,  civilian  governors  replaced  military  rule 
or  the  first  time  in  colonial  areas  like  Formosa,  the  army  was  reduced 
0^1  21  to  17  divisions  in  1924,  the  navy  was  reduced  by  international 
^Sreernent  in  1922  and  in  1930,  and  there  was  a  great  expansion  of  educa- 
^'on,  especialljr  in  the  higher  levels.  This  movement  toward  democracy 
liberalism  alarmed  the  militarists  and  drove  them  to  desperation.  At 
0  same  time,  the  growth  of  unity  and  public  order  in  China,  which 
rse  militarists  had  regarded  as  a  potential  victim  for  their  operations, 
Convinced  them  that  they  must  act  quickly  before  it  was  too  late.  The 
"orld  depression  gave  this  group  their  great  opportunity, 
p  ^  before  its  onset,  however,  four  ominous  factors  in  Japanese 
itical  life  hung  like  threatening  clouds  on  the  horizon.  These  were  (a) 
lack  of  any  constitutional  requirement  for  a  government  responsible 
,  fbe  Diet,  (b)  the  continued  constitutional  freedom  of  the  army  from 
‘  'an  control,  (c)  the  growing  use  of  political  assassination  by  the  con- 
'"atives  as  a  means  for  removing  liberal  politicians  from  public  life,  as 
j  done  against  three  premiers  and  many  lesser  persons  in  the  period 
Ik  and  (d)  the  growdng  appeal  of  revolutionary  Socialism  in 

mooring  circles. 

^  ne  world  depression  and  the  financial  crisis  hit  Japan  a  terrible  blow, 
lik^  demand  for  raw  silk  in  competition  with  synthetic  fibers 

InH-  decline  of  such  Asiatic  markets  as  China  and 

thi  **  of  political  disturbances  and  growing  industrialization  made 

blow  harder  to  bear.  Under  this  impact,  the  reactionary  and  aggres- 
foi'ces  in  Japanese  society  were  able  to  solidify  their  control 
ture  ^  '"dmidate  all  domestic  opposition,  and  embark  on  that  adven- 
^  of  aggression  and  destruction  that  led  ultimately  to  the  disasters  of 

'945. 

These  economic  storms  were  severe,  but  Japan  took  the  road  to  ag- 
son  ^'ocause  of  its  own  past  traditions  rather  than  for  economic  rea- 
Per^  militarist  traditions  of  feudal  Japan  continued  into  the  modern 
''■''d,  and  flourished  in  spite  of  steady  criticism  and  opposition.  The 
p^^li^^'^J'f'wnal  structure  shielded  both  the  military  leaders  and  the  civilian 
from  popular  control,  and  justified  their  actions  as  being  in  the 
P^''or  s  name.  But  these  two  branches  of  government  were  separated  so 
^'''ilians  had  no  control  over  the  generals.  The  law  and  custom 
j  ^  constitution  allowed  the  generals  and  admirals  to  approach  the 
re  ^^'^or  directly  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  Cabinet,  and 
that  only  officers  of  this  rank  could  serve  as  ministers  for  these 
'c'es  in  the  Cabinet  itself.  No  civilian  intervened  in  the  chain  of  com- 
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mand  from  emperor  to  lowlv  private,  and  the  armed  services  became 
state  within  the  state.  Since  the  officers  did  not  hesitate  to  use  their  pos* 
tions  to  ensure  civilian  compliance  with  their  wishes,  and  constantly 
sorted  to  armed  force  and  assassination,  the  power  of  the  military  gt'C'' 
steadily  after  1927.  All  their  acts,  they  said,  were  in  the  name  of  t 
emperor,  for  the  glorv  of  Japan,  to  free  the  nation  from  corruption,  from 
partisan  politicians,  and  from  plutocratic  e.xploitation,  and  to  restore 
old  Japanese  virtues  of  order,  self-sacrifice,  and  devotion  to  authority- 
Separate  from  the  armed  forces,  sometimes  in  opposition  to  them 
generally  dependent  upon  them  as  the  chief  purchasers  of  the  products 
of  heavy  industry,  were  the  forces  of  monopoly  capitalism.  These  were 
led,  as  we  have  indicated,  by  the  eight  great  economic  complexes,  con 
trolled  as  family  units,  known  as  zaibatsii.  These  eight  controlled  75 
cent  of  the  nation’s  corporate  wealth  by  1930  and  were  headed  by  Mitsm> 
which  had  15  per  cent  of  all  corporate  capital  in  the  country.  They  cn 
gaged  in  openly  corrupt  relationships  with  Japanese  politicians  and,  « 
frequently,  with  Japanese  militarists.  They  usually  cooperated  with  ea 
other.  For  example,  in  1927,  the  efforts  of  Mitsui  and  Aiitsubishi  to 
a  smaller  competitor,  Suzuki  Company'^  of  Kobe,  precipitated  a  fiuanci 
panic  which  closed  most  of  the  banks  in  Japan.  While  the  Showa  ! 
operated  jointly  by  the  zaibatsii,  took  over  many  smaller  corporations  a 
banks  which  failed  in  the  crisis  and  over  180,000  depositors  lost  their  saV 
ings,  the  Cabinet  of  the  militarist  General  Tanaka  granted  1,500  nm  0^ 
yen  to  save  the  zaibatsii  themselves  from  the  consequences  of  their 
The  militaristic  and  nationalistic  traditions  were  widely  accepted  . 


the  Japanese  people.  These  traditions,  extolled  by  the  majority  of  p°  ^ 
ticians  and  teachers,  and  propagated  by  numerous  patriotic  societies,  u 
open  and  secret,  were  given  a  free  hand,  while  any  opposing  voices  t 
crushed  out  by  legal  or  illegal  methods  until,  by  1930,  most  such 
were  silenced.  About  the  same  date,  the  militarists  and  the  zaibatsu, 
had  previously  been  in  opposition  as  often  as  in  coalition,  came  toge^* 
in  their  last  fateful  alliance.  They  united  on  a  program  of  heavy  m 
trialization,  militarization,  and  foreign  aggression.  Eastern  Asia,  especia  ; 
northern  China  and  Manchuria,  became  the  designated  victim,  since  t 
seemed  to  offer  the  necessary'  raw  materials  and  markets  for  the  m 
trialists  and  the  field  of  glorv  and  booty  for  the  militarists.  . 

In  aiming  their  attack  at  .Manchuria  in  1931  and  at  northern 
1937,  the  Japanese  chose  a  victim  who  was  clearly  vulnerable.  As  ' 
have  seen,  the  Chinese  Revolution  of  1912  had  done  little  to  rejuve 
the  country.  Partisan  bickering,  disagreements  on  goals,  struggles 
selfish  advantages,  and  the  constant  threat  to  good  government  from 
tary  leaders  who  were  not  much  more  than  bandits  disrupted  the  cou 
and  made  rehabilitation  very'  difficult.  North  of  the  Yangtze  Riy^’’ 
war  lords  fought  for  supremacy  until  1926,  while  south  of  the  riv^ri 
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Canton,  the  Kuomintang,  a  political  party  founded  by  Sun  Yat-sen,  and 
oriented  toward  the  West,  set  up  its  own  government.  Unlike  the  northern 
War  lords,  this  party  had  ideals  and  a  program,  although  it  must  be  con- 
ossed  that  both  of  these  were  embodied  in  words  rather  than  in  deeds. 
The  Kuomintang  ideals  were  a  mixture  of  Western,  native  Chinese, 
Bolshevik  Russian  factors.  They  sought  to  achieve  a  unified,  inde¬ 
pendent  China  with  a  democratic  government  and  a  mixed,  cooperative, 
ocialistic,  individualistic  economic  system.  In  general,  Dr.  Sun  went  to 
China’s  own  traditions  for  his  cultural  ideas,  to  Western  (largely  Anglo- 
American)  traditions  for  his  political  ideas,  and  to  a  mixture,  with  strong 
ocialist  elements,  for  his  economic  ideas.  His  program  envisaged  the 
^‘^hievement  of  these  ideals  through  three  successive  stages  of  develop- 
'^^nt  of  which  the  first  would  be  a  period  of  military"  domination  to 
secure  unity  and  independence,  the  second  would  be  a  period  of  Kuomin- 
dictatorship  to  secure  the  necessary  political  education  of  the  masses, 
^^d  only  the  third  would  be  one  of  constitutional  democracy.  This  pro- 
Was  followed  as  far  as  Stage  Two.  This  presumably  was  reached  in 
’9^7  with  the  announcement  that  the  Kuomintang  would  henceforth  be 
legal  political  party.  This  had  been  preceded  by  eleven  years 
°  militarj?  domination  in  w'hich  Chiang  Kai-shek  emerged  as  the  military 
of  most  of  China  in  the  name  of  the  Kuomintang. 
de  Kuomintang,  under  Dr.  Sun’s  influence,  accepted  the  support  and 
j  of  the  ideas  of  the  Communist  International,  especially  in  the  period 
H'-iQzy.  Lenin’s  theories  of  the  nature  of  “capitalist  imperialism”  were 
le  P^^'suasive  to  the  Chinese  and  gave  them,  they  thought,  the  intel- 
justification  for  resisting  foreign  intervention  in  Chinese  affairs, 
^^lan  agents,  led  by  Michael  Borodin,  came  to  China  after  1923  to 
^  in  “economic  reconstruction,”  political  “education,”  and  re- 

a  1-  “imperialism.”  These  Russians  reorganized  the  Kuomintang  as 

oj.  . ‘*^='rian  political  party  on  the  Soviet  Communist  model,  and  re- 
Chinese  military  training  at  the  famous  Whampoa  Military 
Trom  these  circles  emerged  Chiang  Kai-shek.  With  German 
a  advisers  playing  a  prominent  role  in  his  activities,  he  launched 
the  attacks  which  extended  Kuomintang  rule  into  the  territory  of 

l°^tls  north  of  the  Yangtze  River.  The  chief  of  these  northern 
Jajj  Chang  Tso-lin,  held  his  position  by  cooperation  with  the 
As  resistance  to  Russian  efforts  to  penetrate  Manchuria, 

he  ^  hiang  Kai-shek  achieved  military  success  in  these  areas  after  1926, 
increasingly  conservative,  and  Dr.  Sun’s  program  of  democ- 
ititer/'^^  receded  further  into  the  future.  At  the  same  time,  the 

'Martin  intrigue  of  the  Communist  elements  in  the  Kuomintang 

Chian  increasingly  vigorous  repression  of  their  activities.  Finally, 

increasing  consen^atism  culminated  in  1927  in  his  marriage  to  a 
of  the  wealthy  Soong  family.  Of  this  family,  T.  V.  Soong  was 
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an  important  banker  and  speculator,  his  brother-in-law,  H.  H.  Kung,  was 
in  a  similar  economic  position,  while  another  sister  (alienated  from  the 
family  by  her  Communist  sympathies)  was  iMrs.  Sun  Yat-sen.  Soong 
and  Kung  between  them  dominated  the  Kuomintang  government,  the 
former  becoming  minister  of  finance  while  the  latter  was  minister  of 
industry,  commerce,  and  labor. 

In  1927  the  Communist  collaboration  was  ended  by  the  Kuomintang, 
the  Russians  were  expelled  from  China,  and  the  Kuomintang  became 
the  only  legal  party.  The  native  Chinese  Communists,  under  MoscoW' 
trained  leaders  like  .Vlao  Tse-tung,  concentrated  their  strength  in  the 
southern  rural  areas  where  they  established  themselves  by  agrarian  re¬ 
forms,  expropriating  landlords,  reducing  rents,  taxes,  and  interest  rates, 
and  building  a  Communist  rural  militia  manned  by  the  peasants.  As  soon 
as  the  Nationalist  forces  under  Chiang  Kai-shek  completed  the  conquest  of 
northern  China  with  the  capture  of  Peking  in  June  1928,  they  shifted 
their  attack  southward  in  an  effort  to  destroy  the  Communist  center  m 
Kiangsi.  The  Communist  army,  whose  growing  exactions  had  disU' 
lusioned  its  peasant  supporters,  retreated  in  an  orderly  withdrawal  on  a 
twisting  si.x-thousand-mile  route  to  northwestern  China  (1934-193^' 
Even  after  the  Japanese  attack  on  Manchuria  in  1931,  Chiang  con¬ 
tinued  to  fight  the  Communists,  directing  five  large-scale  attacks  upon 
them  in  the  period  1930-1933,  although  the  Communists  declared 
on  Japan  in  1932  and  continued  to  demand  a  united  front  of  all  Chinese 
against  this  aggressor  for  the  whole  period  1931-1937. 

Though  the  Japanese  seizure  of  Manchuria  in  the  autumn  of  i93' 
an  independent  action  of  the  Japanese  military"  forces,  it  had  to 
condoned  by  the  civilian  leaders.  The  Chinese  retaliated  by  a  boyco 
of  Japanese  goods  which  seriously  reduced  Japan’s  exports.  To  for 
an  end  to  this  boycott,  Japan  landed  forces  at  Shanghai  (>93^)  “ 
after  severe  fighting  in  which  much  Japanese  abuse  was  inflicted 
Europeans,  the  Chinese  forces  were  driven  from  the  city  and  compc* 
to  agree  to  a  termination  of  the  economic  boycott  against  Japan.  ^ 
the  same  time,  Manchuria  was  set  up  as  a  Japanese  protectorate  un 
the  rule  of  Henry  P’ui,  who  had  abdicated  the  Chinese  throne  in  ^9^^^ 

As  early  as  Januarv^  *932,  rho  United  States  notified  all  signers  o 
Nine-Power  treaty  of  1922  that  it  would  refuse  to  accept 
changes  made  by  force  in  violation  of  the  Kellogg-Briand  Pact  to 
law  War.  .An  appeal  to  the  League  of  Nations  for  support,  ma(^ 
China  on  September  21,  1931,  the  same  day  that  England  went  o 
gold  standard,  passed  through  an  interminable  series  of  procedura 
putes  and  finally  led  to  a  Commission  of  Enquiry  under  the  Ear 
Lytton.  The  report  of  this  commission,  released  in  October,  >9^^ 
sharply  condemned  the  actions  of  Japan  but  recommended  no  efte 
joint  action  to  oppose  these.  The  League  accepted  the  Stimson 
of  Nonrecognition,  and  expressed  sympathy  for  the  Chinese  p«si 
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whole  affair  has  been  rehashed  endlessly  since  1931  to  the  accom¬ 
paniment  of  claims  and  counterclaims  that  effective  League  action  was 
ocked  by  the  absence  of  the  United  States  from  its  councils,  or  by 
timson’s  delay  in  condemning  Japanese  aggression,  or  by  British  re- 
usal  to  support  Stimson’s  suggestions  for  action  against  Japan.  All 
discussions  neglect  the  vital  point  that  the  Japanese  army  in  Man¬ 
churia  was  not  under  the  control  of  the  Japanese  civil  government, 
'cith  which  negotiations  were  being  conducted,  and  that  these  civil 
authorities,  w  ho  opposed  the  .Manchurian  attack,  could  not  give  effective 
'^'ce  to  this  opposition  without  risking  assassination.  Premier  Yuko 
Haniaguchi  had  been  killed  as  recently  as  November  1930  for  approving 
^he  London  Naval  Agreement  to  which  the  militarists  objected,  and 
temier  Ki  Inukai  was  dealt  with  in  the  same  way  in  May  1932. 


Throut 


conducted  with  the 


"oughout,  the  League  discussions  were 
^''ght  party. 

Except  for  its  violation  of  nationalist  feelings  and  the  completely 
chjectionable  means  by  which  it  was  achieved,  the  acquisition  of  Man¬ 
churia  by  Japan  possessed  many  strategic  and  economic  advantages.  It 
gwe  Japan  industrial  resources  which  it  vitally  needed,  and  could,  in 
h'ue,  have  strengthened  the  Japanese  economy.  Separation  of  the  area 
China,  which  had  not  controlled  it  effectively  for  many  years, 
"'ould  have  restricted  the  sphere  of  Chiang’s  government  to  a  more 
nianageable  territory.  Above  all,  it  could  have  served  as  a  counterpoise 
Soviet  power  iii  the  Far  East  and  provided  a  fulcrum  to  restrain 
”'het  actions  in  Europe  after  the  collapse  of  Germany.  Unfortunately, 
*^he  uncompromising  avarice  and  ignorance  of  the  Japanese  militarists 
^®de  any  such  solution  impossible.  This  was  made  quite  certain  by 
^  f'vo  major  errors,  the  attack  on  China  in  1937  and  the  attack  on 
'■j'c  EJnited  States  in  1941.  In  both  cases  the  militarists  bit  off  more  than 
*■  could  chew,  and  destroyed  anv  possible  advantages  they  might  have 
gained  from  the  acquisition  of  Manchuria  in  1931. 

In  the  seven  years  after  the  first  attack  on  Manchuria  in  September 
'931,  Japan  sank  2.5  billion  yen  in  capital  investments  in  that  area, 
"justly  in  rnining,  iron  production,  electric  power,  and  petroleum.  Year 
a  ter  year  this  inve.stment  increased  without  returning  any  immediate 
to  Japan,  since  output  from  this  new  investment  was  immediately 
^^‘nvested.  The  only  items  of  much  help  for  Japan  itself  were  iron  ore, 
P'g  iron,  and  certain  chemical  fertilizers.  The  Manchurian  soy-bean 
although  it  declined  under  Japanese  rule,  was  exchanged  with 
^tiTiany  for  needed  commodities  obtainable  there.  For  Japan’s  other 
material  needs,  such  as  raw  cotton,  rubber,  and  petroleum,  no  help 
^ould  be  found  in  Manchuria.  In  spite  of  costly  capital  investment,  it 
|;Ould  produce  no  more  than  its  owti  needs  in  petroleum,  chiefly  from 
'^luvfaction  of  coal. 

failure  of  Manchuria  to  provide  an  answer  to  Japan’s  economic 
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problems  led  the  Japanese  military  leaders  toward  a  new  act  of  aggreS' 
sion,  this  time  directed  toward  North  China  itself.  As  they  were  pr^' 
paring  their  new  assault,  Chiang  Kai-shek  was  busy  preparing  a  si.xth 
campaign  against  the  Communists,  still  lurking  in  the  remote  north¬ 
western  part  of  China.  Neither  the  growing  threat  from  Japan  nor  the 
appeals  from  the  Chinese  Communists  to  form  a  united  Chinese  front 
against  Nippon  deterred  Chiang  from  his  purpose  to  crush  the  Corn- 
munists  until,  in  December  1936,  he  was  suddenly  kidnapped  by  his 
own  northern  commander,  Chang  Hsueh-liang,  at  Sian,  and  was  forced, 
under  a  threat  of  death,  to  promise  to  fight  Japan.  A  Kuomintang-Corn- 
munist  united  front  was  formed  in  which  Chiang  promised  to  figh'- 
Japan  rather  than  the  Communists  and  to  relax  the  Kuomintang  re¬ 
strictions  on  civil  liberties,  while  the  Communists  promised  to  abolis 
their  Chinese  Soviet  Government,  become  a  regional  government  of  rhe 
Republic  of  China,  end  the  expropriation  of  the  landlords,  cease  their 
attacks  on  the  Kuomintang,  and  incorporate  their  armed  forces  into 
the  National  Army  of  Chiang  Kai-shek  on  a  regional  basis. 

This  agreement  had  hardly  been  made,  and  had  not  yet  been  pnb' 
lished,  when  the  Japanese  opened  their  attack  on  North  China 
1937).  They  were  generallv  successful  against  a  tenacious  defense  by 
the  National  government,  driving  it  successively  from  Nanking  to  Han¬ 
kow'  (November  1937)  and  from  Hankow  to  Chungking  on  the  remote 
upper  reaches  of  the  Yangtze  River  (October  1938).  The  Japanese, 
w'ith  quite  inadequate  forces  of  only  seventeen  divisions  totaling  lo** 
than  250,000  men  in  all  areas,  tried  to  destroy  the  Nationalist  and  Com¬ 
munist  armies  in  China,  to  cut  China  off  from  all  foreign  supplies  b/ 
controlling  all  railroads,  ports,  and  rivers,  and  to  maintain  order  itt 
Manchuria  and  occupied  China.  This  w'as  an  impossible  task.  The  occu¬ 
pied  areas  soon  took  the  form  of  an  open  lattice  in  which  Japanese 
troops  patroled  the  rivers  and  railroads,  but  the  country  between 
largely  in  the  control  of  Communist  guerrillas.  The  retreat  of  the  Na¬ 
tionalist  government  to  remote  Chungking  and  its  inability  to  retaiu 
the  allegiance  of  the  Chinese  peasants,  especially  those  behind  the 
Japanese  lines,  because  of  its  close  alliance  with  the  oligarchy  of 
lords,  merchants,  and  bankers,  steadily  weakened  the  Kuomintang  an 
strengthened  the  Communists. 

The  rivalry  between  the  Chinese  Communists  and  the  Kuomintang 
broke  out  intermittently  in  1938-1941,  but  Japan  was  unable  to  pton 
from  it  in  any  decisive  way  because  of  its  economic  weakness.  The 
great  investment  in  Manchuria  and  the  adoption  of  a  policy  of  whole¬ 
hearted  aggression  required  a  reorganization  of  Japan’s  owm  economy 
from  its  previous  emphasis  on  light  industry  for  the  export  market  m 
a  new’  emphasis  on  heavy  industry  for  armaments  and  heavy  investmeu'^' 
This  was  carried  out  so  ruthlessly  that  Japan’s  production  of  heavy 
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industry  rose  from  3  billion  yen  in  1933  to  8.2  billion  yen  in  1938, 
labile  textile  production  rose  from  2.9  billion  yen  to  no  more  than  3.7 
Dillion  yen  in  the  same  five  years.  By  1938  the  products  of  heavy  in¬ 
dustry  accounted  for  53  percent  of  Japan’s  industrial  output.  This 
increased  Japan’s  need  for  imports  while  reducing  her  ability  to  provide 


the 


exports  (previously  textiles)  to  pay  for  such  imports.  By  1937 


Japan’s  unfavorable  balance  of  trade  with  the  “non-yen”  area  amounted 
925  million  yen,  or  almost  four  times  the  average  of  the  years  before 
1937-  Income  from  shipping  was  reduced  by  military  demands  as  well, 
^th  the  result  that  Japan’s  unfavorable  balance  of  trade  was  reflected 
m  a  heavy  outflow  of  gold  (1,685  million  yen  in  1937-1938). 

the  end  of  1938,  it  was  clear  that  Japan  was  losing  its  financial 
commercial  ability  to  buy  necessary  materials  of  foreign  origin, 
he  steps  taken  by  the  United  States,  Australia,  and  others  to  restrict 
^iiport  of  strategic  or  military  materials  to  Japan  made  this  problem 
^ven  more  acute.  The  attack  on  China  had  been  intended  to  remedy 
his  situation  by  removing  the  Chinese  boycott  on  Japanese  goods,  by 
ringing  a  supply  of  necessary  materials,  especially  raw  cotton,  under 
Japan’s  direct  control,  and  by  creating  an  extension  of  the  yen  area 
'’here  the  use  of  foreign  e.xchange  would  not  be  needed  for  trading 
Puiposes.  On  the  whole,  these  purposes  were  not  achieved.  Guerrilla 
®c&vities  and  Japanese  inability  to  control  the  rural  areas  made  the 
^hievenient  of  a  yen  area  impossible,  made  trade  difficult,  and  reduced 
.  ®  production  of  cotton  drastically  (by  about  one-third).  Export  of 
'ron  ore  from  China  to  Japan  fell  from  2.3  million  tons  in  1937  to  0.3 
’  hon  in  19:58^  although  coal  exports  rose  slightly. 

IT  an  effort  to  increase  production,  Japan  began  to  pour  capital  in- 
'5*tment  into  the  still-unpacified  areas  of  North  China  at  a  rate  which 
2^ed  the  rate  of  investment  in  Manchuria.  The  Four-Year  Plan  of 
'938  called  for  1,420  million  yen  of  such  investment  by  1942.  This 
Japan  to  feed  and  clothe  the  inhabitants 
orth  China,  made  that  area  a  drain  on  the  whole  Japanese  economy, 
Japanese  exports  to  that  area  rose  from  179  billion  yen  in  1937 
3'a  million  in  1938.  To  make  matters  worse,  the  people  of  this  oc- 
territory  refused  to  accept  or  use  the  newly  established  yei 


cupied 

•^rrency  because  of  guerrilla  threats  to  shoot  anyone  found  in  pos- 
session  of  it. 

had  an  adverse  effect  on  Japan’s  financial  position.  In  nvo 
’^he  China  war,  1936-1937  to  1938-1939,  the  Japanese  budget 
p  ^  a. 3  to  8.4  billion  yen,  of  which  80  percent  went  for  military 
eposes.  Government  debt  and  commodity  prices  rose  steadily,  but  the 
and  people  responded  so  readily  to  taxation,  government  loans, 
fp  .^”iauds  for  increased  production  that  the  system  continued  to 
Jon.  By  the  end  of  1939,  however,  it  was  clear  that  the  threefold 
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burden  of  a  conversion  to  heavy  industry,  which  ruined  the  export 
trade,  a  heavy  rate  of  investment  in  Manchuria  and  North  China,  and 
an  indecisive  war  with  Nationalist  China  could  not  be  borne  forever, 
especially  under  the  pressure  of  the  growing  reluctance  of  neutral 
countries  to  supply  Japan  with  necessary  strategic  goods.  The  two 
most  vital  needs  were  in  petroleum  products  and  rubber. 

To  the  militarists,  who  controlled  Japan  both  politically  and  eco¬ 
nomically  after  1939,  it  seemed  that  the  occupation  of  the  Dutch  Indies 
and  Malaya  could  do  much  to  alleviate  these  shortages.  The  occupation 
of  the  Netherlands  itself  by  Hitler’s  hordes  in  1940  and  the  involvement 
of  England  in  the  European  war  since  1939  seemed  to  offer  a  golden 
opportunity  for  Japan  to  seize  these  southern  regions.  To  do  so  would 
require  long  lines  of  communications  from  Japan  to  Indonesia.  These 
lines  would  be  e.vposed  to  attack  from  the  American  bases  in  the  Philip' 
pines  or  from  the  British  base  at  Singapore.  Judging  the  American  ps)’" 
chology  as  similar  to  their  own,  the  Japanese  militarists  were  sure  that 
in  such  circumstances  America  would  not  hesitate  to  attack  these 
vulnerable  lines  of  communication.  Thus,  it  seemed  to  them  that  a 
Japanese  attack  on  the  Dutch  Indies  would  inevitably  lead  to  an  Anicri" 
can  war  on  Japan.  Facing  this  problem,  the  Japanese  militarists  reached 
what  seemed  to  their  minds  to  be  an  inescapable  decision.  They  decide 
to  attack  the  United  States  first.  From  this  decision  came  the  Japanese 
attack  on  Pearl  Harbor  on  December  7,  1941. 


The  Italian  Assault,  1934-1936 


Although  the  Fascist  gov'ernment  of  Benito  Mussolini  talked  in  ® 
truculent  and  vainglorious  way  from  its  accession  to  power  in  >9^*’ 
emphasizing  its  detennination  to  reestablish  the  glories  of  the  Roman 
Empire,  to  dominate  the  Mediterranean  Sea,  and  to  achieve  strategic 
self-sufficiency  by  increasing  the  quantity  of  home-grown  food,  "-S 
actions  were  much  more  modest  and  did  not  go  far  beyond  efforts 
limit  Yugoslav  influence  in  the  Adriatic  and  to  overly  publicize 
modest  increase  in  domestic  wheat  production.  In  general,  Italy’s  sitna 
tion  was  similar  to  Japan’s.  Limited  natural  resources  (especially 
almost  complete  lack  of  coal  or  oil)  combined  with  a  rapidly  falling 
death  rate  to  create  growing  pressure  of  population.  This  problem, 
in  Japan,  was  intensified  by  restrictions  on  the  emigration  of  Italians 
on  the  outflow  of  Italian  goods,  especially  after  1918. 

The  important  dates  in  modern  Italian  history  are  19:2,  1915’ 
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above  all,  1934.  In  1922  the  Fascists  came  to  power  in  a  parlia- 
•^entary  system;  in  1925  this  parliamentary  system  was  replaced  by  a 
political  dictatorship  with  nineteenth  century  Latin-American  over- 
fones  rather  than  a  twentieth-centur)’  totalitarian  character,  since  the 
economic  system  remained  that  of  orthodox  financial  capitalism;  in  1927 
orthodox,  and  restrictive,  stabilization  of  the  lira  on  the  international 
8°ld  standard  led  to  such  depressed  economic  conditions  that  Mussolini 
adopted  a  much  more  active  foreign  policy,  seeking  to  create  an  economic 
^''d  political  entente  with  the  three  defeated  Powers  of  central  Europe 
(Austria,  Hungary,  Bulgaria);  in  1934  Italy  replaced  orthodox  eco- 
lomic  measures  by  a  totalitarian  economy  functioning  beneath  a  fraud¬ 
ulent  corporative  facade  and,  at  the  same  time,  shifted  its  dynamic 
°reign  policy  from  central  Europe  to  Africa  and  the  Mediterranean. 
The  Italian  drive  to  build  up  a  political  and  economic  bloc  in  central 
urope  in  the  period  1927-1934  was  both  anti-German  and  anti-Little 
ntente.  This  was  an  impossible  combination,  for  the  division  of  Europe 
'nto  revisionist  and  antirevisionist  Powers  made  it  impossible  for  Italy 
1°  create  a  new'  alignment  cutting  through  this  line  of  conflict.  By  foi- 
O'ving  an  anti-LittIc  Entente  and  pro-Hungarian  policy,  .Mussolini 
anti-French  and  thus  inevitably  pro-German,  something  which 
ussolini  never  w'as  and  never  wished  to  be.  It  took  him  seven  years, 
owever,  to  realize  the  iilogic  of  his  position. 

m  these  seven  years,  1927-1934,  Hungary  rather  than  Germany  W'as 


"lost  active  revisionist  force  in  Europe.  By  working  with  Hungary, 
'''•th  the  reactionary  elements  in  Austria  and  Bulgaria,  and  with  dissi- 
cnt  Croatian  elements  in  Yugoslavia,  Mussolini  sought  to  weaken  the 
^  'ttle  Entente  (especially  Yugoslavia)  and  to  create  troubled  waters 
Fascist  fishing.  He  insisted  that  Italy  w'as  a  dissatisfied  Pow  er  be- 
cause  of  disappointment  over  its  lack  of  colonial  gains  at  Yersailles  in 
*919,  and  the  refusal  of  the  I  ^eague  to  accede  to  Tommaso  Tittoni’s  re- 
^Uest  for  a  redistribution  of  the  world’s  resources  in  accordance  w'ith 
”  Pulation  needs  made  in  1920.  It  is  true  that  Italy’s  population  and  raw'- 
*  erial  problems  were  acute,  but  the  steps  taken  by  ,Mu.ssolini  oflFered 
pc  of  alleviating  them. 

tjj  (^^”ube  policy  culminated  in  a  treaty  of  friendship  with  Aus- 
®  1930  and  a  series  of  political  and  economic  agreements  with 

^stria  and  Hungary  known  as  the  “Rome  Protocols’’  in  1934.  The 
ustrian  government  under  Engelbert  Dollfuss  destroyed  the  demo- 
institutions  of  Austria,  wiped  out  all  Socialist  and  working-class 
at  established  a  one-party,  dictatorial,  corporative  state 

thi,-  behe.st  in  February— x4pril  1934-  Hitler  took  advantage  of 

l>ut  1*^  ^^^cmpt  a  Nazi  coup  in  Austria,  murdering  Dollfuss  in  July  1934, 
'nliz^^  prevented  from  moving  into  the  country  by  a  hurried  mo- 
-ation  of  Italian  troops  on  the  Brenner  frontier  and  a  stern  warning 
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from  iMussoIini.  This  significant  event  revealed  that  Italy  was  the  only 
major  Power  prepared  to  fight  for  Austria’s  independence  and  that 
Mussolini’s  seven  years  of  work  for  the  revisionist  cause  had  been  a 
mistake.  It  w'as,  however,  a  mistake  from  which  the  Duce  learned  noth¬ 
ing.  Instead,  he  condoned  an  assassination  plot  by  extreme  revisionist 
elements,  including  the  Bulgarian  IMRO,  Croation  separatists,  and 
Hungarian  extremists.  This  resulted  in  the  murder  of  Alexander,  the 
centralist  Serb  King  of  Yugoslavia,  and  Jean  Louis  Barthou,  the  foreign 
minister  of  France,  at  Marseilles  in  October  1934. 

Hitler’s  ascension  to  office  in  Germany  in  January'  1933  found  French 
foreign  policy  paralyzed  by  British  opposition  to  any  efforts  to  support 
collective  security  or  to  enforce  German  observation  of  its  treaty  ob¬ 
ligations  by  force.  As  a  result,  a  suggestion  from  Poland  in  April  1935 
for  joint  armed  intervention  in  Germany  to  remove  Hitler  from  office 
was  rejected  by  France.  Poland  at  once  made  a  nonaggression  pact  with 
Germany  and  extended  a  previous  nonaggression  pact  with  the  Soviet 
Union  Qanuary-.May,  1934).  This  inaugurated  a  policy  of  balancing 
between  these  two  Great  Powers  which  left  Poland  ripe  for  the  Fourth 
Partition,  which  came  in  1939. 

After  the  advent  to  office  in  France  of  a  new  conservative  coalition 
government  with  Jean  Louis  Bathou  as  foreign  minister  in  February 
1934,  France  began  to  adopt  a  more  active  policy  against  Flitler.  This 
policy  sought  to  encircle  Germany  by  bringing  the  Soviet  Union  ana 
Italy  into  a  revived  alignment  of  France,  Poland,  the  Little  Entente, 
Greece,  and  Turkey.  A  Balkan  Pact  of  Romania,  Yugoslavia,  Greece, 
and  Turkey  was  concluded  as  early  as  February  1934;  French  rela¬ 
tions  with  the  Little  Entente  w'ere  tightened  as  a  consequence  of  visits 
by  Barthou  to  the  various  capitals.  Russia  was  brought  into  the  League 
of  Nations  in  September  1934;  a  French-Italian  agreement  was  sign^ 
in  January  1935;  a  common  front  against  German  rearmament  (vvhicn 
had  been  announced  in  .March)  was  made  by  France,  Italy,  and  Britain 
at  the  Stresa  Conference  in  April  1935,  and  Germany’s  action  was  de' 
nounced  by  the  League  of  Nations  the  same  week;  a  French-Soviet 
alliance  and  a  Czech-Soviet  alliance  were  made  in  May  1935,  the  latter 
to  be  binding  on  Russia  only  after  the  earlier  French-Czech  alliance 
went  into  effect.  In  the  course  of  building  this  united  front  against 
Germany,  but  before  Italy  had  been  brought  into  it,  Barthou  and  Kmg 
Alexander  were  assassinated  at  .Marseilles,  as  we  have  indicated  (Ot-' 
tober  1934).  This  did  not  stop  the  project,  for  Pierre  Laval  took  Bar- 
thou’s  place  and  carried  out  his  predecessor’s  plans,  although  much  less 
effectively.  It  was,  accordingly,  Pierre  Laval  who  brought  Italy  into 
this  arrangement  in  January  1935  and  the  Soviet  Union  in  May  i935’ 

Laval  was  convinced  that  Italy  could  be  brought  into  the  anti-German 
front  only  if  its  long-standing  grievances  and  unfulfilled  ambitions  in 
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Africa  could  be  met.  Accordingly,  Laval  gave  Mussolini  seven  percent 
of  the  stock  of  the  Djibouti-Addis  Ababa  Railway  (which  ran  from 
f^rench  Somaliland  on  the  Red  Sea  to  the  capital  of  Ethiopia),  a  stretch 
of  desert  1 14,000  square  miles  in  extent  but  containing  only  a  few  hun- 
tlred  persons  (sixty-two,  according  to  Mussolini  himself)  on  the  border 
of  Libya,  a  small  wedge  of  territory  between  French  Somaliland  and 
Italian  Eritrea,  a  settlement  of  the  citizenship  and  education  status  of 
ttalian  immigrants  in  French  Tunisia,  and  “the  right  to  ask  for  con¬ 
cessions  throughout  Ethiopia.” 

This  last  point  was  an  important  one  because,  while  Laval  insisted 
he  had  made  no  agreement  which  jeopardized  Ethiopia’s  independ¬ 
ence  or  territorial  integrity,  he  made  it  equally  clear  that  Italian  support 
^gainst  Germany  was  more  important  than  the  integrity  of  Ethiopia  in 
tus  eyes.  France  had  been  Ethiopia’s  only  real  friend  for  many  years, 
t  had  engineered  a  Triparite  agreement  of  Britain,  Italy,  and  France  to 
permit  no  change  in  Ethiopia’s  status  without  Tripartite  consent  in 
‘906,  and  had  brought  Ethiopia  into  the  League  of  Nations  over  British 
cbjections  in  1923.  Italy,  on  the  other  hand,  had  been  prevented  from 
Conquering  Ethiopia  in  1896  only  by  a  decisive  defeat  of  her  invading 
orce  at  the  hands  of  the  Ethiopians  themselves,  while  in  1925  Britain 
^nd  Italy  had  cut  Ethiopia  up  into  economic  spheres  by  an  agreement 
hicli  was  annulled  by  a  French  appeal  to  the  League  of  Nations.  La- 
^  s  renunciation  of  France’s  traditional  support  of  Ethiopian  independ- 
^”cc  and  integrity  was  thus  of  great  importance,  and  brought  the  three 
Sovernments  concerned  (Italy,  Britain,  and  France)  into  agreement  on 
issue. 


This  point  of  view,  however,  was  not  shared  by  public  opinion  in 
cse  tliree  countries.  In  France,  opinion  was  too  divided  to  allow  us  to 
any  categorical  statements  about  its  nature,  but  it  is  probable 
a  majority  was  in  favor  of  extending  collective  security  to  Ethiopia, 
1  e  an  overwhelming  majority  was  convinced  that  Germany  should 
Ital^^^  Primary  object  of  this  instrument  of  international  action.  In 
Xi  It  is  likely  that  a  majority  opposed  both  Mussolini’s  war  on  Ethio- 
r  a  and  the  League’s  efforts  to  stop  this  by  economic  sanctions, 
of  overwhelming  majority  was  in  support  of  the  League 

ations  and  sanctions  against  Italy.  This  was  clear  from  the  so-called 
vot^^  of  1935  which,  on  the  basis  of  a  privately  conducted  straw 

^ote  of  the  English  electorate,  showed  that,  of  u’/z  million  polled,  over 
'  million  supported  membership  in  the  League,  over  lo  million  sup- 
j  economic  sanctions,  and  over  6.7  million  supported  (while  only 
opposed)  military  sanctions  against  aggressors.  This  point  of 
the '  opposed  by  the  pacifist  Left  wing  of  the  Labour  Party  and  by 
by  Right  wing  of  the  Conser\'ative  Party.  It  was  also  opposed 

e  British  government  itself.  Sir  John  Simon  (the  foreign  secretary), 
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Sir  Bolton  Eyres-Monsell  (the  first  lord  of  the  Admiralty),  and  Stanle)^ 
Baldwin  (leader  of  the  party  and  prime  minister)  denounced  the  Peace 
Ballot  and  its  collective-security  basis  while  the  polling  was  in  process, 
but  hastened  to  give  their  verbal  support  as  soon  as  the  results  became 
evident.  Baldwin,  who  in  November,  1934,  had  declared  that  a  “colleC' 
tive  peace  system”  was  “perfectly  impracticable,”  assured  the  organizers 
of  the  ballot  that  “the  foreign  policy  of  the  Government  is  founded 
upon  the  League  of  Nations,”  when  the  results  were  revealed  in  Ju'y 
1935.  On  this  basis  was  erected  one  of  the  most  astonishing  examples  of 
British  “dual”  policy  in  the  appeasement  period.  While  publicly  s^P' 
porting  collective  security  and  sanctions  against  Italian  aggression, 
government  privately  negotiated  to  destroy  the  League  and  to  yie'd 
Ethiopia  to  Italy.  They  were  completely  successful  in  this  secret  policy- 
The  Italian  aggression  against  Ethiopia  began  with  an  incursion 
Ethiopian  territon,^  at  Wal  Wal  in  December  1934,  and  broke  into  ful|" 
scale  invasion  in  October  1935.  That  Italy  had  no  real  fear  of  British  mili¬ 
tary  sanctions  against  them  was  evident  when  they  put  a  major  part  of  theif 
military  forces,  transports,  and  naval  strength  in  the  Red  Sea,  separate 
from  home  by  the  British-controlled  Suez  Canal  and  the  massed  British 
fleet  at  Alexandria.  Their  use  of  the  Suez  Canal  to  transport  munitions 
and  troops  naturally  revealed  their  aggressive  intentions  to  Britain  at  an 
early  stage.  The  British  government’s  position  on  Ethiopia  was  clearly 
stated  in  a  secret  report  of  an  Interdepartmental  Committee  under  Sir 
John  Maffey.  The  report,  presented  to  the  foreign  secretary  on  June  1  ’ 
1935,  declared  that  Italian  control  of  Ethiopia  would  be  a  “matter  0 
indifference”  to  Britain.  This  report  was  mysteriously  and  surrepO 
tiously  conveyed  to  the  Italians  and  undiplomatically  published  by  them 
later.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  represented  the  opinion  of  ® 
British  government  and  that  this  opinion  was  shared  by  the  Freo 


government. 

Unfortunately,  public  opinion  in  both  countries  and  througho 
most  of  the  world  was  insisting  on  collective  sanctions  against  the  ag 
gressor.  To  meet  this  demand,  both  gov'ernments  engaged  in  a  pyo 
policy  of  unenforced  or  partially  enforced  sanctions  at  wide  v^ariao 
with  their  real  intentions.  In  consequence,  they  lost  both  Ethiopia  a 
Italy,  the  former  by  their  real  policy,  the  latter  b\'  their  public  .■ 
In  the  process  they  gave  the  League  of  Nations,  the  collective-secun  ; 
system,  and  the  political  stability  of  central  Europe  their  death 

Taking  advantage  of  the  wave  of  public  support  for  collective  ^ 
curity,  Samuel  Hoare  (now  foreign  secretary)  went  to  the  mectmg^^^ 
the  Assembly  of  the  League  of  Nations  in  September  1935  and 
livered  a  smashing  speech  to  support  of  the  League,  collective 
and  sanctions  against  Italy.  The  day  previously  he  and  Anthony 
had  secretly  agreed  with  Pierre  Laval  to  impose  only  partial  econoin 
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^nctions,  avoiding  all  actions,  such  as  blockade  or  closure  of  the  Suez 
^nal,  which  “might  lead  to  war.”  A  number  of  governments,  includ- 
Belgium,  Czechoslovakia,  France,  and  Britain,  had  stopped  all  ex¬ 
ports  of  munitions  to  Ethiopia  as  earlv  as  May  and  June  1935,  although 
*^iiopia’s  appeal  to  the  League  of  Nations  for  help  had  been  made  on 
arch  17th,  while  the  Italian  attack  did  not  come  until  October  2,  1935. 
net  result  was  that  Ethiopia  was  left  defenseless  in  the  face  of  an 
Aggressor  who  was  annoyed,  without  being  sensibly  hampered,  by  in- 
^oniplete  and  late  economic  sanctions.  Ethiopia's  appeal  for  neutral  ob¬ 
servers  on  June  19th  was  never  acknowledged,  and  her  appeal  to  the 
•I'ted  States  for  support  under  the  Kellogg-Briand  Pact  on  July  3rd 
at  once  rejected,  but  Eden  found  time  to  offer  Mussolini  a  portion 
°  Ethiopia  as  part  of  a  deal  which  would  avoid  an  open  Italian  ag¬ 
gression  (June  24th).  The  Duce  was  determined,  however,  to  commit 


open  aggression  as  the  only  method  for  achieving  that  modicum  of 
Oman  glory  for  s\hich  he  thirsted. 

Hoare’s  speech  in  support  of  collective  security  at  Geneva  in  Septem- 
'^r  evoked  such  applause  from  the  British  public  that  Baldwin  decided 
^0  hold  a  general  election  on  that  issue.  Accordingly,  with  a  ringing 
P  odge  to  support  collective  action  and  collective  security  and  to  “take 
^0  action  in  isolation,”  the  National  government  offered  itself  at  the 
polls  on  November  14,  1935,  and  won  an  amazing  victory.  The  govern- 
^'^ots  margin  of  431  seats  out  of  615  kept  it  in  power  until  the  next 
oneral  Election  ten  years  later  (July  1945). 

Although  Article  16  of  the  League  Covenant  bound  the  signers  to 
g^?ak  off  all  trade  and  financial  relations  with  an  aggressor,  France  and 
titain  combined  to  keep  their  economic  sanctions  partial  and  ineffec- 
''0.  Imposed  on  November  18,  1935,  and  accepted  by  fifty-two  nations. 


se  sanctions  established  an  embargo  in  arms  and  munitions,  on  loans 
oti  credit,  and  on  certain  key  commodities,  and  established  a  boycott 
P'Jtchases  of  all  Italian  goods.  The  embargo  did  not  cover  iron  ore, 
,  or  petroleum  products,  although  the  last  item,  of  which  Italy  had 
js  than  a  two-month  supply  in  October  1935,  would  have  stopped 
^  Italian  aggression  quickly  and  completely.  The  imposition  of  oil 
Actions  was  postponed  time  and  again  until,  by  the  spring  of  1936, 
®  Conquest  of  Ethiopia  was  completed.  This  was  done  in  spite  of  the 
®ct  that  as  early  as  December  12th,  ten  states,  which  had  been  supplying 
ree-quarters  of  Italy’s  oil  needs,  volunteered  to  support  the  embargo. 
P  ^  refusal  to  establish  this  sanction  resulted  from  a  joint  British- 
rench  refusal  on  the  grounds  that  an  oil  sanction  would  be  so  effective 
would  be  compelled  to  break  off  its  war  with  Ethiopia  and 
Wa^  desperation,  make  war  on  Britain  and  France.  This,  at  least, 
rhe  amazing  logic  offered  by  the  British  government  later. 

^stead  of  additional  or  effective  sanctions,  Samuel  Hoare  and  Pierre 
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Laval  worked  out  a  secret  deal  which  would  have  given  Italy  outright 
about  one-sixth  of  Ethiopia  and  have  yielded  an  additional  third  as  a 
“zone  of  economic  expansion  and  settlement  reserved  to  Italy.”  When 
news  of  this  deal  was  broken  to  the  public  by  a  French  journalist  on 
December  lo,  1935,  there  was  a  roar  of  protest  from  the  supporters  01 
collective  security,  especially  in  England,  on  the  grounds  that  this 
violated  the  election  pledge  made  but  a  month  previously.  To  save  his 
government,  Baldwin  had  to  sacrifice  Hoare,  who  resigned  on  December 
19th,  but  returned  to  the  Cabinet  on  June  5,  1936,  as  soon  as  Ethiopia 
was  decently  buried.  Laval,  in  France,  survived  the  first  parliamentary 
assault  but  fell  from  office  in  January  1936;  he  was  succeeded  at  the 
Quai  d’Orsay  by  Pierre  Flandin,  who  pursued  the  same  policy. 

Ethiopia  was  conquered  on  .May’’  2,  1936  and  annexed  to  Italy  a 
week  later.  Sanctions  were  removed  by  the  various  cooperating  states 
and  by  the  League  itself  in  the  ne.xt  two  months,  just  as  they 
beginning  to  take  effect. 

The  consequences  of  the  Ethiopian  fiasco  were  of  the  greatest  im¬ 
portance.  Mussolini  was  much  strengthened  in  Italy  by  his  apparef**^ 
success  in  acquiring  an  empire  in  the  face  of  the  economic  barrage 
of  fifty-two  nations.  The  Consen’ative  Party’  in  England  was  entrenche 
in  office  for  a  decade,  during  which  it  carried  out  its  policy  of  ap¬ 
peasement  and  waged  the  resulting  war.  The  United  States  was  driven 
by  panic  to  pass  a  “Neutrality  Act”  which  encouraged  aggression  by 
its  provision  that  the  outbreak  of  a  war  would  cut  off  supplies  of  Amer*' 
can  munitions  to  both  sides,  to  the  aggressor  who  had  armed  at  his 
leisure  and  to  the  victim  yet  unarmed.  Above  all,  the  Ethiopian  crisis 
destroy’ed  French  efforts  to  encircle  Germany.  Britain  had  oppo*® 
these  efforts  from  the  beginning,  and  was  able  to  block  them  with  the 
aid  of  a  number  of  other  factors  for  w'hich  Britain  was  not  primar'V 
responsible.  This  point  is  sufficiently’  important  to  demand  detailed  an¬ 
alysis. 


Circles  and  Countercircles, 

1935-1939 

Laval’s  agreement  of  January  1935  with  Mussolini  had  been  intended 
to  bring  Italy  to  the  side  of  France  in  the  face  of  Germany’,  a  gc* 
which  seemed  perfectly  possible  in  the  light  of  Mussolini’s  veto  on 
Hitler’s  coup  in  Austria  in  July’  1934.  This  result  would  have  been 
achieved  if  Ethiopia  could  have  been  taken  by  Italy  without  Leagno 


THE  POLICY  OF  APPEASEMENT,  193I-I936  577 

action.  In  that  case,  Mussolini  argued,  Africa  u'ould  have  been  re- 
nioved  from  the  sphere  of  League  action  as  North  America  had  been  in 
*9 >9  (by  the  Monroe  Doctrine  amendment  to  the  Covenant)  and  Asia 
had  been  in  1931  (by  the  failure  to  take  action  against  japan).  This 
^''ould  have  left  the  League  as  a  purely  European  organization,  accord- 
'•ag  to  Mu.ssolini. 

This  view  was  regarded  with  favor  in  France  where  the  chief,  if  not 
he  sole,  role  of  the  League  w'as  to  provide  security  against  Germany. 
This  •  ■  • 


view  was  completely  unacceptable  to  Britain,  which  wanted  no 


exclusively  European  political  organization  and  could  not  join  one  her¬ 
self  because  of  her  imperial  obligations  and  her  preference  for  an  At- 


antic  organization  (including  the  Dominions  and  the  United  States), 
hus,  Britain  insisted  on  sanctions  against  Italy.  But  the  British  govern¬ 
ment  never  wanted  collective  security  to  be  a  success.  As  a  result,  the 
tench  desire  for  no  sanctions  combined  with  the  British  desire  for 
ineffective  sanctions  to  provide  ineffective  sanctions.  Because  there  were 
Unctions,  France  lost  Italian  support  against  Germany;  because  they 
'''cte  ineffective,  France  lost  the  League  system  of  collective  security 
gainst  Germany  as  well.  Thus  France  had  neither  bread  nor  cake, 
otse  than  that,  the  Italian  involvement  in  Africa  withdrew  Italian 


Po  itical  power  from  central  Europe  and  thus  removed  the  chief  force 
to  resist  the  German  penetration  of  Austria.  Still  worse,  the  hub- 
Ud  of  the  Ethiopian  crisis  gav'e  Hitler  an  opportunity  to  declare  the 
rearmament  of  Germany  and  the  reestablishment  of  the  German  air 
me  in  March  1935  and  to  remilitarize  the  Rhineland  on  March  7,  1936. 

he  remilitarization  of  the  Rhineland  in  violation  of  the  Versailles 
eaty  and  the  Locarno  pacts  was  the  most  important  result  of  the 
lopian  crisis  and  the  most  important  event  of  the  period  of  appease¬ 
ment.  It  greatly  reduced  France’s  own  security  and  reduced  even  more 
security  of  France’s  allies  to  the  east  of  Germany  because,  once 
fortified,  it  could  decrease  greatly  France’s  ability  to  come 
the  eastern  Europe.  The  remilitarization  of  the  Rhineland  was 

w  military  prerequisite  for  any  movement  of  Germany  east- 

m  Austria,  Czechoslovakia,  Poland,  or  the  Soviet  Union.  That 

a  V  ®  "m'’ement  was  the  chief  aim  of  Hitler’s  policy  had  been  clearly 
explicitly  stated  by  him  throughout  his  public  life, 
erman  rearmament  had  proceeded  so  slowly  that  Germany  had  only 
enty-flyg  “paper”  divisions  in  1936,  and  the  German  generals  de- 
to  ■  obtained  written  orders  to  retreat  if  France  made  any  move 

had'T'^*^^  Rhineland.  No  such  move  was  made,  although  Germany 
ess  than  30,000  troops  in  the  area.  This  failure  arose  from  a  com- 
ination  of  two  factors;  (i)  the  expense  of  a  French  mobilization,  which 
have  required  the  devaluation  of  the  franc  at  a  time  when  France 
'forking  desperate  energy  to  preserve  the  value  of  the  franc; 


57®  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

and  (2)  the  objections  of  Britain,  which  refused  to  allow  France  to  take 
mihtar)^  action  or  to  impose  any  sanctions  (even  economic)  against  Ger¬ 
many  or  to  use  Italy  (against  whom  economic  sanctions  were  still  m 
force)  in  the  field  against  Germany  as  provided  in  the  Locarno  pacts. 
In  a  violent  scene  with  Flandin  on  March  12th,  Neville  Chamberlain 
rejected  sanctions,  and  refused  to  accept  Flandin’s  argument  that  “if  ^ 
film  front  is  maintained  by  France  and  England,  Germany  will  yi^l^f 
without  war.”  Chamberlain’s  refusal  to  enforce  the  Locarno  pacts  when 
they  fell  due  was  not  his  personal  policy  or  anything  new.  It  was  the 
policy  of  the  Conservative  Party,  and  had  been  for  years;  as  early  as 
July  13,  1934,  Sir  Austen  Chamberlain  had  stated  publicly  that  Britain 
would  not  use  troops  to  enforce  the  Rhineland  clauses  and  w'ould  use 
its  veto  power  in  the  Council  of  the  League  to  prevent  this  by  others 
under  the  Locarno  pacts. 

The  remilitarization  of  the  Rhineland  also  detached  Belgium  from  the 
anti-German  circle.  Alarmed  by  the  return  of  German  troops  to  n® 
border  and  by  the  failure  of  the  British-Italian  guarantee  of  Locarno. 
Belgium  in  October  1936  denounced  its  alliance  with  France  aud 
adopted  a  policy  of  strict  neutrality.  This  made  it  impossible  fof 
France  to  e.xtend  its  fortification  system,  the  Maginot  Line,  which  was 
being  built  on  the  French-German  border,  along  the  Belgian-German 
border.  Moreover,  since  France  was  convinced  that  Belgium  would  be 
on  its  side  in  any  future  war  with  Germany,  the  line  was  not  extende 
along  the  French-Belgian  border  either.  It  was  across  this  unfortifie 
border  that  Germany  attacked  France  in  1940. 

Thus  Barthou’s  efforts  to  encircle  Germany  were  largely  but  not  com¬ 
pletely  destroyed  in  the  period  1934-1936  by  four  events:  (1)  the  loss  o 
Poland  in  January  1934;  (2)  the  loss  of  Italy  by  January  1936;  (})  '• 
rearmament  of  Germany  and  the  remilitarization  of  the  Rhineland  by 
.March  1936;  and  (4)  the  loss  of  Belgium  by  October  1936.  The  chie 
items  left  in  the  Barthou  system  were  the  French  and  Soviet  alliances 
with  Czechoslovakia  and  with  each  other.  In  order  to  destroy 
alliances  Britain  and  Germany  sought,  on  parallel  paths,  to  eiiciic 
France  and  the  Soviet  Union  in  order  to  dissuade  France  from  honoring 
its  alliances  with  either  Czechoslovakia  or  the  Soviet  Union.  To  honor 
these  alliances  France  required  two  things  as  an  absolute  minimum:  (y 
that  military  cooperation  against  Germany  be  provided  by  Brimi’^ 
from  the  first  moment  of  any  French  action  against  Germany  and 
that  France  have  military  security  on  her  non-German  frontiers.  dO ^ 
of  these  essentials  were  destroyed  by  Britain  in  the  period  1935-193*^’  ’ 

in  consequence,  France,  finding  itself  encircled,  dishonored  its  alliance 
with  Czechoslovakia,  when  it  came  due  in  September  1938. 

The  encirclement  of  France  had  six  items  in  it.  The  first  was 
British  refusal  from  1919  to  1939  to  give  France  any  promise  of  suppu 
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Against  Germanv  in  fulfillment  of  the  French  alliances  with  eastern 
Europe  or  to  engage  in  any  military  commitments  in  support  of  such 
alliances.  On  the  contrary,  Britain  made  clear  to  France,  at  all  times, 
her  opposition  to  these  alliances  and  that  action  under  them  was  not 
Covered  by  any  promises  Britain  had  made  to  support  France  against  a 
German  attack  w'estward  or  by  any  military  discussions  which  arose 
from  any  Anglo-French  efforts  to  resist  such  an  attack.  This  distinction 
■'vas  the  motivation  of  the  Locarno  pacts,  and  c.xplains  the  refusal  of 
Britain  to  engage  in  military  conversations  with  France  until  the  sum- 
'uer  of  igj8.  Xhe  British  attitude  tow'ard  eastern  Europe  was  made  per¬ 
fectly  clear  on  many  occasions.  For  example,  on  July  13,  1934'  Foreign 
Secretary  Sir  John  Simon  denounced  Barthou’s  efforts  to  create  an 
“eastern  Locarno”  and  demanded  arms  equality  for  Germany. 

The  other  five  items  in  the  encirclement  of  France  were:  (1)  the 
Anglo-German  Naval  Agreement  of  June  1935;  (2)  the  alienation  of 
Italy  over  sanctions;  {3)  the  remilitarization  of  the  Rhineland  by  Ger- 
tuany  with  British  acquiescence  and  approval;  (4)  the  neutrality  of 
Efilgium;  and  (5)  the  alienation  of  Spain.  VVe  have  already  discussed  all 
these  except  tlie  last,  and  have  indicated  the  vital  role  which  Britain 
played  in  all  of  them  except  Belgium.  Taken  together,  they  changed 
^he  French  military  position  so  dnastically  that  France,  by  1938,  found 
herself  in  a  position  where  she  could  hardly  expect  to  fulfill  her  military 
obligations  to  Czechoslovakia  and  the  Soviet  Union.  This  was  exactly 
^he  position  in  which  the  British  government  wished  France  to  be,  a 
fact  made  completely  clear  bv  the  recently  published  secret  documents. 

In  May  of  1935  France  could  have  acted  against  Germany  with  all 
her  forces,  because  the  Rhineland  was  unfortified,  and  there  was  no 
'^eed  to  wmrry  about  the  Italian,  Spanish,  or  Belgian  frontiers  or  the 
Atlantic  coastline.  By  the  end  of  1938,  and  even  more  by  1939,  the 
Ehineland  w'as  protected  by  the  new'  German  fortified  Siegfried  Line, 
parts  of  the  French  Army  had  to  be  left  on  the  unfriendly  Italian  and 
Spanish  frontiers  and  along  the  lengthy  neutral  Belgian  frontier,  and 
*c  Atlantic  coastline  could  not  be  protected  against  the  new  Geniian 
fl^ct  unless  Britain  cooperated  with  France.  This  need  for  British  co¬ 
operation  on  the  sea  aro.se  from  two  facts:  (a)  the  Anglo-German  Naval 
Agreement  of  June  1935  allowed  Germany  to  build  a  navy  up  to  35 
percent  of  the  British  Navy,  while  France  was  restricted  to  33  percent 
of  Britain’s  strength  in  the  chief  categories  of  vessels;  and  (h)  the  Italian 
occupation  of  the  Balearic  Islands  and  parts  of  Spain  itself  after  the 
opening  of  the  Spanish  War  in  July  1936  required  much  of  the  French 
to  stay  in  the  Mediterranean  in  order  to  keep  open  the  transporta- 
^'on  of  troops  and  food  from  North  Africa  to  metropolitan  France 
details  of  the  Spanish  War  will  be  discussed  in  the  next  chapter, 
at  this  point  it  must  be  realized  that  the  shift  in  the  control  of  Spain 
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from  pro-French  to  anti-French  hands  was  of  vital  importance  w 
Czechoslovakia  and  the  Soviet  Union  as  a  factor  in  determining  M'hether 
the  French  alliances  with  these  nvo  would  be  fulfilled  when  the  German 
attack  came. 

Parallel  with  the  encirclement  of  France  went  the  encirclement  0 
the  Soviet  Union  and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  of  Czechoslovakia.  The  encircle¬ 
ment  of  the  Soviet  Union  was  known  as  the  Anti-Comintern  Pact.  This 
w'as  a  union  of  Germany  and  Japan  against  Communism  and  the  Thit 
International.  It  was  signed  in  November  1936  and  was  joined  by  ImjV 
a  year  later.  .Manchukuo  and  Flungary  joined  in  February  i939>  "'h'* 
Spain  came  in  a  month  after  that. 

The  last  countercircle  was  that  against  Czechoslovakia.  Hungary  on 
the  Czechoslovak  southern  frontier  and  Germany  on  its  northwestern 
frontier  were  both  opposed  to  Czechoslovakia  as  an  “artificial”  creatin'' 
of  the  Versailles  Conference.  The  German  annexation  of  Austria  n' 
March  1938  closed  the  gap  in  the  anti-Czech  circle  on  the  west, 
the  aggressive  designs  of  Poland  after  1932  completed  the  circle  every¬ 
where  except  on  the  insignificant  Romanian  frontier  in  the  extreme 
east.  Although  the  Czechs  offered  the  Poles  a  treaty  and  even  a  militaty 
alliance  on  three  occasions,  in  1932-1933,  they  were  ignored,,  and  tl'^ 
Polish-German  agreement  of  Januarx"  1934  opened  a  campaign  of 
fication  of  Czechoslovakia  by  Poland  which  continued,  parallel  to  the 
similar  German  campaign,  until  the  Polish  invasion  of  Czechoslovakia 
October  1938. 

Of  these  three  countercircles  to  Barthou’s  efforts  to  encircle  G®t' 
many,  the  most  significant  by  far  was  the  encirclement  of  France  whic 
alone  made  the  other  two  possible.  In  this  encirclement  of  France  tn 
most  important  factor,  without  which  it  could  never  have  been  achieve  t 
was  the  encouragement  of  Britain.  Accordingly,  we  must  say  a  vvor 
about  the  motivations  of  Britain  and  the  reactions  of  France. 

Any  analysis  of  the  motivations  of  Britain  in  1938-1939  is  bound  to 
be  difficult  because  different  people  had  different  motives,  motives 
changed  in  the  course  of  time,  the  motives  of  the  government  were 
clearly  not  the  same  as  the  motives  of  the  people,  and  in  no  country 
has  secrec)’^  and  anonymity  been  carried  so  far  or  been  so  well  preserved  a* 
in  Britain.  In  general,  motives  become  vaguer  and  less  secret  as  we  mot'® 
our  attention  from  the  innermost  circles  of  the  government  outward.  A 
if  we  were  looking  at  the  layers  of  an  onion,  we  may  discern  four 
points  of  view:  (i)  the  anti-Bolsheviks  at  the  center,  (2)  the  “thre® 
bloc-world”  supporters  close  to  the  center,  (3)  the  supporters  of 
peasement,”  and  (4)  the  “peace  at  any  price”  group  in  a  periph®''® 
position.  The  “anti-Bolsheviks,”  who  were  also  anti-French,  were  0^ 
tremely  important  from  1919  to  1926,  but  then  decreased  to  little  mot® 
than  a  lunatic  fringe,  rising  again  in  numbers  and  influence  after  '934 


THE  POLICY  OF  APPEASEMENT,  I93I-I936  581 

^0  dominate  the  real  policy  of  the  government  in  1939.  In  the  earlier 
period  the  chief  figures  in  this  group  were  Lord  Curzon,  Lord  D’Aber- 
and  General  Smuts.  They  did  what  they  could  to  destroy  repa- 
Jjations,  permit  German  rearmament,  and  tear  down  what  they  called 
f^rench  militarism.” 

This  point  of  view  v’as  supported  by  the  second  group,  which  was 
*^’'own  in  those  days  as  the  Round  Table  Group,  and  came  later  to  be 
somewhat  inaccurately,  the  Cliveden  Set,  after  the  country  estate 
Lord  and  Lady  Astor.  It  included  Lord  Milner,  Leopold  Amery,  and 
Ldward  Grigg  (Lord  Altrincham),  as  well  as  Lord  Lothian,  Smuts,  Lord 
Lord  Brand  (brother-in-law  of  Lady  Astor  and  managing  director 
Lazard  Brothers,  the  international  bankers),  Lionel  Curtis,  Geoffrey 
2'vson  (editor  of  The  Tmes),  and  their  associates.  This  group  wielded 
influence  because  it  controlled  the  Rhodes  Trust,  the  Beit  Trust, 
Tmjes  of  London,  The  Observer,  the  influential  and  highly  anony- 
*^ous  quarterly  review  known  as  The  Round  Table  (founded  in  1910 
"'ith  money  supplied  by  Sir  Abe  Bailey  and  the  Rhodes  Trust,  and 
Lothian  as  editor),  and  it  dominated  the  Royal  Institute  of  Inter- 
^afional  Affairs,  called  “Chatham  House”  (of  which  Sir  Abe  Bailey  and 
c  Astors  were  the  chief  financial  supporters,  while  Lionel  Curtis  was 
^  actual  founder),  the  Carnegie  United  Kingdom  Trust,  and  All  Souls 
ollege^  Oxford.  This  Round  Table  Group  formed  the  core  of  the 
^^ree-bloc-world  supporters,  and  differed  from  the  anti-Bolsheviks  like 
Abernon  in  that  the\'  sought  to  contain  the  Soviet  Union  between 
to  Europe  and  an  English-speaking  bloc  rather  than 

^0  destroy  it  as  the  anti-Bolsheviks  wanted.  Relationships  between  the 
°  groups  were  very"  close  and  friendly%  and  some  people,  like  Smuts, 
^^re  in  both. 

anJ*^^  ^•’’^■'Bolsheviks,  including  D’Abernon,  Smuts,  Sir  John  Simon, 
H.  A.  L.  Fisher  (Warden  of  All  Souls  College),  were  willing  to  go  to 
extreme  to  tear  down  France  and  build  up  Germany.  Their  point 
of  found  in  many  places,  and  most  emphatically  in  a  letter 

tt  ^“gust  II,  1910,  from  D’Abernon  to  Sir  Maurice  (later  Lord) 
int'^^^^’  ^  of  Lord  Esher  who  wielded  great  influence  in  the 

secretary  to  the  Cabinet  and  secretary  to  almost 
'^y  international  conference  on  reparations  from  Genoa  (1922)  to 
""'itl^*^^^  (1932).  D’Abernon  advocated  a  secret  alliance  of  Britain 
As  ^  German  military  leaders  in  cooperating  against  the  Soviet.” 
ambassador  of  Great 'Britain  in  Berlin  in  1920-1926,  D’Abemon 
*^his  policy'  and  blocked  all  efforts  b\'  the  Disarmament  Com- 
J  disarm,  or  even  inspect,  Germany  (according  to  Brigadier 

Th  commission). 

^  ^  point  of  view  of  this  group  was  presented  by  General  Smuts  in 

P^ech  of  October  23,  1923  (made  after  luncheon  with  H.  A.  L. 
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Fisher).  From  these  two  groups  came  the  Dawes  Plan  and  the  Locarno 
pacts.  It  was  Smuts,  according  to  Stresemann,  who  first  suggested  the 
Locarno  policy,  and  it  was  D’Abernon  who  became  its  chiet  supporter- 
H.  A.  L.  Fisher  and  John  Simon  in  the  House  of  Commons,  and  Lothian, 
Dawson,  and  their  friends  on  The  Round  Table  and  on  The  Times  pre' 
pared  the  ground  among  the  British  governing  class  for  both  the  Da"  ts 
Plan  and  Locarno  as  earlv  as  1923  {The  Round  Table  for  March  19^3’ 
the  speeches  of  Fisher  and  Simon  in  the  House  of  Commons  on 
February  19,  1923,  Fisher’s  speech  of  .March  6th  and  Simon’s 
of  March  13th  in  the  same  place.  The  Round  Table  for  June  1923; 
Smuts’s  speech  of  October  23rd). 

The  more  moderate  Round  Table  group,  including  Lionel  Curtis, 
Leopold  Amerv  (who  was  the  shadow  of  Lord  Milner),  Lord  Lothia'^’ 
Lord  Brand,  and  Lord  Astor,  sought  to  weaken  the  League  of  Nations  ao 
destroy  all  possibility  of  collective  security  in  order  to  strengthen  Ger¬ 
many  in  respect  to  both  France  and  the  Soviet  Union,  and  above  a  ^ 
to  free  Britain  from  Europe  in  order  to  build  up  an  “Atlantic  bloc  0 
Great  Britain,  the  British  Dominions,  and  the  United  States.  They  P^^' 
pared  the  way  for  this  “Union”  through  the  Rhodes  Scholarship  orga" 
ization  (of  which  Lord  .Milner  was  the  head  in  1905-1925  and 
Lothian  was  secretary  in  1925-1940),  through  the  Round  Table  groups 
(w’hich  had  been  set  up  in  the  United  States,  India,  and  the  BrU^' 
Dominions  in  1910-1917),  through  the  Chatham  House  organizat'on, 
which  set  up  Royal  Institutes  of  International  Affairs  in  all  the  domin'” 
and  a  Council  on  Foreign  Relations  in  New  York,  as  well  as  through 
official  Commonwealth  Relations  Conferences”  held  irregularly,  and  t  ^ 
Institutes  of  Pacific  Relations  set  up  in  various  countries  as  autonoino  ^^ 
branches  of  the  Royal  Institutes  of  International  Affairs.  This  influent'^^ 
group  sought  to  change  the  League  of  Nations  from  an  instrument 
collective  security  to  an  international  conference  center  for 
political”  matters  like  drug  control  or  international  postal  services, 
rebuild  Germany  as  a  buffer  against  the  Soviet  Union  and  a  cou 
poise  to  France,  and  to  build  up  an  Atlantic  bloc  of  Britain,  the 
minions,  the  United  States,  and,  if  possible,  the  Scandinavian  countt  ^ 

One  of  the  effusions  of  this  group  was  the  project  called  Union 
and  later  Union  Now  with  Great  Britain,  propagated  in  the 
States  in  1938-1945  by  Clarence  Streit  on  behalf  of  Lord  Lotliian  < 
the  Rhodes  Trust.  Ultimately,  the  inner  circle  of  this  group 
at  the  idea  of  the  “three-bloc  world.”  It  was  believed  that  this  sv 
could  force  Germany  to  keep  the  peace  (after  it  absorbed 
because  it  would  be  squeezed  between  the  Atlantic  bloc  and  the  ' 
Union,  w  hile  the  Soviet  Union  could  be  forced  to  keep  the  peace 
cause  it  would  be  squeezed  between  Japan  and  Germany.  Tins  p 
would  work  only  if  Germany  and  the  Soviet  Union  could  be  broug 
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contact  w'ith  each  other  by  abandoning  to  Germany  Austria, 
zechoslovakia,  and  the  Polish  Corridor.  This  became  the  aim  of  both 
®  anti-Bolsheviks  and  the  three-bloc  people  from  the  early  part  of 
'937  to  tile  end  of  1939  (or  even  early  1940).  These  two  cooperated 
dominated  the  government  in  that  period.  They  split  in  the 
^riod  1939-19^0,  with  the  "three-bloc”  people,  like  Amerv,  Lord 
alifax,  and  Lord  Lothian,  becoming  increasingly  anti-German,  w  hile 
^  anti-Bolshcvik  crowd,  like  Chamberlain,  Horace  Wilson,  and  John 
*nion,  tried  to  adopt  a  policy  based  on  a  declared  but  unfought  war 
®Sainst  Germany  combined  with  an  undeclared  fighting  war  against  the 
Viet  Union.  I'he  split  between  these  two  groups  appeared  openly  in 
r  Wic  and  led  to  Chamberlain’s  fall  from  office  when  Amery  cried  to 
3mberlain,  acro.ss  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Commons,  on  May  10, 


940,  "In  the  name  of  God,  go!’ 

Outside  these  two  groups,  and  much  more  numerous  (but  much 
^lore  remote  from  the  real  instruments  of  government),  were  the  ap- 
Pcasers  and  the  "peace  at  any  price”  people.  These  were  both  used  by 
two  inner  groups  to  command  public  support  for  their  quite  differ- 
policies.  Of  the  two  the  appeasers  w'ere  much  more  important  than 
®  peace  at  any  price”  people.  The  appeasers  swallowed  the  steady 
Propaganda  (much  of  it  emanating  from  Chatham  House,  77jc  Times, 
^  Round  Table  groups,  or  Rhodes  circles)  that  the  Germans  had  been 
oeived  and  brutally  treated  in  1919.  For  example,  it  w'as  under  pres- 
as"^^  ^'^om  seven  persons,  including  General  Smuts  and  H.  A.  L.  Fisher, 
(jg  Lord  .Milner  himself,  that  Lloyd  George  made  his  belated 

^^uiand  on  June  2,  1919,  that  the  German  reparations  be  reduced  and 
^  Rhineland  occupation  be  cut  from  fifteen  years  to  two.  The  mem- 
®odum  from  w’hich  Llovd  George  read  these  demands  was  apparently 
up  by  Philip  Kerr  (Lord  Lothian),  while  the  minutes  of  the 
Uncil  of  Four,  from  which  we  get  the  record  of  those  demands, 
^’’9  taken  down  by  Sir  Maurice  Hankey  (as  secretary  to  the  Supreme 
Position  obtained  through  Lord  Esher).  It  was  Kerr  (Lothian) 
0  served  as  British  member  of  the  Committee  of  Five  which  drew 


P  the  answ  er  to  the  Germans'  protest  of  May,  1919.  General  Smuts 
Jun  refusing  to  sign  the  treat)-  because  it  was  too  .severe  as  late  as 

a  result  of  these  attacks  and  a  barrage  of  similar  attacks  on  the 
^  which  continued  year  after  year,  British  public  opinion  acquired 
guilty  conscience  about  the  Treaty  of  Versailles,  and  w  as  quite  un- 
Pared  to  take  any  steps  to  enforce  it  by  1930.  On  this  feeling,  w  hich 
^  So  much  to  the  British  idea  of  sportsmanlike  conduct  toward  a 
opponent,  was  built  the  movement  for  appeasement.  This  move- 
haj  basic  assumptions:  (d)  that  reparation  must  be  made  for 


us  treatment  of  Germany  in  1919  and  {b)  that  if  Ge 
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most  obvious  demands,  such  as  arms  equality,  remilitarization  of  the 
Rhineland,  and  perhaps  union  with  Austria,  were  met,  Germany  wou 
become  satisfied  and  peaceful.  The  trouble  with  this  argument  was  that 
once  Germany  reached  this  point,  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  prevent 
Germany  from  going  further  (such  as  taking  the  Sudetenland  and  the 
Polish  Corridor).  Accordingly,  many  of  the  appeasers,  when  this  point 
was  reached  in  March  1938  went  over  to  the  anti-Bolshevik  or  “three 
bloc”  point  of  view,  while  some  even  went  into  the  “peace  at  an/ 
price”  group.  It  is  likely  that  Chamberlain,  Sir  John  Simon,  and  Sit 
Samuel  Hoare  went  by  this  road  from  appeasement  to  anti-Bolshevisni’ 
At  any  rate,  few  influential  people  were  still  in  the  appeasement  group 
by  1939  in  the  sense  that  they  believed  that  Germany  could  ever 
satisfied.  Once  this  was  realized,  it  seemed  to  many  that  the  only  solu 
tion  was  to  bring  Germany  into  contact  with,  or  even  collision  with)  rhe 
Soviet  Union. 

The  “peace  at  any  price”  people  were  both  few  and  lacking  iu 
fluence  in  Britain,  while  the  contrary,  as  we  shall  see,  was  true  it^ 
France.  However,  in  the  period  August  1935  to  iMarch  1939  and  eS" 
pecially  in  September  1938,  the  government  built  upon  the  fears  of  this 
group  by  steadily  exaggerating  Germany’s  armed  might  and  belittlii’S 
their  own,  by  calculated  indiscretions  (like  the  statement  in  September 
1938  that  there  were  no  real  antiaircraft  defenses  in  London),  by  con¬ 
stant  hammering  at  the  danger  of  an  overwhelming  air  attack  without 
warning,  by  building  ostentatious  and  quite  useless  air-raid  trenches 
in  the  streets  and  parks  of  London,  and  by  insisting  through  daily  warn¬ 
ings  that  everyone  must  be  fitted  with  a  gas  mask  immediately  (althoug 
the  danger  of  a  gas  attack  was  nil). 

In  this  way,  the  government  put  London  into  a  panic  in  193®  \ 
the  first  time  since  1804  or  even  1678.  And  by  this  panic,  Chamberlain 
was  able  to  get  the  British  people  to  accept  the  destruction  of  Czechos 
vakia,  wrapping  it  up  in  a  piece  of  paper,  marked  “peace  in  our  time7 
which  he  obtained  from  Hitler,  as  he  confided  to  that  ruthless  dictator, 
“for  British  public  opinion.”  Once  this  panic  passed,  Chamberlain  fou  ^ 
it  impossible  to  get  the  British  public  to  follow  his  program,  althou^ 
he  himself  never  wavered,  even  in  1940.  He  worked  on  the  appeascm 
and  the  “peace  at  any  price”  groups  throughout  1939,  but  their 
hers  dwindled  rapidly,  and  since  he  could  not  openly  appeal  for 
on  either  the  anti-Bolshevik  or  the  “three-bloc”  basis,  he  had  to  adopt  t^^ 
dangerous  expedient  of  pretending  to  resist  (in  order  to  satisfy  r 
British  public)  while  really  continuing  to  make  every  possible 
sion  to  Hitler  w  hich  would  bring  Germany  to  a  common  frontier  M 
the  Soviet  Union,  all  the  while  putting  every  pressure  on  Poland  to 
negotiate  and  on  Germany  to  refrain  from  using  force  in  order  to  g‘ 
rime  to  wear  Poland  down  and  in  order  to  avoid  the  necessity  of 
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’'’g  Up  by  action  his  pretense  of  resistance  to  Germany.  This  policy 
'Vent  completely  astray  in  the  period  from  August  1939  to  April  1940. 
Chamberlain’s  motives  were  not  bad  ones;  he  w'anted  peace  so  that 
could  devote  Britain’s  “limited  resources’’  to  social  welfare;  but  he 
'vss  narrow  and  totally  ignorant  of  the  realities  of  power,  convinced 
that  international  politics  could  be  conducted  in  terms  of  secret  deals, 
business  was,  and  he  u'as  quite  ruthless  in  carrying  out  his  aims,  es¬ 
pecially  in  his  readiness  to  sacrifice  non-English  persons,  who,  in  his  eyes, 
“d  not  count. 

In  the  meantime,  both  the  people  and  the  government  were  more 
emoralized  in  France  than  in  England.  The  policy  of  the  Right  which 
tvould  have  used  force  against  Germany  even  in  the  face  of  British  dis¬ 
approval  ended  in  1924.  When  Barthou,  who  had  been  one  of  the  chief 
^res  in  the  1924  effort,  tried  to  revive  it  in  1934,  it  was  quite  a 
'fferent  thing,  and  he  had  constantly  to  give  at  least  verbal  support 
Britain’s  efforts  to  modify  his  encirclement  of  Germany  into  a  Four- 
ower  Pact  (of  Britain,  France,  Italy,  Germany).  This  Four-Power 
which  w'as  the  ultimate  goal  of  the  anti-Bolshevik  group  in  Eng- 
^  d,  Was  really  an  effort  to  form  a  united  front  of  Europe  against  the 
Viet  Union  and,  in  the  eyes  of  this  group,  would  have  been  a  capstone 
Unite  in  one  system  the  encirclement  of  France  (which  was  the 


British 

Coi 


answer  to  Barthou’s  encirclement  of  Germany)  and  the  Anti- 
;^>ntern  Pact  (which  was  the  German  response  to  the  same  project), 
he  Four-Power  Pact  reached  its  fruition  at  the  Munich  Conference 
September  1938,  where  these  four  Powers  destroyed  Czechoslovakia 
Uhout  consulting  Czechoslovakia’s  ally,  the  Soviet  Union.  But  the 
had^  '•Be  dictators  had  for  Britain  and  France  as  decadent  democracies 
*  by  this  time  reached  such  a  pass  that  the  dictators  no  longer  had 
not*^  '•b^'-  iriinimum  of  respect  without  which  the  Four-Power  Pact  could 
^''uction.  As  a  consequence.  Hitler  in  1939  spurned  all  Chamberlain’s 
Efforts  to  restore  the  Four-Pouter  Pact  along  with  his  equally 
^^®utic  and  even  more  secret  efforts  to  win  Hitler’s  attention  by  offers 
Eolonies  in  Africa  and  economic  support  in  eastern  Europe. 

®  a  result  of  the  failure  of  the  policy  of  the  French  Right  against 
Fr  iu  19:4  and  the  failure  of  the  “policy  of  fulfillment”  of  the 


^hat'^p  Left  in  1929-1930,  France  was  left  with  no  policy.  Convinced 
'n  1  security  depended  on  British  militar)'  and  naval  support 

occu^  held  before  action  began  (in  order  to  avoid  a  German  w'artime 
pation  of  the  richest  part  of  France  such  as  existed  in  1914-1918), 
p  P'^E.ssed  by  the  growing  unbalance  of  the  German  population  over  the 
th  p  population,  and  shot  through  with  pacifism  and  anthvar  feeling, 
VEiich  Army  under  Petain’s  influence  adopted  a  purely  defensive 
Egy  and  built  up  defensive  tactics  to  support  it. 
spite  of  the  agitations  of  Charles  de  Gaulle  (then  a  colonel)  and 
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his  parliamentary  spokesman,  Paul  Reynaud,  to  build  up  an  armore<^ 
striking  force  as  an  offensive  weapon,  France  built  a  great,  and  purely 
defensive,  fortified  barrier  from  .Montmedy  to  the  Swiss  frontier,  and 
retrained  many  of  its  tactical  units  into  purely  defensive  duties  widnn 
this  barrier.  It  was  clear  to  many  that  the  defensive  tactics  of  this 
Maginot  Line  were  inconsistent  with  France’s  obligations  to  her  allit^ 
in  eastern  Europe,  but  everyone  was  too  paralyzed  by  domestic  politita 
partisanship,  by  British  pressure  for  a  purely  western  European  policV' 
and  bv  general  intellectual  confusion  and  crisis  weariness  to  do  anything 
about  bringing  France’s  strategic  plans  and  its  political  obligations  lutu 
a  consistent  pattern. 

It  was  the  purely  defensive  nature  of  these  strategic  plans,  added 
Chamberlain’s  veto  on  sanctions,  which  prevented  Flandin  from  actiUg 
against  Germany  at  the  time  of  the  remilitarization  of  the  Rhineland  U' 
.March  1936.  By  1938  and  1939,  these  influences  had  spread  demoralize' 
tion  and  panic  into  most  parts  of  French  society,  with  the  result  that  the 
only  feasible  plan  for  France  seemed  to  be  to  cooperate  with  Brita>|’ 
in  a  purely  defensive  policy  in  the  west  behind  the  Maginot  Line,  'Vit 
a  free  hand  for  Hitler  in  the  east.  The  steps  which  brought  France  to 
this  destination  are  clear:  thev'  are  marked  by  the  Anglo-German 
Agreement  of  June  1935;  the  Ethiopian  crisis  of  September  i935'> 
remilitarization  of  the  Rhineland  in  .March  1936;  the  neutralization  0 
Belgium  in  1936;  the  Spanish  Civil  War  of  1936-1939;  the  destruction 
of  Austria  in  .March  1938;  and  the  Czechoslovak  crisis  leading  up  t 
Munich  in  September  1938.  Along  these  steps  vve  must  continue  0 
story. 


The  Spanish  Tragedy,  1931-1939 

From  the  summer  of  1936  to  the  spring  of  1939,  Spain  was  the 
of  a  bitter  conflict  of  arms,  ideologies,  and  interests.  This  conflict 
both  a  civil  war  and  an  international  struggle.  It  was  a  controversial 
lem  at  the  time  and  has  remained  a  controversial  problem  since. 
twenty  or  more  years,  the  bitter  feelings  raised  by  the  struggle  renaa’^^^j 
so  intense  that  it  was  difficult  to  determine  the  facts  of  the  dispute, 
anyone  wffio  tried  to  make  an  objective  study  of  the  facts  was  subjec 
to  abuse  from  both  sides. 

The  historical  past  of  Spain  has  been  so  different  from  that  of 
of  Western  Civilization  that  it  sometimes  seems  doubtful  if  it  shou 
regarded  as  part  of  Western  Civilization.  This  difference  is  increase 
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fact  that,  since  the  late  fifteenth  century,  Spain  has  refused  to  share 
in  the  experiences  of  Western  Civilization  and,  if  many  powerful  groups 
Could  have  had  their  w’ish,  would  have  remained  in  its  fifteenth-  or  six¬ 
teenth-century  condition. 

From  the  invasion  of  the  Arabs  in  711  to  their  final  ejection  in  1491, 
Spanish  life  was  dominated  by  the  struggle  against  this  foreign  intruder. 

tom  1525  to  1648,  Spain  was  in  a  struggle  with  the  new  religious  move¬ 
ments  aroused  by  Luther.  Since  1648  it  has  been,  except  for  brief  inter- 
'^als  and  for  e.xceptional  personalities,  at  war  with  modern  rationalism  and 
modern  science,  with  the  Enlightenment,  the  French  Revolution,  and 
.  Poleon,  with  modern  democracy,  modern  secularism,  modern  liberal¬ 
ism,  modern  constitutionalism,  and  the  bourgeois  conception  of  modern 
society  as  a  whole.  As  a  result  of  more  than  a  thousand  years  of  such 
^^imggles,  almost  all  elements  of  Spanish  society,  even  those  s\diich  st'ere 
Uob  in  theory,  opposed  to  the  new  movements  in  Western  culture,  have 
developed  a  fanatical  intolerance,  an  uncompromising  individualism,  and 
®  fatal  belief  that  physical  force  is  a  solution  to  all  problems,  however 

spiritual.  ' 

"Fhe  impact  of  the  bourgeois,  liberal,  scientific,  and  industrialized 
^est  of  the  nineteenth  century  upon  Spain  was  similar  to  its  impact 
mi  other  backward  political  units  such  as  Japan,  China,  Turkey,  or 
ussia.  In  each  case,  some  elements  of  these  societies  wished  to  resist 
me  political  expansion  of  the  West  by  adopting  its  industry,  science, 
military  organization,  and  constitutional  structures.  Other  elements  wished 
te  resist  all  westernization,  by  passive  opposition  if  nothing  more  effec- 
^tee  Could  be  found,  to  the  death  if  necessary,  and  to  keep  secreted  in 
msir  hearts  and  minds  the  older  native  attitudes  even  if  their  bodies 
compelled  to  yield  to  alien.  Western,  patterns  of  action, 
m  Spain,  Russia,  and  China  this  attitude  of  resistance  was  sufficiently 
^ccessful  to  delay  the  process  of  westernization  to  a  date  when  Western 
.  ''['Fzation  was  beginning  to  lose  its  own  tradition  (or  at  least  its  faith 
and  to  shift  its  allegiance  (or  at  least  its  behavior)  to  patterns  of 
®ught  and  action  ^vhich  were  quite  foreign  to  the  main  line  of  West- 
tradition.  This  shift,  to  which  we  have  referred  in  the  first  section 
”  diis  present  chapter,  was  marked  by  a  loss  of  the  basic  element 
”  moderation  to  be  found  in  the  real  tradition  of  the  West.  As  ideological 
!^”^^mnce  or  totalitarian  authoritarianism,  for  example,  grew  in  the 
^st,  this  Was  bound  to  have  an  adverse  effect  upon  efforts  to  carry 
®^tern  democracy,  liberalism,  or  parliamentary  constitutionalism  to 
like  Japan,  China,  Russia,  or,  the  case  in  point,  Spain, 
uring  the  nineteenth  century,  the  elements  willing  at  least  to  com- 
"ith  the  Western  way  of  life  were  not  completely  unsuccessful 
^  ^pain,  probably  because  they  received  a  certain  amount  of  support 
mni  the  army,  which  realized  its  inability  to  fight  effectively  without  a 
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largely  westernized  society  to  support  it.  This,  however,  was  destroy^ 
by  the  efforts  of  the  “Restoration  Monarchy”  of  1875-1931  to  find  sup^ 
port  among  the  opponents  of  modernization  and  by  the  Spanish  de  e 
at  the  hands  of  the  United  States  in  1898.  Alfonso  XII  ( i874'>®^^5^ 
came  to  the  throne  as  a  military  reaction  after  a  long  period  of  revo 
tionary  confusion.  The  defeat  by  the  United  States,  like  the  Chinese  ^ 
feat  by  Japan  in  1894,  or  the  Turkish  defeat  by  Russia  in  1877,  widene 
the  gap  between  the  “progressive”  and  “reactionary”  groups  in 
(if  w  e  may  use  these  terms  to  indicate  a  willingness  or  a  refusal  to 
ernize). 

Moreover,  the  war  of  1898,  by  depriving  Spain  of  much  of  its 
left  its  oversized  army  with  little  to  do  and  with  a  reduced  area 
which  to  batten.  Like  a  vampire  octopus,  the  Spanish  Army  settled  do 
to  drain  the  lifeblood  of  Spain  and,  above  all,  Morocco.  This  broug  ^ 
the  army  (meaning  the  officers)  into  alignment  with  the  other 
tive  forces  in  Spain  against  the  scanty  forces  of  bourgeois  liberal 
and  the  rapidly  growing  forces  of  proletarian  discontent.  These  c 
servative  forces  consisted  of  the  Church  (meaning  the  upper  clergy^ 
the  landlords,  and  the  monarchists.  The  forces  of  proletarian  discont^^^ 
consisted  of  the  urban  workers  and  the  much  larger  mass  of 
peasants.  These  latter  groups,  w'hich  had  no  real  acquaintance  t 

Western  liberal  tradition  and  found  it  of  little  hope  when  they  j 

fertile  soil  for  the  agitators  of  proletarian  revolution  who  were  alrea  7 
challenging  the  bourgeois  liberalism  of  the  West. 

To  be  sure,  Spanish  individualism,  provincialism,  and  suspicions 
the  state  as  an  instrument  of  the  possessing  classes  made  any  appeal  to 
totalitarian  authoritarianism  of  Communism  relatively  w'eak  in  yp® 
On  the  other  hand,  the  appeal  of  anarchism,  which  w'as  both  indivi 
ist  and  antistate,  was  stronger  in  Spain  than  anywhere  else  on  e 
(stronger  even  than  in  Russia  where  anarchism  received  its  most  c 


plete  verbal  formulation  at  the  hands  of  men  like  Bakunin). 

Finally,  the  appeal  of  Socialism  was  almost  as  strong  as  anarchism, 
much  more  effectively  organized.  Socialism  to  many  discontented  opa 


seemed  to  offer  a  combination  of  social  reform,  economic 
a  democratic  secular  state  w'hich  was  better  fitted  to  Spanish  needs  t 
anarchism,  Bolshevism,  or  laissez-faire  constitutionalism.  The  w'cak 
in  this  Socialist  program  w'as  that  the  democratic,  nontotalitarian 
envisaged  bv  the  Socialist  intellectuals  in  Spain  was  quite  compatible 
Spanish  individualism  (and  basic  democracy)  but  quite  at  variance 
Spanish  intolerance.  There  was  a  legitimate  ground  for  doubt  that 
such  Socialist  state,  if  it  came  to  power  in  Spain,  would  be  to 
enough  to  permit  that  intellectual  disagreement  w  hich  is  so  neces  , 
for  a  democratic  society,  even  one  directing  a  Socialist  economic  sys 
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The  bourgeoisie  of  Spain,  relatively  few  in  numbers  because  of  Spain’s 
economic  backwardness,  were  in  a  difficult  position.  While  the  bour- 
poisie  of  England  and  France  had  attacked  the  forces  of  feudalism, 
ureaucratic  monarchy,  militarism,  and  clericalism,  and  had  created  a 
*°cral,  secular  state  and  a  bourgeois  society  before  they  were  themselves 
®h:acked  by  the  rising  forces  of  proletarian  discontent  on  their  Left,  the 
'^urgeoisie  of  Spain  could  see  the  proletarian  threat  from  the  Left 
«ore  they  were  able  to  overcome  the  vested  interests  of  the  Right. 
^  a  result  of  this,  the  bourgeoisie  tended  to  split  into  two  parts.  On  the 
hand  were  industrial  and  commercial  bourgeoisie  who  supported  the 
^ral  ideas  of  laissez-faire,  consitutional  parliamentarianism,  private 
P^'operty,  antimilitarism,  antibureaucratic  freedom,  anticlericalism,  and 
iniited  state  authority.  On  the  other  hand  were  the  intellectual  and 


Professional  bourgeoisie  who  would  have  added  to  this  program  a  suf- 
'ont  degree  of  social  reform,  democracy,  economic  interventionism,  and 
^tionalization  of  property  to  put  them  into  the  Socialist  camp.  Both 
®se  divisions  of  the  bourgeois  group  tended  to  move  further  to  the 
*ght  after  1931  as  the  growing  pressure  of  proletarian  revolution 
®®rened  both  private  property  and  liberal  democracy.  The  bourgeois 
®rals  feared  the  loss  of  private  property  and,  to  save  it,  hastily  aban- 
,  their  earlier  antimilitarism,  anticlericalism,  and  such;  the  bour- 
Socialists  feared  the  loss  of  liberal  democracy,  but  they  found 
fa  •  ^  because  liberal  democracy  could  find  no  real  basis  in  the 
the  ttttolerance  of  Spain,  a  feature  as  prevalent  on  the  Right  as  on 
®tt.  In  truth,  both  bourgeois  groups  were  largely  crushed  out,  and 
earP  practically  exterminated,  by  the  Right  because  of  their 

and'r  antimilitarism,  anticlericalism,  and  antimonarchism, 

the  Left  because  of  their  continued  allegiance  to  private  property, 
enough,  the  only  defenders  these  bourgeois  found  outside 
Com  Stoup  was  in  the  small  but  well-organized  body  of  Stalinist 
SQ^i^j  whose  ideological  preconceptions  of  the  natural  course  of 

Pass  h  ^^*°Ptf^nt  were  so  strong  that  they  insisted  that  Spain  must 
don  h  “  period  of  bourgeois  liberal  capitalism  and  industrializa- 

This  would  be  ripe  for  the  later  stage  of  totalitarian  Communism. 

Lef|._  view,  explicitly  stated  in  Stalin’s  letter  to  the  Spanish 

^varnej'^®  leader.  Largo  Caballero,  on  September  21,  1936, 

foj  ^ premature  efforts  toward  social  and  economic  reform’s 
•"^ady  Spain’s  degree  of  industrial  development  made  it  quite  un- 
^gainst  for  general  “anti-fascist”  support  for  a  liberal  state 

'’iew  r  ^  reactionaries”  of  the  Right.  In  consequence  of  this  point  of 
fhe  jp  f  Communists  in  Spain  w'ere  almost  as  walling  to  exterminate 
(^sp^^^ially  the  anarchists,  “Trotskyist” 
actinn  ■  left-wing  Socialists)  as  thev  \vere  to  eliminate  the  re- 

“naries  of  the  Right. 
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This  complex  and  confused  situation  in  Spain  was  made  even  more 
involved  by  the  struggle  between  Castilian  centralization  (which  was 
frequently  unenlightened  and  reactionarv- )  and  the  supporters  of  loca 
autonomy  and  separatism  (which  were  frequently  progressive  or  even 
revolutionary)  in  Catalonia,  the  Basque  country,  Galicia,  and  else¬ 
where.  This  struggle  was  intensified  by  the  fact  that  industrialism  ha 
grown  up  only  in  Catalonia  and  the  Basque  provinces,  and,  according!)'' 
the  strength  of  the  revolutionary  proletariat  was  strongest  in  the  areas 
where  separatism  was  strongest. 

Opposed  to  all  these  forces  was  that  alignment  of  officers,  upper  clergy- 
landlords,  and  monarchists  which  came  into  existence  after  1898  an 
especially  after  1918.  The  army  was  the  poorest  in  Europe  and  relatively 
the  most  expensive.  There  was  a  commissioned  officer  for  every  six  men 
and  a  genera!  for  every  250  men.  The  men  were  miserably  underp.iit!  an 
mistreated,  w'hile  the  officers  squandered  fortunes.  The  Ministry 
took  about  a  third  of  the  national  budget,  and  most  of  that  ^^'ent  to  the 
officers.  Money  was  wasted  or  stolen,  especially  in  Morocco,  in  lumps  0 
millions  at  a  time  for  the  benefit  of  officers  and  monarchist  politicians’ 
Everything  was  done  on  a  lavish  scale.  For  example,  there  were  no 
than  five  military  academies.  But  the  army  remained  so  inefficient  that  if 
lost  13,000  men  a  year  for  ten  years  fighting  the  RifTs  in  Morocco,  and  m 
July  1921  lost  12,000  killed  out  of  20,000  engaged  in  one  battle.  The  army 
had  the  right,  incredible  as  it  may  seem,  to  court-martial  civilians,  and  di 
not  hesitate  to  use  this  pow'er  to  prevent  criticism  of  its  depredation®’ 
Nevertheless,  the  outcry  against  corruption  and  defeats  in  Morocco  rc 
suited  in  a  parliamcntar)-  investigation.  To  prevent  this,  a  military  co  F 
under  General  Primo  de  Rivera,  with  the  acquiescence  of  King  Alfonso 
XIII,  took  over  the  government,  dissolved  the  Cortes,  and  ended  ci 
liberties,  with  martial  law  and  a  strict  censorship  throughout  Spam 

(1923)- 

The  landlords  not  only  monopolized  the  land  but,  more  important  t 
that,  squandered  their  incomes  with  little  effort  to  increase  the  pfo 
ductivity  of  their  estates  or  to  reduce  the  violent  discontent  of  f  ^ 
peasant  tenants  and  agricultural  workers.  Of  the  125  million  acres^^^^ 
arable  land  in  Spain,  about  60  percent  was  not  cultivated,  while  aiiot 
10  percent  was  left  fallow.  The  need  for  irrigation,  fertilizers,  and 
methods  was  acute,  but  ver\-  little  was  done  to  achieve  them. 
contrary,  while  the  Spanish  grandees  wasted  millions  of  pesetas 
gambling  casinos  of  the  French  Riviera,  the  technical  equipment  of  f  ^ 
estates  steadily  deteriorated.  Making  use  of  the  surplus  agricultural  pop 
lation,  they  sought  to  increase  rents  and  to  decrease  agricultural 
To  permit  this  they  made  every  effort  to  make  leases  shorter  m 
tion  (not  over  a  year)  and  revocable  at  the  landlord’s  will  and  to  brea 
every  effort  of  agricultural  workers  to  seek  government  or  union'^- 
action  to  raise  wages,  reduce  hours,  or  improve  working  conditions. 
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While  all  this  was  going  on,  and  while  most  of  Spain  was  suffering 
^oni  malnutrition,  most  of  the  land  was  untilled,  and  the  owners  refused 
use  irrigation  facilities  which  had  been  built  by  the  government. 
^  3  result,  agricultural  yields  were  the  poorest  in  western  Europe.  While 
*5  men  owned  about  a  million  acres,  and  15,000  men  owned  about  half  of 
®  taxed  land,  almost  2  million  owned  the  other  half,  frequently  in  plots 


landh 


small  for  subsistence.  About  2  million  more,  who  ^ 


mpletely 


,  worked  10  to  14  hours  a  day  for  about  2.5  pesetas  (35  cents) 
3  day  for  onh'  six  months  in  the  year  or  paid  exorbitant  rents  without 
security  of  tenure, 

the  Church,  while  the  ordinary  priests,  especially  in  the  villages, 
sted  the  poverty  and  tribulations  of  the  people,  and  did  so  with  pious 
^votion,  the  upper  clergy  were  closely  allied  with  the  government  and 
^  forces  of  reaction.  The  bishops  and  archbishops  were  named  by  the 
•Monarchy  and  were  partly  supported  by  an  annual  grant  from  the  gov- 
^fnitient  as  a  result  of  the  Concordat  of  1851.  Moreover,  the  clergy  and 
=  government  were  ine.xtricably  intertwined,  the  upper  clergy  having 
^®^s  in  file  upper  chamber,  control  of  education,  censorship,  marriage, 
the  willing  car  of  the  king.  In  consequence  of  this  alliance  of  the 
Pper  clergy  with  the  government  and  the  forces  of  reaction,  all  the 
^^•utositics  built  up  against  the  latter  came  to  be  directed  against  the 
'’ler  also.  Although  the  Spanish  people  remained  universally  and  pro¬ 
udly  Catholic,  and  found  no  attraction  whatever  in  Protestantism  and 
little  attraction  in  rational  skepticism  of  the  French  sort,  they  also 
^®camc  indelibly  anticlerical.  This  attitude  was  reflected  in  the  notable 
t-tance  of  Spanish  men  to  go  to  church  or  receive  the  sacraments  dur- 
interval  between  confirmation  at  the  age  of  thirteen  and  extreme 


Spanish 


their  deathbeds.  It  was  also  reflected  in  the  proclivity  of  the 
people  for  burning  churches.  While  other  peoples  expressed 
'Ulciit  outbursts  of  antigovernmental  feeling  in  attacks  on  prisons, 
,  ®®cc,s,  banks,  or  radio  stations,  the  Spaniards  invariably  burn 

relies,  and  have  done  so  for  at  least  a  century.  There  w  ere  great  out- 
^Ws  strange  custom  in  1808,  1835,  1874,  1909,  1931,  and  1936, 
^  'r  M  as  indulged  in  by  the  Right  as  well  as  by  the  Left, 
the  ”'t^riarchists  were  divided  into  at  least  two  groups.  One  of  these, 
I  Sr  Espahola,  supported  the  dynasty  of  Isabella  II  (1833- 

t:lai  '  other,  the  Comunion  Tradicionalista,  supported  the 

'Tis  of  Isabella’s  uncle,  Don  Carlo.s.  The  Renovation  group  was  a  clique 
landowners  who  used  their  contacts  with  the  government  to 
thei  obtain  concessions  and  sinecures  for  themselves  and 

friends.  The  Carlists  were  a  fanatically  Intolerant  and  murderous 
';*P  from  remote  rural  regions  of  Spain,  and  W'ere  almost  entirely 
reactionary  in  their  aims. 

these  groups,  the  landlords,  officers,  higher  clergy,  and  monarchists 
‘  the  Carlists),  were  interest  groups  seeking  to  utilize  Spain  for 
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their  own  power  and  profit.  The  threat  to  their  positions  following 
First  World  War  and  the  defeats  in  iViorocco  led  them  to  support  Primo 
de  Rivera’s  dictatorship.  However,  the  general’s  personal  instability  ^n 
his  efforts  to  appease  the  industrialists  of  Catalonia,  as  well  as  his  un  a 
anced  budgets  and  his  efforts  to  build  up  a  popular  following  by  coop 
crating  u  ith  laboring  groups,  led  to  a  shift  of  support,  and  he  was  force 
to  resign  in  1930,  following  an  unsuccessful  officers’  revolt  in  1929- 
Realizing  the  danger  to  his  dynasty  from  his  association  with  an  un 
popular  dictatorship,  Alfonso  XIII  tried  to  restore  the  constitutional 
emment.  As  a  first  step,  he  ordered  municipal  elections  for  April 
1931.  Such  elections  had  been  managed  successfully  by  wholesale 
corruption  before  1923,  and  it  was  believed  that  this  control  could 


maintained.  It  was  maintained  in  the  rural  areas,  but,  in  46  out 


of  5° 


provincial  capitals,  the  antimonarchical  forces  were  victorious.  Whc” 


General 

refused- 


these  forces  demanded  Alfonso’s  abdication,  he  called  upon 
Sanjurjo,  commander  of  the  Civil  Guard,  for  support.  It  was  i 
and  Alfonso  fled  to  France  (April  14,  1931). 

The  republicans  at  once  began  to  organize  their  victory,  electing 
Constituent  Assembly  in  June  1931,  and  establishing  an  ultramodern  uiu^ 
cameral,  parliamentary  government  with  universal  suffrage,  separation 
Church  and  State,  secularization  of  education,  local  autonomy  for  scp® 
ratist  areas,  and  pow'er  to  socialize  the  great  estates  or  the  public  utilid^^' 
Such  a  government,  especially  the  provisions  for  a  parliamentary 
with  universal  suffrage,  was  quite  unfitted  for  Spain  with  its  high  1 
literacy,  its  w^eak  middle  class,  and  its  great  inequalities  of  econoU* 


power.  ^ 

The  republic  lasted  only  five  years  before  the  Civil  War  began 
July  18,  1936.  During  that  period  it  was  challenged  constantly  from 
Right  and  from  the  e.xtreme  Left,  the  former  offering  the  greatest  r  ^ 
because  it  commanded  economic,  military,  and  ideological  power  throUg 
the  landlords,  the  army,  and  the  Church.  During  this  time  the  nation 
ruled  by  coalition  governments:  first  by  a  coalition  of  the  Left  fr^^^ 
December  1931  to  September,  1933;  then  by  the  Center  from  Septem 

1933  to  October  1934;  third,  by  a  coalition  of  the  Right  from 

1934  to  the  Popular  Front  election  of  February  1936;  and,  last,  by 

Left  after  February  1936.  These  shifts  of  government  resulted  n 
changes  in  alignments  of  the  multitude  of  political  parties.  The  1 
formed  a  coalition  under  Jose  .Maria  Gil  Robles  in  February  193. F  ",  ^ 
the  Left  formed  a  coalition  under  IVlanuel  Azana  in  February  i93*^’  , 

result,  the  Right  coalition  won  the  second  parliamentary  election  in 
vember  1933,  y  hile  the  Left  won  the  third,  or  Popular  Front,  election 
February  1936. 

Because  of  this  shifting  of  governments,  the  liberal  program  " 
was  enacted  into  law  in  1931-1933  was  annulled  or  unenforced  in  ipl^ 
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’936.  This  program  included  educational  reform,  army  reform,  separation 
Church  and  State,  agrarian  reform,  and  social  assistance  for  peasants 
and  Workers. 

In  an  effort  to  reduce  illiteracy  (which  was  over  45  percent  in  1930), 
republic  created  thousands  of  new  schools  and  new  teachers,  raised 
^^chers’  salaries  to  a  minimum  of  about  $450  a  year  (this  affected  21,500 
°nt  of  37,500  teachers),  founded  over  a  thousand  new  libraries,  and  en¬ 
couraged  adult  education. 

Efforts  w’ere  made  to  obtain  a  smaller,  better  paid,  more  efficient  army. 
00  23,000  officers  (including  258  generals)  w'ere  reduced  to  9,500  offi- 
cers  (including  86  generals),  the  surplus  being  retired  on  full  pay.  The 
oumber  of  enlisted  men  was  reduced  to  about  too,ooo  with  higher  pay. 
'^cganization  was  completely  reformed.  As  a  result,  over  $14  million 
saved  on  the  cost  of  the  army  in  the  first  year  (193 1--1932).  Un- 
o^^nately,  nothing  was  done  to  make  the  army  loyal  to  the  new 
*^o^e.  Since  the  choice  to  retire  or  stay  on  active  duty  was  purely 
°  '*''Carj^,  the  republican  officers  tended  to  retire,  the  monarchists  to 
on,  with  the  result  that  the  army  of  the  republic  was  more  monarch- 
ics  sympathies  than  the  army  had  been  before  1931.  Although  the 
“^cers,  disgruntled  at  their  narrowing  opportunities  for  enriching  them- 
lic'^^*’  openly  disrespectful  and  insubordinate  toward  the  repub- 

*c,  almost  notliing  u'as  done  to  remedy  this. 

he  Church  was  subjected  to  laws  establishing  complete  separation  of 
“rch  and  State.  The  government  gave  up  its  right  to  nominate  the 
PPer  clergy,  ended  the  annual  grant  to  the  Church,  took  ownership 
not  possession)  of  Church  property,  forbade  teaching  in  public 
and°°  *  clergy,  established  religious  toleration  and  civil  divorce, 

required  that  all  corporations  (including  religious  orders  and  trade 
^^s)  must  register  with  the  government  and  publish  financial  accounts, 
hear”  peasants  and  workers,  mixed  juries  were  established  to 

rent  disputes;  importation  of  labor  from  one  district  to  an- 
rided  '''^ge-breaking  purposes  was  forbidden;  and  credit  was  pro- 

]\-j  ^  peasants  to  obtain  land,  seed,  or  fertilizers  on  favorable  terms, 

cu^t  I^'^ds,  those  of  monarchists  who  had  fled  with  Alfonso,  and 
Pr  V  uncultivated  lands  were  expropriated  with  compensation,  to 
*  e  farms  for  a  new  class  of  peasant  proprietors. 

Ehe”^*^  these  reforms  went  into  effect  only  partially  or  not  at  all. 
the  contribution  to  the  Church  could  not  be  ended,  because 

people  refused  to  contribute  voluntarily  to  the  Church,  and 
to  be  system  of  ecclesiastical  taxation  enforced  b\^  the  state  had 

ej,  ^P-  Eew  of  the  abandoned  or  poorly  cultivated  estates  could  be 
because  of  lack  of  money  for  comoen-sation.  The  clergv 
tgj^he  excluded  from  teaching  because  of  the  lack  of  trained 

^ts.  Most  expropriated  ecclesiastical  property  was  left  in  the  con- 
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trol  of  the  Church  either  because  it  was  necessary  for  religious  and  social 
services  or  because  it  could  not  be  tracked  down. 


The  conservative  groups  reacted  violently  against  the  republic  almost  as 
soon  as  it  began.  In  fact,  the  monarchists  criticized  Alfonso  for  leaving 
without  a  struggle,  while  the  upper  clergy  and  landlords  ostracized  the 
papal  legate  for  his  efforts  to  make  the  former  adopt  a  neutral  attitude 
toward  the  new  regime.  As  a  result,  three  plots  began  to  be  forme 
against  the  republic,  the  one  monarchist  led  by  Calvo  Sotelo  in  parliament 
and  by  Antonio  Goicoechea  behind  the  scenes;  the  second  a  parliamentar) 
alliance  of  landlords  and  clericals  under  Jose  Maria  Gil  Robles;  and  t  e 
last  a  conspiracy  of  officers  under  Generals  Emilio  Barrera  and 
Sanjurjo.  Sanjurjo  led  an  unsuccessful  rebellion  at  Seville  in  August  193*' 
When  it  collapsed  from  lack  of  public  support,  he  was  arrested,  co'’ 
demned  to  death,  reprieved,  and  finally  released  (with  all  his  back 
in  1934.  Barrera  was  arrested  but  released  by  the  courts.  Both  genera 
began  to  prepare  for  the  rebellion  of  1936. 

In  the  meantime,  the  monarchist  conspiracy  was  organized  by  fonn^f 
King  Alfonso  from  abroad  as  early  as  May  1931.  As  part  of  this  move 
ment  a  new  political  party  was  founded  under  Sotelo,  a  “research”  orgam 
zation  known  as  Spanish  Action  was  set  up  “to  publish  texts  fro 
great  thinkers  on  the  legaliu'  of  revolution,”  a  war  chest  of  lo 
pesetas  was  created,  and  an  underground  conspiracy  was  drawn  up  un 
the  leadership  of  Antonio  Goicoechea.  This  last  action  was  taken 
a  meeting  in  Paris  presided  over  by  Alfonso  himself  (September  ^9’ 


Goicoechea  performed  his  task  with  great  skill,  under  the  eyes  0  * 
government  which  refused  to  take  preventive  action  because  of  its 
liberal  and  legalistic  scruples.  He  organized  an  alliance  of  the  officers, 
Carlists,  and  his  own  Alfonsist  party.  Four  men  from  these  three 
then  signed  an  agreement  with  Mussolini  on  March  31,  1934-  ^  . 

agreement  the  Duce  of  Fascism  promised  arms,  money,  and  dipmm  ^ 
support  to  the  revolutionary  movement  and  gave  the  conspirators 
first-installment  payment  of  1,500,000  pesetas,  10,000  rifles,  10,000  g 
nades,  and  200  machine  guns.  In  return  the  signers.  Lieutenant  vj 
Emilio  Barrera,  Antonio  Lizarza,  Rafael  de  Olazabal,  and 


Goicoechea,  promised  when  they  came  to  power  to  denounce  the  o- 
ing  French-Spanish  “secret  treaty,”  and  to  sign  with  .Mussolini  an 
ment  establishing  a  joint  export  policy  between  Spain  and  Italy,  as  " 
an  agreement  to  maintain  the  status  quo  in  the  western  Mediterraneam 
In  the  meantime,  Gil  Robles’s  coalition,  known  as  CEDA  (Spanish 
federation  of  Autonomous  Right  Parties),  along  with  his  own  c 
part)'  (Popular  Action)  and  the  Agrarian  Party  of  the  big  landlor  s, 
a'ole  to  replace  the  Left  Republican  .Manuel  Azana  by  the  Right 
lican  Alejandro  Lerroux  as  prime  minister  (September  1933)- 
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elections  in  November  1934,  and  won  a  victory  with  213  seats 
the  Right,  139  for  the  Center,  and  12 1  for  the  Left.  The  Center 
®  met  continued  in  office,  supported  by  the  votes  of  the  Right.  It  re- 
'ed  many  of  the  reforms  of  1931-1933,  allowed  most  of  the  rest  to  go 
enforced,  released  all  the  Rightist  conspirators  from  prison  (includ- 
‘'’g  Sanjurjo),  gave  an  amnesty  to  thousands  of  monarchist  plotters  and 
and  restored  their  e.xpropriated  estates.  Bv  a  process  of  consolidat¬ 
ing  portfolios  and  abolishing  Cabinet  seats,  Gil  Robles  slowly  reduced 
Labinet  from  thirteen  ministers  at  the  end  of  1933  to  nine  two  years 
Of  these  CEDA  took  three  in  October  1934  and  five  in  March 

‘935. 

i  The  advent  to  office  of  CEDA  in  October  1934  led  to  a  violent  agi- 
‘on  which  burst  into  open  revolt  in  the  two  separatist  centers  of  the 
^3sque  country  and  Catalonia.  The  latter,  led  by  the  bourgeois  Left, 
^ived  little  support  from  the  workers,  and  collapsed  at  once;  the 
P  ising  in  Asturias,  however,  spearheaded  by  anarchist  miners  hurling 
^ynamite  from  slings,  lasted  for  nine  days.  The  government  used  the 
Legion  and  Moors,  brought  from  Morocco  by  sea,  and  crushed 
rebels  without  mercy.  The  latter  suffered  at  least  5,000  casualties,  of 
'‘-'h  a  third  w'ere  dead.  After  the  uprising  was  quelled,  all  the  So- 
st  press  w  as  silenced  and  25,000  suspects  were  thrown  into  prison. 
^|.  uprising  of  October  1934,  although  crushed,  served  to  split  the 
^'garchy.  Xhe  government  had  sent  Moors  to  the  most 

g  ukc  part  of  Spain  (where  they  had  never  penetrated  during  the 
aracen  invasions)  and  the  demands  of  the  army,  monarchists,  and  the 
^ggest  landlords  for  a  ruthless  dictatorship  alarmed  the  leaders  of  the 
rch  and  the  president  of  the  republic,  Alcala  Zamora.  This  ultimately 
ed  Gil  Robles’s  road  to  power  bv^  parliamentary  methods.  After 
*935  be  controlled  the  portfolios  of  Justice,  Industrj^  and  Com- 
^ud  Communications,  but  could  not  get  the  Interior  (which 
'^he  police).  This  was  held  by  Portela  Valladares,  a  moderate 
cont^  T  Gh  Robles  as  minister  of  war  encouraged  reactionary 

reta*^°  *^he  army  and  even  put  General  Franco  in  as  his  undersec- 
dern'^  but  he  could  not  get  rid  of  Portela  Valladares.  Finally,  he 

“'^ued  that  the  police  be  transferred  from  the  Ministry  of  Interior  to 
but'^''^'^  ^bnistry  of  War.  When  this  was  refused,  he  upset  the  Cabinet, 
Zarn  getting  more  from  this  action,  he  got  less,  for  Alcala 

eta  the  premier’s  seat  over  to  moderates  (Joaquin  Chapapri- 

eip’  ^  usinessman,  followed  by  Portela  V’^alladares)  and  ordered  new 
'^etions. 

eoaf^-  elections  of  February  1936,  the  parties  of  the  Left  formed  a 
*^he  Popular  Front,  with  a  published  program  and  plan  of  action, 
tiori  "us  of  a  moderate  Left  character,  promising  a  full  restora- 

”  the  constitution,  amnesty  for  political  crimes  committed  after 
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November  1933,  civil  liberties,  an  independent  judiciary,  minimum 
protection  for  tenants,  reform  of  taxation,  credit,  banking,  and  the  pol>  ’ 
and  public  works.  It  repudiated  the  Socialist  program  for  nationalizat'°'^ 
of  the  land,  the  banks,  and  industry. 

The  plan  of  action  provided  that  while  all  the  Popular  Front 
would  support  the  government  by  their  votes  in  the  Cortes,  only  ^  _ 
bourgeois  panics  would  hold  seats  in  the  Cabinet,  while  the  worke 
parties,  such  as  the  Socialists,  would  remain  outside. 

The  election  of  February  i6,  1936  followed  a  campaign  of  vioe^c^ 
and  terrorism  in  which  the  worst  offenders  were  tlie  members  0 
microscopic  new  political  party  calling  itself  the  Falange.  Openly 
on  the  Italian  model,  and  consisting  largely  of  a  small  number  01 
and  irresponsible  youths,  this  group  was  led  by  Primo  de  River^ 
younger.  In  the  election,  the  Popular  Front  captured  266  out 
seats,  while  the  Right  had  153  and  the  Center  only  54;  CEDA  had  9  > 
the  Socialists  87,  Azana’s  Republican  Left  81,  the  Communists  14- 

The  defeated  forces  of  the  Right  refused  to  accept  the  results  of 
election.  As  soon  as  the  results  were  known,  Sotelo  tried  to 
Portela  Valladares  to  hand  over  the  government  to  General  Franco. 
was  rebuffed.  The  same  day  the  Falange  attacked  workers  wbo  ^ 
celebrating.  On  February  20th  the  conspirators  met  and  decided  t 
plans  were  not  vet  ripe.  The  new'  government  heard  of  this  meeting  3 
at  once  transferred  General  Franco  to  the  Canary  Islands,  Gen 
Manuel  Goded  to  the  Balearics,  and  General  Emilio  iVlola  from  his  co 
mand  in  .Morocco  to  be  governor-general  of  Navarre  (the  Carlist  stro 
hold).  The  day  before  Franco  left  Madrid,  he  met  the 
spirators  at  the  home  of  the  monarchist  deputy  Serrano  Delgado, 
completed  their  plans  for  a  military  revolt  but  fixed  no  date. 

In  the  meantime,  provocation,  assassination,  and  retaliation 
steadily,  with  the  verbal  encouragement  of  the  Right.  Property  ■ 
seized  or  destroyed,  and  churches  were  burned  on  all  sides.  On  n 
12th  the  Socialist  lawyer  who  had  drafted  the  constitution  of  i93* 
fired  at  from  an  automobile,  and  his  companion  was  killed.  Five  men 
brought  to  trial;  the  judge  was  assassinated  (April  13th).  The  ne.tt 
a  bomb  exploded  beneath  a  platfonn  from  which  the  new 
reviewing  the  troops,  and  a  police  lieutenant  was  killed  (April  14th)' 
mob  retaliated  by  assaults  on  monarchists  and  by  burning 
Alarch  15th  there  was  an  attempt  to  assassinate  Largo  Caballero.  By 
the  monarchist  assassins  were  beginning  to  concentrate  on  the  officers 
the  Assault  Guards,  the  only  branch  of  the  police  which  was 
loyal  to  the  republic.  In  May  the  captain  of  this  force,  Faraudo,  was 
by  shots  from  a  speeding  automobile;  on  July  12th  Lieutenant 
of  the  same  force  was  killed  in  the  same  way.  That  night  a  group  of 
in  the  uniform  of  the  Assault  Guards  took  Sotelo  from  his  bed,  and 
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him.  The  uprising;,  howev^er,  was  already  beginning  in  England  and  in 
and  broke  out  in  .\'Iorocco  on  July  i8th. 

One  of  the  chief  figures  in  the  conspiracy  in  England  was  Douglas 
Jerrold,  a  well-known  editor,  who  has  revealed  some  details  in  his  auto¬ 
biography.  At  the  end  of  May  1936,  he  obtained  “50  machine  guns  and 
a  half  million  rounds  of  S.A.  ammunition”  for  the  cause.  In  June  he  per¬ 
suaded  Major  Hugh  Pollard  to  fly  to  the  Canary  Islands  in  order  to 
transport  General  Franco  by  pi  ane  to  .Morocco.  Pollard  took  off  on  July 
nth  with  his  nineteen-year-old  daughter  Diana  and  her  friend  Dorothy 
Batson.  Louis  Bolin,  who  was  Jerrold’s  chief  contact  with  the  con¬ 
spirators,  went  at  once  to  Rome.  On  July  15th  orders  were  issued  by  the 
talian  Air  Force  to  certain  units  to  prepare  to  fly  to  Spanish  Morocco, 
the  Italian  insignia  on  these  planes  were  roughly  painted  over  on  July 
^uth  and  thereafter,  but  otherwise  they  were  fully  equipped.  These  planes 
into  action  in  support  of  the  revolt  as  early  as  July  27th;  on  July  30th 
our  such  planes,  still  carrying  their  orders  of  July  15th,  landed  in  French 
^getia,  and  were  interned. 


German  intervention  was  less  carefully  planned.  It  would  appear  that 
^•tjurjo  went  to  Berlin  on  February  4,  1936,  but  could  get  no  commit- 
"tent  beyond  a  promise  to  provide  the  necessary  transport  planes  to 
"love  the  Moroccan  forces  to  Spain  if  the  Spanish  fleet  made  transport  by 
dangerous  by  remaining  loyal  to  the  government.  As  soon  as  Franco 
^'Cached  Morocco  from  the  Canaries  on  July  i8th,  he  appealed  for  these 
panes  through  a  personal  emissary  to  Hitler  and  through  the  German 
'Consul  at  Tetuan.  The  former  met  Hitler  on  July  24th,  and  was  promised 
^Kistance.  The  plans  to  intervene  were  drawn  up  the  same  night  by  Hit- 
%  Goring,  and  General  Werner  von  Blomberg.  Thirty  planes  with 
erman  crews  were  sent  to  Spain  by  August  8th,  and  the  first  one  was 
Pmred  by  the  Loyalist  government  the  next  day. 
n  the  meantime,  the  revolt  was  a  failure.  The  navy  remained  loval  be- 
se  the  crews  overthrew'  their  officers;  the  air  force  generally  re- 
med  loyal;  the  army  revolted,  along  with  much  of  the  police,  but, 
pt  in  isolated  areas,  these  rebellious  units  were  overcome.  At  the  first 
revolt,  the  people,  led  by  the  labor  unions  and  the  militia  of 
'^'orkers’  political  parties,  demanded  arms.  The  government  was  re- 
revolution  from  the  Left  as  well  as  the  Right, 
I  I  ^^l^yed  for  several  days.  Tw'o  Cabinets  resigned  on  July  i8th  and 
'vaf  rather  than  arm  the  Left,  but  a  new'  Cabinet  under  Jose  Giral 
sent  However,  because  arms  w'ere  lacking,  orders  were 

ri  ,  ro  France.  The  recognized  government  in  .Madrid  had  the 

by  ^1  arms  abroad  and  was  even  bound  to  do  so  to  some  degree 

^^re  existing  commercial  treaty  xvith  France, 
i  1  ^  result  of  the  failure  of  the  revolt,  the  generals  found  themselves 

^  in  several  different  parts  of  Spain  with  no  mass  popular  support 
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and  with  control  of  none  of  the  three  chief  industrial  areas.  The  rebels 
held  the  e.xtreme  northwest  (Galicia  and  Leon),  the  north  (Navarre), 
and  the  south  (western  Andalusia)  as  well  as  A'lorocco  and  the  islands. 
They  had  the  unlimited  support  of  Italy  and  Portugal,  as  well  as  un¬ 
limited  sympathy  and  tentative  support  from  Germany.  But  the  rebel 
position  was  desperate  by  the  end  of  July.  On  July  25th  the  German 
ambassador  informed  his  government  that  the  revolt  could  not  succeed 
“unless  something  unforeseen  happens.”  By  August  25th  the  acting  state 
secretary  of  foreign  affairs  in  Germany,  Hans  Dieckhoff,  wrote,  “it 
not  to  be  expected  that  the  Franco  Government  can  hold  out  for  longi 
even  after  outward  successes,  without  large-scale  support  from 
side.” 

In  the  meantime,  Italian  and  Portuguese  aid  kept  the  rebellion  §oin§- 
The  French  and  British,  whose  only  desire  at  first  was  to  avoid  an  open 
clash  arising  from  the  Great  Powers’  supplying  arms  and  men  to  oppo¬ 
site  sides  in  the  conflict  were  prepared  to  sacrifice  any  interests  of 
countries  to  avoid  this.  Impelled  bv  pacifist  sentiments,  and  a  desire  m 
avoid  war  at  any  cost,  French  Premier  Leon  Blum  and  French  Foreign 
Minister  Yvon  Delbos  suggested  on  August  1,  1936,  that  an  agreement 
not  to  intervene  in  Spain  should  be  signed  by  the  chief  Powers  concerned' 
This  idea  was  eagerly  taken  up  by  Britain  and  was  acceptable  to  the 
Popular  Front  government  of  France,  since  it  was  clear  that  if  there  vas 
no  intervention,  the  Spanish  government  could  suppress  the  rebels.  Great 
Britain  accepted  the  French  offer  at  once,  but  efforts  to  get  Portugal’ 
Italy,  Germany,  and  Russia  into  the  agreement  were  difficult  because 
of  the  delays  made  by  Portugal  and  Italy,  both  of  which  were  helping  t 
rebels.  By  August  24th  all  six  Powers  had  agreed,  and  by  August  z^ti 
the  agreement  went  into  effect. 

Efforts  to  establish  some  kind  of  supervision  by  the  Noninterveiino*^ 
Committee  or  by  neutral  forces  were  rejected  by  the  rebels  and 
Portugal,  while  Britain  refused  to  permit  any  restrictions  to  be  pla^^ 
on  war  materiel  going  to  Portugal  at  the  very  moment  when  it 
putting  all  kinds  of  pressure  on  France  to  restrict  any  flow  of  supph®^ 
across  the  Pyrenees  to  the  recognized  government  of  Spain  (Noven’ 
ber  30,  1936).  Britain  also  put  pressure  on  Portugal  to  stop  assistant- 
to  the  rebels  but  with  little  success,  as  Portugal  was  determined  to  s 
a  rebel  victory.  Along  with  Italy  and  Germany,  Portugal  delayed 
ing  the  noninterv’ention  agreement  until  it  decided  that  such  an  agt 
ment  w'ould  hurt  the  Loyalist  forces  more  than  the  rebels.  Even  t 
there  was  no  intention  of  observing  the  agreement  or  permitting  ®  . 
steps  to  enforce  it  if  such  actions  would  hamper  the  rebels. 

On  the  other  hand,  France  did  little  to  help  the  Madrid 
while  Britain  was  positively  hostile  to  it.  Both  governments  stopP^°.^_ 
shipments  of  war  materiel  to  Spain  in  the  middle  of  August.  By 
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^stence  on  enforcing  nonintervention  against  the  Loyalists,  while  ignor- 
the  systematic  and  large-scale  evasions  of  the  agreement  in  behalf 
the  rebels,  Britain  was  neither  fair  nor  neutral,  and  had  to  engage  in 
‘®rge-scale  violations  of  international  law.  Britain  refused  to  permit  any 
testrictions  to  be  placed  on  war  materiel  going  to  Portugal  (in  spite  of 
tts  protests  to  Portugal  for  transshipping  these  to  the  rebels).  It  refused 
^lo'v  the  Loyalist  Spanish  Navy  to  blockade  the  seaports  held  by  the 
®°els,  and  took  immediate  action  against  efforts  by  the  Madrid  gov- 
®fnment  to  interfere  with  any  kind  of  shipments  to  rebel  areas,  while 
holesale  assaults  by  the  rebels  on  British  and  other  neutral  ships  going 
*0  Loyalist  areas  drew  little  more  than  feeble  protests  from  Britain.  In 
August  1936^  when  a  Loyalist  cruiser  intercepted  a  British  freighter 


trying  supplies  to  Morocco,  the  British  battle  cruiser  Repulse  went 
ter  the  Spanish  cruiser  cleared  for  action.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
titish  refusal  to  recognize  the  rebel  government,  or  to  grant  it  belliger- 
status,  placed  interference  with  shipping  by  these  forces  in  the  cate- 
of  piracy;  yet  Britain  did  almost  nothing  when  in  one  year  (June 
'937-June  1938)  10  British  ships  were  sunk,  10  were  captured  and  held, 
rnore  were  seriously  damaged,  and  at  least  12  others  were  damaged 
y  the  rebels  out  of  a  total  of  140  British  ships  w'hich  went  to  Spain  in 
year.  By  the  beginning  of  1937  Britain  was  clearly  seeking  a  rebel 
^'ctory,  and,  instead  of  trying  to  enforce  nonintervention  or  to  protect 
ntish  rights  on  the  seas,  was  actively  supporting  the  rebel  blockade 
°  Loyalist  Spain.  This  was  clearly  evident  when  the  British  Navy  after 
'^^y  1937  began  to  intercept  British  ships  headed  for  Loyalist  ports 
on  some  pretext,  or  simply  by  force,  made  them  go  elsewhere,  such 
^  Bordeaux  or  Gibraltar.  These  tactics  were  admitted  by  the  First  Lord 
^  the  Admiralty  in  the  House  of  Commons  on  June  29,  1938. 

1  he  rebel  forces  xvere  fewer  in  numbers  than  the  Loyalists,  and 
“ght  with  less  vigor  and  under  poor  leadership,  according  to  German 
^ctet  reports  from  Spain  at  the  time,  but  were  eventually  successful 
®cause  of  their  great  superiority  in  artillery,  aviation,  and  tanks,  as  a 
Jesuit  of  the  one-sided  enforcement  of  the  nonintervention  agreement, 
ts  Was  admitted  by  the  governments  concerned  as  soon  as  the  war  was 
and  by  General  Franco  on  April  13,  1939.  We  have  seen  that 
^  lan  intervention  began  even  before  the  revolt  broke  out  and  that 
ottuguese  intervention  on  behalf  of  the  rebels  followed  soon  after, 
ennan  intervention  was  somewhat  slower,  although  all  their  sympa- 
"'^re  with  the  rebels.  At  the  end  of  July,  a  German  citizen  in 
Ofocco  organized  a  Spanish  corporation  called  Hisma  to  obtain  Ger- 
supplieg  and  assistance  for  the  rebels.  This  firm  began  to  transport 
®  rebel  troops  from  Morocco  to  Spain  on  August  2nd.  It  soon  obtained 
Monopoly  on  all  Gennan  goods  sold  to  rebel  Spain  and  set  up  a  central 
Purchasing  office  for  this  purpose  in  Lisbon,  Portugal.  By  August  all 
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important  units  of  the  German  Navy  were  in  Spanish  waters,  and  their 
ranking  admiral  paid  a  state  visit  to  Franco  in  his  headquarters  m 
Morocco  as  early  as  August  3rd.  These  units  gave  naval  support  to  the 
rebellion  from  then  on. 


Early  in  October,  General  Goring  established  a  corporation 


called 


Rowak,  with  three  million  reichsmarks  credit  provided  by  the  German 
government.  This  was  given  a  monopoly  on  the  export  of  goods  to 
Spain,  and  orders  were  issued  to  the  German  Navy  to  protect  these 
goods  in  transit. 

The  failure  of  the  Franco  forces  to  capture  Madrid  led  to  a  joint 
Italian-German  meeting  in  Berlin  on  October  20,  1936.  There  it  was 
decided  to  embark  on  a  policy  of  e.xtensive  support  for  Franco.  As  part 
of  this  policy  both  Powers  recognized  the  Franco  government  an 


withdraw  their  recognition  from  Madrid  on  November  18,  1936. 


and 


Italy  signed  a  secret  alliance  with  the  rebel  government  ten  days  later- 
Japan  recognized  the  Franco  regime  early  in  December,  following 
the  signature  of  the  German-Japanese  Anti-Comintern  Pact  of  Novem¬ 
ber  25,  1936. 

As  a  result  of  all  these  actions.  Franco  received  the  full  support  0 
the  aggressor  states,  while  the  Loyalist  government  was  obstructed  m 
every  way  by  the  “peace-loving”  Powers.  While  the  Axis  assistance 
to  the  rebels  was  chiefly  in  the  form  of  supplies  and  technical  assistance, 
it  was  also  necessary  to  send  a  large  number  of  men  to  work  some  0 
this  equipment  or  even  to  fight  as  infantry'.  In  all,  Italy  sent  about  100,- 
000  men  and  suffered  about  50,000  casualties  (of  which  6,000  were 
killed).  Germany  sent  about  20,000  men,  although  this  figure  is 
certain.  The  value  of  the  supplies  sent  to  General  Franco  was  estimate 
by  the  countries  concerned  as  500  million  reichsmarks  by  Germany 
and  14  billion  lire  by  Italy.  Together  this  amounts  to  over  three-quarters 
of  a  billion  dollars. 

On  the  other  side,  the  Loyalists  w-ere  cut  off  from  foreign  suppH®® 
almost  at  once  because  of  the  embargoes  of  the  Great  Powers,  an 
obtained  only  limited  amounts,  chiefly  from  Mexico,  Russia,  and  the 
United  States,  before  the  Nonintervention  agreement  cut  these  off- 
January  18,  1937,  the  American  Neutrality  Act  was  revised  to  apply 
civil  as  vv'ell  as  international  wars,  and  w-as  invoked  against  Spain  im¬ 
mediately,  but  “unofficial”  pressure  from  the  American  government  pr^' 
vented  exports  of  this  kind  to  Spain  even  earlier.  As  a  result  of  sue 
actions,  shortages  of  supplies  for  the  Madrid  government  were  evident 
at  the  end  of  August  and  became  acute  a  few  weeks  later,  while  sup¬ 
plies  for  the  rebels  were  steadily  increasing. 

The  Madrid  government  made  violent  protests  against  the  Axis 
vention,  both  before  the  Nonintervention  Committee  in  London  an 
before  the  League  of  Nations.  These  w-ere  denied  by  the  Axis  Powers- 
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An  investigation  of  these  charges  was  made  under  Soviet  pressure,  but 
committee  reported  on  November  loth  that  these  charges  were 
l^nproved.  Indeed,  Anthony  Eden,  nine  days  later,  went  so  far  as  to  say 
the  House  of  Commons  that  so  far  as  nonintervention  was  concerned, 
^ere  were  other  Governments  more  to  blame  than  either  Germany 
W  Italy.” 

Since  we  have  captured  large  quantities  of  secret  German  and  Italian 
documents  and  have  not  captured  any  Soviet  documents,  it  is  not  pos- 
®ble  to  fix  the  date  or  the  degree  of  Soviet  intervention  in  Spain,  but 
is  conclusively  established  that  it  was  much  later  in  date  and  im- 
ipensely  less  in  quantity  than  that  of  either  Italy  or  Germany.  On 
ctober  7,  1936,  the  Soviet  representative  informed  the  Noninterven- 
Committee  that  it  could  not  be  bound  by  the  nonintervention  agree- 
’’ifitit  to  a  greater  extent  than  the  other  participants.  Soviet  inter\’ention 
appears  to  have  begun  at  this  time,  three  and  a  half  years  after  Italian 
intervention  and  almost  three  months  after  both  Italian  and  German 
Jiiuts  were  fighting  with  the  rebels.  Russian  military  equipment  went 
into  action  before  Madrid  in  the  period  October  29-November  11,  1936. 

As  late  as  September  28,  1936,  the  German  charge  d’affaires  in  the 
^oviet  Union  reported  that  he  could  find  no  reliable  proof  of  violation 
n^the  arms  embargo  by  the  Soviet  government,  and  on  November  16th 
shi  evidence  of  the  transport  of  troops  from  Odessa.  Food 

^^Pments  were  being  sent  by  September  19th,  and  extensil  e  shipments 
military  supplies  began  to  be  reported  a  month  later.  Earlier,  but 
^^ubstantiated,  reports  had  arrived  from  German  agents  in  Spain  itself. 
^  amount  of  Soviet  aid  to  Madrid  is  not  known.  Estimates  of  the 
niber  of  technical  advisers  and  assistants  varx'  from  700  to  5,000,  and 
the  ^  1^01^  over  2,000;  no  infantry  forces  were  sent.  In  addition, 

fi  International  recruited  volunteers  throughout  the  world  to 

■M  ^  Spain.  These  went  into  action  early  in  November  1936  before 

®  and  were  disbanded  in  October  1938. 

time  **  intervention  in  support  of  the  Madrid  government  at  a 

®  ■'vhen  it  could  find  support  almost  now  here  else  served  to  increase 
''’^tience  in  the  government  very  greatly,  although  the 
onl  Communists  in  Spain  itself  w'cre  few'  and  they  had  elected 

CaU  deputies  in  February  1936.  Communists  came  into  the 

met  for  the  first  time  September  4,  1936.  In  general,  they  acted  to 
pre  Popular  Front,  to  concentrate  on  winning  the  war,  and  to 

this  efforts  tow'ard  social  revolution  bv  the  extreme  Left.  For 

and  overtlirew'  Largo  Caballero’s  government  in  May  1937, 

'^P  Negrin,  a  more  conservative  Socialist,  as  premier  in  a 
^tded^*^  continued  on  the  same  general  lines  until  after  the  w'ar 

small  number  of  Russian  or  other  “volunteers”  on  the  Loyalist 
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side,  in  spite  of  the  extravagant  statement  of  Franco’s  supporters  at  the 
time  and  since,  is  evident  from  the  inability  of  the  rebel  forces  to  capture 
any  important  numbers  of  “foreign  Reds”  in  spite  of  their  great  desire  to 
do  so.  After  the  Battle  of  Teruel,  at  which  such  “foreign  Reds”  were 
supposed  to  be  very  active.  Franco  had  to  report  to  Germany  that  he 
had  found  “very  few”  among  the  14,500  captives  taken;  this  fact  had 
to  be  kept  “strictly  confidential,”  he  said  (December  1937). 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  inteiX'ention  in  Spain  by  the  Soviet  Union  was 
not  only  limited  in  quantity;  it  was  also  of  brief  duration,  chiefly 
between  October  1936  and  januarv'  1937.  The  road  to  Spain  was,  for 
the  Soviet  Union,  a  difficult  one,  as  the  Italian  submarine  fleet  was  wait¬ 
ing  for  Russian  shipping  in  the  Mediterranean,  and  did  not  hesitate  to 
sink  it.  This  was  done  in  the  last  few  months  of  1936.  Moreover,  the 
Anti-Comintern  Pact  of  November  1936  and  the  Japanese  attack  on 
North  China  in  1937  made  it  seem  that  all  Russian  supplies  were  needeo 
at  home.  Furthermore,  the  Soviet  Union  was  more  concerned  with  re¬ 
opening  supplies  to  Loyalist  Spain  from  France,  Britain,  or  elsewhere, 
because,  in  a  competition  of  supplies  and  troops  in  Spain,  the  Soviet 
Union  could  not  match  Italy  alone  and  certainly  not  Italy,  Germany, 
and  Portugal  together.  Finally,  the  German  government  in  193d 
the  Czechoslovak  leader  Edward  Benes  documents  indicating  that  van 
ous  Soviet  Army  officers  were  in  contact  with  German  Army  officers- 
When  Benes  sent  these  documents  on  to  Stalin,  they  gave  rise  to  3 
series  of  purges  and  treason  trials  in  the  Soviet  Union,  which  larg^v 
eclipsed  the  Spanish  Civil  VV'ar  and  served  to  put  a  stop  to  the  ma)°*^ 
part  of  the  Soviet  contribution  to  the  Loyalist  government.  Efforts 
compensate  for  this  decrease  in  Soviet  support  by  an  increase  in  suppc* 
by  the  Third  International  were  not  effective,  since  the  latter  orgai'* 
zation  could  get  men  to  go  to  Spain  but  could  not  obtain  military  sup 
plies,  \\hich  were  what  the  Loyalist  government  needed  for  their 
own  manpower. 

Although  the  evidence  for  Axis  intervention  in  Spain  was  overwhe  1 
ing  and  was  admitted  by  the  Pow'ers  themselves  early  in  1937,  the  Bn 
refused  to  admit  it  and  refused  to  modify  the  nonintervention  pohc)’ 
although  France  did  relax  its  restrictions  on  its  frontier  sometimes, 
notablv  in  April-June  1938.  Britain’s  attitude  was  so  devious  that  it 
hardly  be  untangled,  although  the  results  are  clear  enough.  The  c 
result  was  that  in  Spain  a  Left  government  friendly  to  France 
placed  by  a  Right  government  unfriendly  to  France  and  deeply  0 
gated  to  Italy  and  Germany.  The  evidence  is  clear  that  the  real 
thies  of  the  London  government  favored  the  rebels,  although  it 
to  conceal  the  fact  from  public  opinion  in  Britain  (since  this  opitj 
favored  the  Loyalists  over  Franco  by  57  percent  to  7  percent,  accor 
to  a  public-opinion  poll  of  March  1938).  It  held  this  view  in  spim 
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'he  fact  that  such  a  change  could  not  fail  to  be  adverse  to  British  inter¬ 
ests,  for  it  meant  that  Gibraltar  at  one  end  of  the  middle  passage  to 
Jndia  could  be  neutralized  by  Italy  just  as  Aden  at  the  other  end  had 
een  neutralized  by  the  conquest  of  Ethiopia.  That  fear  of  war  was 
®  powerful  motive  is  clear,  but  such  fear  was  more  prevalent  outside 
the  government  than  inside.  On  December  18,  1936,  Eden  admitted 
that  the  government  had  exaggerated  the  danger  of  war  four  months 
Earlier  to  get  the  nonintervention  agreement  accepted,  and  when  Britain 
J^anted  to  use  force  to  achieve  its  aims,  as  it  did  against  the  piracy  of 
®han  submarines  in  the  .Mediterranean  in  the  autumn  of  1937,  it  did  so 
'without  risk  of  war.  The  nonintenxntion  agreement,  as  practiced,  was 
’'either  an  aid  to  peace  nor  an  example  of  neutrality,  but  was  clearly 
^iilorced  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  aid  to  the  rebels  and  place  all  possible 
“Stacies  in  the  w'av  of  the  Loyalist  government  suppressing  the  rebellion. 
This  attitude  of  the  British  government  could  not  be  admitted  pub- 
and  every  effort  was  made  to  picture  the  actions  of  the  Non¬ 
intervention  Committee  as  one  of  evenhanded  neutrality.  In  fact,  the 
activities  of  this  committee  were  used  to  throw  dust  in  the  eyes  of 
c  World,  and  especially  in  the  eyes  of  the  British  public.  On  September 
i93<5,  Count  Bismarck,  the  German  member  of  the  committee,  noti¬ 


fied  his 


government  that  France  and  Britain’s  aim  in  establishing  the 


Committee  was  “not  so  much  a  question  of  taking  actual  steps  immedi- 
ciy  as  of  pacifying  the  aroused  feelings  of  the  Leftist  parties  in  both 
Countries  by  the  very  establishment  of  such  a  committee— [and]  to 
the  domestic  political  situation  of  the  French  Premier.  .  .  .” 
in  ["“tiths  the  meaningless  debates  of  this  committee  were  reported 
etail  to  the  wmrld,  and  charges,  countercharges,  proposals,  counter- 
r  posals,  investigations,  and  inconclusive  conclusions  were  offered  to 
Confused  world,  thus  successfully  increasing  its  confusion.  In  Febru- 
‘937)  an  agreement  was  made  to  prohibit  the  enlistment  or  dispatch 
^^^^^^'ftiteers  to  fight  on  either  side  in  Spain,  and  on  April  30th  patrols 
established  on  the  Portuguese  and  French  borders  of  Spain  as  well 
the^*^  seacoasts  of  Spain.  .At  the  end  of  a  month,  Portugal  ended 
supervision  on  her  land  frontier,  while  Italy  and  Germany  aban- 
the  sea  patrol. 

for  ?**'^^*'  efforts  by  Portugal,  Italy,  and  Germany  to  win  recognition 
by  p  as  “belligerents”  under  international  law'  were  blocked 

France,  and  Russia.  Such  recognition  would  liave  ailowxd  the 
merit  rights  on  the  high  seas  which  the  recognized  govern- 

helli  j  ‘^I^drid  was  in  practice  being  denied.  Russia  wished  to  extend 
first  tiglits  to  Franco  only  if  all  foreign  volunteers  were  w'ithdrawn 

en '  7  debating  and  quibbling  went  on  about  issues  like  belliger- 

tbg'^^^^P^tvision  by  patrols,  withdrawal  of  volunteers,  and  such  before 
onintervention  Committee  in  London,  the  Franco  rebel  forces. 
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with  their  foreign  contingents  of  Moors,  Italians,  and  Germans,  slowly 
crushed  the  Lov'alist  forces. 

As  a  result  of  the  nonintervention  policy,  the  military  preponderance 
of  the  rebels  was  very  large  except  in  respect  to  morale.  The  rebels 
generallv  had  about  500  or  even  more  planes  while  the  government 
had  at  one  time  as  many  as  150.  It  has  been  estimated  that  the  greatest 
concentration  of  Loyalist  artillery'  was  180  pieces  at  the  Battle  of  Teruel 
in  December  1937,  while  the  greatest  concentration  of  rebel  artillery 
was  1,400  pieces  against  1:0  on  the  Loyalist  side  at  the  battle  on  the 
Ebro  in  July  1938.  The  Italian  Air  Force  was  very  active,  with  i,ooo 
planes  making  over  86,000  flights  in  5,318  separate  operations  during 
which  it  dropped  11,584  tons  of  bombs  during  the  war.  With  this 
advantage  the  “Nationalist”  forces  were  able  to  join  their  southwestern 
and  northwestern  contingents  during  1936,  to  crush  the  Basques  and 
form  a  continuous  territory  between  Galicia  and  Navarre  across  northern 
Spain  in  1937,  to  drive  eastward  across  Spain  to  the  east  coast  in  193^’ 
thus  cutting  Loyalist  Spain  in  two;  to  capture  most  of  Catalonia,  includ¬ 
ing  Barcelona,  in  January  1939;  and  to  close  in  on  Madrid  in  1939-  The 
Loyalist  capital  surrendered  on  .March  28th.  England  and  France  recog¬ 
nized  the  Franco  government  on  February  27,  1939,  and  the  Axis  troops 
were  evacuated  from  Spain  after  a  triumphal  march  through  Madrid 
in  June  1939. 

When  the  war  ended,  much  of  Spain  was  wrecked,  at  least  450,000 
Spaniards  had  been  killed  (of  which  130,000  were  rebels,  the  rest  Loyal¬ 
ists),  and  an  unpopular  military'^  dictatorship  had  been  imposed  on  Spain 
as  a  result  of  the  actions  of  non-Spanish  forces.  About  400,000  Span¬ 
iards  were  in  prisons,  and  large  numbers  were  hungry  and  destitute- 
Germany  recognized  this  problem,  and  tried  to  get  France  to  folio"' 
a  path  of  conciliation,  humanitarian  reform,  and  social,  agricultural,  and 
economic  reform.  This  advice  w'as  rejected,  with  the  result  that  Spain 
has  remained  weak,  apathetic,  war-weary,  and  discontented  ever  since- 
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Austria  infelix,  1933-1938 

The  Czechoslovak  Crisis,  1937-1938 

The  Year  of  Dupes,  1939 


Austria  Infelixy  1933-1938 


The  Austria  which  was  left  after  the  Treaty  of  Saint-Germain  was 
so  weak  economically  that  its  life  was  maintained  only  by  finan¬ 
cial  aid  from  the  League  of  Nations  and  the  Western  democratic 
states.  Its  area  of  population  had  been  so  reduced  that  it  consisted  of 
c  more  than  the  great  city  of  \'ienna  surrounded  bv  a  huge  but 
inadequate  suburb.  The  city,  with  a  population  of  two  millions  in  a 
Country  whose  population  had  been  reduced  from  52  to  6.6  millions, 
®  been  the  center  of  a  great  empire,  and  now  was  a  burden  on  a 
small  principality.  Moreover,  the  economic  nationalism  of  the  Succes¬ 
sion  States  like  Czechslovakia  cut  this  area  off  from  the  lower  Danube 
Che  Balkans  whence  it  had  drawn  its  food  supply  in  the  prewar 
period.  ^ 

,  ^dcse  than  this,  the  city  and  the  surrounding  countryside  were  anti- 
leal  in  their  outlooks  on  every  political,  social,  or  ideological  issue, 
c^icy  was  Socialist,  democratic,  anticlerical  if  not  antireligious,  paci- 
’  and  progressive  in  the  nineteenth-century  meaning  of  the  \vord 
progress”;  the  country  was  Catholic  if  not  clerical,  ignorant,  intolerant, 
^  *'gerent,  and  backward. 

^  ach  area  had  its  own  political  party,  the  Christian  Socialists  in  the 
bal  Social  Democrats  in  the  city.  These  were  so  evenly 

chat  in  none  of  the  five  elections  from  1919  to  1930  did  the 
°Ce  polled  for  either  party  fall  below  35  percent  or  rise  above  49 
in  meant  that  the  balance  of  power 

j^^^^cliament  fell  to  the  insignificant  minor  parties  like  the  Pan-Ger- 
lot  ^  Agrarian  League.  Since  these  minor  groups  threw  in  their 

bet  '^**^*^  Christian  Socialists  from  1920  onward,  the  dichotomy 
bet  the  country  w'as  transformed  into  a  division 

cen  the  government  of  the  capital  city  (dominated  by  the  Social 
607 
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Democrats)  and  that  of  the  federal  government  (dominated  by  the 
Christian  Socialists). 

The  Social  Democrats,  although  very  radical  and  Marxist  in  word, 
were  very  democratic  and  moderate  in  deed.  In  control  of  the  whole 
country  from  1918  to  1920,  they  were  able  to  make  peace,  to  crush 
out  the  threat  of  Bolshevism  from  Hungary  to  the  east  or  from  Bavaria 
to  the  north,  to  establish  an  effective  democratic  constitution  with  con¬ 
siderable  autonomy  for  the  local  states  (formerly  provinces),  and  to  give 
the  new  country  a  good  impetus  toward  becoming  a  twentieth-century 
welfare  state.  The  measure  of  their  success  may  be  seen  in  the  fact  that 
the  Communists  never  were  able  to  get  established  after  1919  or  to  elect 
a  member  to  Parliament.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Social  Democrats  were 
unable  to  reconcile  their  desire  for  union  with  Germany  (called 
chhiss)  with  the  need  for  financial  aid  from  the  Entente  Powers  who 
opposed  this. 

An  agreement  between  the  Pan-Germans  and  the  Christian  Sociali^s 
to  put  Atischluss  on  the  shelf  and  concentrate  on  getting  financial  ^d 
from  the  victorious  Entente  made  it  possible  to  overthrow  the  coalition 
Cabinet  of  .Michael  Mayr  in  June  1921,  and  replace  it  by  a  Pan-German- 
Christian  Socialist  alliance  under  the  Pan-German  Johann  Schober.  In 
May  1922,  this  alliance  was  reversed  when  the  Christian  Socialist  leader, 
Monsignor  Ignaz  Seipel,  a  Catholic  priest,  became  chancellor.  Seipel 
dominated  the  federal  government  of  Austria  until  his  death  in  Augn®*^ 
1932,  and  his  policies  were  carried  on  after  that  by  his  disciples,  Dollfus® 
and  Schuschnigg.  Seipel  was  able  to  achieve  a  certain  amount  of  finan¬ 
cial  reconstruction  by  w’ringing  international  loans  from  the  victorious 
Powers  of  1918.  He  achieved  this,  in  spite  of  Austria’s  poor  credit  status, 
by  insisting  that  he  would  be  unable  to  prevent  Anschluss  if  Austria 
reached  a  stage  of  financial  collapse. 

In  the  meantime  the  Social  Democrats  in  control  of  the  city  an 
state  of  V'ienna  embarked  upon  an  amazing  program  of  social  welfar^' 
The  old  monarchical  system  of  indirect  taxes  was  replaced  by  a  syS' 
tern  of  direct  taxes  which  bore  heavily  on  the  well-to-do.  With  an 
honest,  efficient  administration  and  a  balanced  budget,  the  living  cond)' 
tions  of  the  poor  w’ere  transformed.  This  was  especially  notable  in 
regard  to  housing.  Before  1914  this  had  been  deplorable.  A  census  0 
1917  showed  that  73  percent  of  all  apartments  were  “one  room”  (w'^ 
over  90  percent  of  workers’  apartments  in  this  class),  and  of  these, 
92  percent  had  no  sanitar\'  facilities,  95  percent  had  no  running  watet, 
and  77  percent  had  no  electricity  or  gas;  many  had  no  outside  venti 
tion.  Although  this  one  room  was  smaller  than  12  feet  by  15  feet  ^n 
size,  17  percent  had  a  lodger,  usually  sharing  a  bed.  As  a  result  of  t 
housing  shortage,  disease  (especially  tuberculosis)  and  crime  were  rani 
pant,  and  real-estate  values  rose  over  2,500  percent  in  the  fifteen  ye^ 
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'885-1900.  These  economic  conditions  had  been  maintained  by  a  very 
Undemocratic  political  system  under  which  only  83,000  persons,  on 
3  property  basis,  were  allowed  to  vote  and  5,500  of  the  richest  were 
allowed  to  choose  one-third  of  all  seats  on  the  city  council. 

Into  this  situation  the  Social  Democrats  came  in  1918.  By  1933  they 
had  built  almost  60,000  dwellings,  mostly  in  huge  apartment  houses. 
These  were  constructed  with  hardwood  floors,  outside  windows,  gas, 
electricity,  and  sanitary  facilities.  In  these  large  apartment  buildings 
fUote  than  half  the  ground  space  was  left  free  for  parks  and  playgrounds, 
and  central  laundries,  kindergartens,  libraries,  clinics,  post  offices,  and 
pffier  conveniences  were  provided.  One  of  the  largest  of  these  build- 
‘ugs,  the  Karl  .Marx  Hof,  covered  only  18  percent  of  its  lot,  yet  held 
'>400  apartments  with  5,000  inhabitants.  These  w-ere  built  so  efficiently 
that  the  average  cost  per  apartment  was  only  about  $1,650  each;  since 
rent  was  expected  to  cover  only  upkeep  and  not  construction  cost 
(tvhich  came  from  taxes),  the  average  rent  was  less  than  $2.00  a  month. 
^  hus  the  poor  of  Vienna  spend  only  a  fraction  of  their  income  for  rent, 
css  than  3  percent,  compared  to  25  percent  in  Berlin  and  about  20 
Percent  in  Vienna  before  the  war.  In  addition,  all  kinds  of  free  or  cheap 
uicdical  care,  dental  care,  education,  libraries,  amusements,  sports,  school 
unches,  and  maternity  care  were  provided  by  the  city. 

While  this  was  going  on  in  Vienna,  the  Christian  Socialist-Pan-Ger- 
Uian  federal  government  was  sinking  deeper  into  corruption.  The  diver- 
of  public  funds  to  banks  and  industries  controlled  by  Seipel’s  sup¬ 
porters  was  revealed  by  parliamentary  investigations  in  spite  of  the 
government’s  efforts  to  conceal  the  facts.  When  the  federal  government 
^ruck  back  with  its  own  investigation  of  the  finances  of  the  city  of 
lenna,  it  had  to  report  that  they  were  in  admirable  condition.  All 
Us  served  to  increase  the  appeal  of  the  Social  Democrats  throughout 
''^ttia,  in  spite  of  their  antireligious  and  materialist  orientation.  This 
cm  be  seen  from  the  fact  that  the  Socialist  electoral  vote  increased 
steadily,  rising  from  35  percent  of  the  total  vote  in  1920  to  39.6  percent 
'9^3  to  42  percent  in  1927.  At  the  same  time,  the  number  of  Chris- 
Socialist  seats  in  Parliament  fell  from  85  in  1920  to  82  in  1923  to 
73  in  1927  to  66  in  1930. 

In  1927  Monsignor  Seipel  formed  a  “Unity  List”  of  all  the  anti-Social- 
groups  he  could  muster,  but  he  could  not  turn  the  tide.  The  election 
gme  his  party  only  73  seats  compared  to  71  for  the  Social  Democrats, 
lor  the  Pan-Germans,  and  9  for  the  Agrarian  League.  x\ccordingly, 
cipel  embarked  on  a  very,  dangerous  project.  He  sought  to  change  the 
ustrian  constitution  into  a  presidential  dictatorship  as  the  first  step 
m  the  road  to  a  Habsburg  restoration  within  a  corporative  Fascist  state, 
'nee  any  change  in  the  constitution  required  a  two-thirds  vote  in  a 
ornament  where  the  Social-Democratic  opposition  held  43  percent  of 
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the  seats,  Monsignor  Seipel  sought  to  break  this  opposition  by  encour¬ 
aging  the  growth  of  an  armed  reactionary  militia,  the  Heimu'ehr  (Home 
Guard).  This  project  failed  in  1929,  when  Seipel’s  constitutional  changes 
were  largely  rejected  by  the  Parliament.  As  a  result,  it  became  neces¬ 
sary  to  use  illegal  methods,  a  task  which  was  carried  out  bv  Seipel’s 
successor,  Engelbert  Dollfuss,  in  1932-1934. 

The  Heimwehr  first  appeared  in  1918-1919  as  bands  of  armed  peasants 
and  soldiers  formed  on  the  fringes  of  Austrian  territory  to  resist  in¬ 
cursions  of  Italians,  South  Slavs,  and  Bolsheviks.  After  this  danger 
passed,  it  continued  in  e.xistence  as  a  loose  organization  of  armed 
reactionary  bands,  financed  at  first  b\-  the  same  German  Army  groups 
which  were  financing  the  Nazis  in  Bavaria  at  the  same  time  (19*9' 
1924).  Later  these  bands  were  financed  by  industrialists  and  bankers 
as  a  weapon  against  the  trade  unions,  and  after  1927  by  Mussolini 
as  part  of  his  projects  of  revisionism  in  the  Danube  area.  At  first, 
these  Heimwehr  units  were  fairly  independent  with  their  own  leaders 
in  different  provinces.  After  1927  they  tended  to  coalesce,  although 
rivalry  between  leaders  remained  bitter.  These  leaders  were  members 
of  the  Christian  Socialist  or  Pan-German  parties  and  sometimes  had 
Habsburg  sympathies.  The  leaders  were  Anton  Rintelen  and  Walter 
Pfrimer  in  Styria,  Richard  Steidle  in  Tyrol,  Prince  Ernst  Rudiger  von 
Starhemberg  in  Upper  Austria,  and  Emil  Fey  in  Vienna.  The  “chief 
of  the  general  staff”  of  the  movement  as  it  became  unified  was  a  niuln- 
murderer  fugitive  from  German  justice,  Waldemar  Pabst,  who  had 
been  involved  in  numerous  political  murders  ordered  by  the  national¬ 
ists  in  Germany  in  the  period  1919-1923. 

These  organizations  openly  drilled  in  military  formations,  made 
weekly  provocative  marches  into  industrial  areas  of  the  cities,  openly 
declared  their  determination  to  destroy  democracy,  labor  unions,  an 
the  Socialists  and  to  change  the  constitution  by  force,  and  assaulte 
and  murdered  their  critics. 

Seipel’s  efforts  to  amend  the  constitution  by  using  Heimwehr  pr®*' 
sure  against  the  Social  Democrats  failed  in  1929,  although  he  did  suc¬ 
ceed  in  increasing  the  powers  of  the  Christian  Democratic  President 
Wilhelm  Miklas  somewhat.  About  the  same  time,  Seipel  rejected  a'’ 
offer  from  the  Social  Democrats  to  disarm  and  disband  both  me 
Heimwehr  and  the  Social  Democratic  militia,  the  Schutzbmid. 

Seipel’s  tactics  alienated  his  supporters  in  the  Pan-German  an 
Agrarian  League  so  that  his  party  no  longer  commanded  a  majority 
the  chamber.  It  resigned  in  September  1930.  Using  the  new  constitu^ 
tional  reforms  which  had  been  passed  the  year  before,  Seipel  fornie 
a  “presidential”  Cabinet,  a  minoritv"  government,  of  Christian  Socialis*^* 
and  Heimwehr.  For  the  first  time  this  latter  group  obtained  Cabinet 
posts,  and  these  the  most  threatening,  since  Starhemberg  became  nums 
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of  interior  (which  controlled  the  police),  and  Franz  Hiiber,  another 
Heimwehr  leader,  became  minister  of  justice.  This  was  done  in  spite  of 
^he  fact  that  the  Heimwehr  had  just  introduced  into  its  organization 
oath  which  bound  its  members  to  reject  parliamentary  democracy  in 
avor  of  the  one-party,  cooperative,  “leadership”  state.  From  this  point 
the  constitution  was  steadily  violated  by  the  Christian  Socialists. 
New  elections  were  called  for  November  1930.  Starhemberg  prom¬ 
ised  Pfrimer  that  they  w'ould  carry  out  a  Putsch  to  prevent  the  elec¬ 
tions,  and  Starhemberg  publicly  announced,  “Now  we  are  here,  and 
will  not  drop  the  reins,  whatever  the  result  of  the  elections.” 
'-nancellor  Karl  Vaugoin,  however,  was  convinced  his  group  would 
^in  the  elections;  accordingly  he  vetoed  the  Putsch.  .Minister  of  Justice 
^uber  confiscated  the  papers  of  the  Pan-Germans,  the  Agrarians,  and 
issident  Christian  Socialists,  as  well  as  of  the  Social  Democrats,  during 
he  campaign  on  the  ground  that  they  were  “Bolshevik.”  In  this  con- 
usion  of  cross-purposes  the  election  w'as  held,  the  last  election  held  in 
prewar  Austria.  The  Christian  Socialists  lost  7  seats,  while  the  Social 
emocrats  gained  i.  The  former  had  66,  the  latter  72,  the  Heimwehr 
8,  and  the  Pan-German-Agrarian  bloc  had  19.  The  minority  Seipel 
government  tamely  resigned,  replaced  by  a  more  moderate  Christian 
ocialist  government  under  Otto  Ender  with  Pan-German-Agrarian  sup¬ 
port. 

In  June  1931,  though  Seipel  tried  again  to  form  a  government,  he 
could  not  obtain  sufficient  support,  and  the  weak  coalitions  of  moderate 
'-nristian  Socialists  and  Pan-Germans  continued  in  spite  of  a  Heimwehr 
revolt  led  by  Pfrimer  in  September  1931.  Pfrimer  and  his  followers 
'vere  brought  to  trial  for  treason,  and  acquitted.  No  effort  was  made 
^0  collect  their  arms,  and  it  soon  became  clear  that  the  Christian  Social- 
coalition,  moved  by  their  own  sympathies  and  fear  of  Heimwehr 
Violence,  were  opening  an  attack  on  the  Social  Democrats  and  the 
iiDor  unions.  These  attacks  were  intensified  after  May  1932,  when  a 
Cabinet,  with  Dollfuss  as  chancellor  and  Kurt  Schuschnigg  as 
■Cloister  of  justice,  took  office.  This  Cabinet  had  only  a  one-vote 
^lajority  in  the  Parliament,  83  for  and  82  against,  and  was  completely 
^cpendent  on  the  8  Heimwehr  deputies  which  provided  its  majority, 
would  not  call  an  election,  because  the  Christian  Socialists  knew 
Would  be  overwhelmed.  Since  they  were  determined  to  rule,  they 
Continued  to  rule,  illegally  and  eventually  unconstitutionally. 

Although  the  Nazis  in  Austria  were  growing  stronger  and  more 
olent  every  day,  the  Christian-Socialist-Heimwehr  coalition  passed 
^  time  destroying  the  Social  Democrats.  The  Heimwehr  militia 
j^°uld  attack  the  Socialists  in  the  industrial  parts  of  the  cities,  coming  in 
,  .  train  from  the  rural  areas  for  the  purpose,  and  the  Christian  Social- 
goxernment  would  then  suppress  the  Social  Democrats  for  these 
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“disorders.”  After  one  such  affair,  in  October  1932,  Dollfuss  appointed 
the  Heimwehr  leader,  Ernst  Fev,  as  state  secretary  (later  minister)  for 
public  security  with  command  of  all  the  police  in  Austria.  1  his 
the  Heimwehr,  with  8  seats  in  Parliament,  3  seats  in  the  Cabinet.  Fe\ 
at  once  prohibited  all  meetings  except  by  the  Heimwehr.  From  that 
point  on,  the  police  systematically  raided  and  destroyed  Social  Demo¬ 
crat  and  labor-union  property— “searching  for  arms,”  they  said.  On 
March  4,  1933,  the  Dollfuss  government  was  beaten  in  Parliament  h) 
one  vote,  81-80.  It  threw  out  one  vote  on  a  technicality  and  used  the 
resulting  uproar  as  an  e.xcuse  to  prevent  by  force  any  more  meetings 
of  parliament. 

Dollfuss  ruled  by  decree,  using  a  law  of  the  Habsburg  Empire  0 
1917.  This  law  allowed  the  government  to  issue  emergency  economic 
decrees  during  the  war  if  they  were  approyed  by  parliament  withm  n 
stated  period  subsequently.  The  Habsburg  Empire  and  the  war  seetc 
both  finished,  and  the  decrees  of  Dollfuss  were  not  concerned  with 
economic  matters  nor  were  they  accepted  by  Parliament  within  the 
stated  period,  but  the  government  used  this  method  to  rule  for  ycars^ 


The  first  decrees  ended  all  meetings,  censored  the  press,  suspem 
local  elections,  created  concentration  camps,  wrecked  the  finances  or 
the  city  of  \'ienna  by  arbitrary  interference  with  tax  collections  an 
expenditures,  wrecked  the  supreme  constitutional  court  to  prevent  it 
from  reviewing  the  government’s  acts,  and  reestablished  the  death 
penalty.  These  decrees  were  generally  enforced  only  against  the  Socia 
Democrats  and  not  against  either  the  Nazis  or  the  Heimwehr,  who 
were  reducing  the  country  to  chaos.  When  the  Socialist  mayor  0 
V’ienna  disbanded  the  Heimwehr  unit  of  that  city,  he  was  at  once 
overruled  by  Dollfuss. 

In  .May  the  Christian  Socialist  Party  conference  failed  to  elect  Do  ' 
fuss  as  head  of  the  party.  He  at  once  announced  that  parliament  w’oul 
never  be  restored  and  that  all  political  parties  would  be  absorbe 
gradually  into  a  single  new  party,  the  “Fatherland  Front.”  From  tb'S 
time  on,  Dollfuss  and  his  successor  Schuschnigg  worked  little  by  htt  ^ 
to  build  up  a  personal  dictatorship.  This  W'as  not  easy,  as  the  effort 
was  opposed  by  the  Social  Democrats  (who  insisted  on  a  restoration 
of  the  constitution),  by  the  Pan-Germans  and  their  Nazi  successors 
(w’ho  wanted  union  with  Hitler’s  Germanv),  and  by  the  Heimwe 
(who  were  supported  by  Italy  and  w’anted  a  Fascist  .state  to  dornim''^® 
the  Danube  area). 

While  Dollfuss  continued  his  attacks  on  the  workers,  the  Nazis 
began  to  attack  him  and  the  Heimwehr.  The  Nazi  movement  in  An® 
tria  w'as  under  direct  orders  from  Germany  and  was  financed  from 
there.  It  engaged  in  wholesale  attacks,  parades,  bombings,  and  murder 
ous  assaults  on  the  government’s  supponers.  In  May  1933,  Hitler  enp 
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pled  Austria  financially  by  putting  a  1,000-mark  tax  on  all  German 
'tourists  going  to  Austria.  On  June  19  Dollfuss  outlawed  the  Nazis, 
arrested  their  leaders,  and  deported  Hitler’s  “Inspector  General  for 
Austria.”  The  Nazi  Party  went  underground  but  continued  its  outrages, 
especially  hundreds  of  bombings  and  thousands  of  acts  of  vandalism.  In 
June  19^^  tliey  to  murder  Steidle  and  Rintelen,  and  in  October 

’^I'ey  succeeded  in  u’ounding  Dollfuss. 

lu  the  face  of  these  Nazi  atrocities,  Dollfuss  continued  his  methodical 
‘Destruction  of  the  Socialists.  Since  1930,  and  probably  since  1927,  .Mus¬ 
solini  had  been  arming  Hungary  and  the  Heimwetir  in  Austria.  The 
oeial  Democrats,  supported  by  Czechoslovakia  and  France,  opposed 
uis.  In  January  1933,  the  Socialist  railway  union  revealed  that  a,  train- 
0=^0  of  50,000  rifles  and  200  machine  guns  was  en  route  from  Mussolini 
^0  the  Heimwehr  and  to  Hungary.  In  the  resulting  controvers)'  a  joint 
uglo-French  note  protesting  this  violation  of  the  peace  treaties  and 
ordering  the  arms  to  be  either  returned  to  Itah'  or  destroyed  was  re¬ 
lucted  by  Dollfuss.  Instead,  Dollfuss  made  an  agreement  with  .Mussolini 
Ur  support  against  the  Nazis  through  the  Heimwehr  and  for  destroy¬ 
ing  the  Socialists  in  Austria.  In  March  1933,  Dollfuss  outlawed  the 
lyPublican  Defense  Corps,  the  militia  of  the  Socialist  party,  took  the 
^mwehr  into  his  Cabinet,  and  ended  Parliament, 
because  the  continued  agitations  of  the  Nazis  in  1933  made  necessary 
n^ute  support  for  Dollfuss  from  .Mussolini  and  the  Heimwehr,  the  gov¬ 
ernment  began  to  take  steps  to  abolish  the  Socialist  movement  com- 
^ecely.  At  the  end  of  January  1934,  orders  were  issued  to  the 
eimwehr,  and  they  began  to  occup\'  union  headquarters.  Socialist 
1  dings,  and  the  city  halls  of  various  provincial  cities.  On  February 
ufi  Fey  atregtej  most  of  the  leaders  of  the  Socialist  militia,  and  the 
u  owing  day  made  a  speech  to  the  Heimwehr 
®  or  Dollfuss  is  our  man;  tomorrow  we  shall  < 

^^e  a  thorough  job  of  it.” 
oodshed  had  already  occurred  in  the  provinces,  and,  when  on 
’2th  Fey  attacked  the  workers  in  N'ienna  in  their  union  centers, 
i  ^^uialist  headquarters,  and  their  apartment  houses,  full-scale  fight- 
the  government  had  an  overwhelming  advantage,  using 

army,  as  well  as  the  Heimwehr  and  police,  and  bringing  up 
artillery  to  smash  the  great  apartment  houses.  By  February  15th 
"ere  finished,  the  Socialist  party  and  their  labor  unions 

tho  ^  their  newspapers  declared  illegal,  hundreds  were  dead, 

concentration  camps  and  prisons,  thousands  more 
"'as^  to  economic  want,  the  elective  government  of  V’ienna 

2nd  D’.'  2  “federal  commissar,”  all  the  workers’  w  elfare,  sports, 

of  ’’national  movements  were  wrecked,  and  the  valuable  properties 
se  organizations  had  been  turned  over  to  more  favored  organiza- 


which  he  said, 
we  shall  go  to  work,  and  \ 


‘Chan- 
e  shall 
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tions  such  as  the  Heimwehr  and  the  Catholic  groups.  Soon  afterward’ 
rents  u  ere  raised  in  the  Socialist  apartment  houses,  tenants  were  force 
to  pay  for  facilities  which  had  previously  been  free  (including  garbage 
collection),  workers  were  forced,  in  one  way  or  another,  to  join 
Fatherland  Front,  and  even  the  Socialist  workers  were  forced  to  see 
jobs  through  the  employment  exchanges  of  the  Catholic  unions. 

A  new  constitution  was  declared,  under  the  emergency  economic 
decree  power  of  1917,  on  April  24,  1934.  It  changed  Austria  fro”* 
“democratic  republic”  to  a  “Christian,  German,  corporative,  fc^c  ^ 
state.”  This  constitution  was  both  fraudulent  and  illegal,  and  Dollfu®*® 
efforts  to  make  it  more  legal,  if  not  less  fraudulent,  had  the  opposit® 
result.  Dollfuss  had  signed  a  concordant  wnth  the  V’atican  in  June  i933' 
Since  the  Holv  See  wanted  this  agreement  to  be  approved  by 
ment,  Dollfuss  decided  to  kill  several  birds  with  one  stone  by  convo 
ing  a  rump  of  the  old  Parliament  to  accept  this  document,  to  terminate 
the  disrupted  sesssion  of  March  4,  1933,  and  to  accept  the  471  decree* 
he  had  issued  since  that  date.  Among  these  decrees  was  the  new  con 
stitution  of  1934.  Since  the  government  insisted  that  the  old  constitut 
had  never  been  suspended  or  even  violated,  the  new'  one  had  to 
accepted  either  by  a  plebiscite  or  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  old  Put ' 
ment  with  at  least  half  its  members  present.  This  was  done  on 
30,  1934,  the  various  acts  being  accepted  by  a  fraction  of  the  o 
Parliament.  Because  the  Socialists  were  prevented  from  attending,  ^ 
the  Pan-Germans  refused  to  attend,  only  76  out  of  165  were  present , 
and  some  of  these  voted  against  the  acts  proposed. 

The  new  constitution  was  of  no  importance  because  the 
ment  continued  to  rule  bv  decree,  and  violated  it  as  it  pleased. 
example,  a  decree  of  June  19,  1934,  deprived  the  courts  of  their  c  ^ 
stitutional  power  to  rule  on  the  constitutionality  of  all  the  government 
acts  before  July  i,  1934.  1 

The  corporative  aspect  of  the  new  constitution  was  a  complete  fra 
In  many  activities  no  corporations  were  set  up;  where  they  w'ere  set 
members  were  appointed  and  not  elected  as  provided  in  law;  an  , 
any  case,  they  did  nothing.  Instead,  the  w'hole  banking  and 
system  was  filled  with  the  petty  bureaucrats  of  the  Fatherland 
Because  of  mismanagement  and  the  world  depression,  the  ban 
Austria  collapsed  in  1931-1933,  precipitating  the  world  banking  ^ 
The  Austrian  government  took  over  these  banks  and  gradually  repi 
their  personnel,  especiallv  Jewish  personnel,  by  party  hacks.  Sinc^ 
banks  controlled  about  90  percent  of  the  country’s  industrial 
tions,  these  party  hacks  were  able  to  place  their  friends  throug 
the  economic  system.  By  1934  almost  nothing  could  be  done 
business  w  orld  w  ithout  “friends”  in  the  government,  and  an)  ^ 
could  be  done  with  “friends.”  Such  “friendship”  was  best  obtainc 
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bribery,  with  the  result  that  periodical  payments  were  being  made 
rom  business  to  political  figures.  Early  in  1936  the  scandal  broke  when 
^'as  revealed  that  the  Phoeni.x  Insurance  Company  (of  which  Vau- 
goin,  ex-chancellor  and  leader  of  the  Christian  Socialist  party,  was  now 
president),  had  lost  250  million  in  gifts  and  “loans”  corruptly  given. 

be  government  had  to  admit  this,  and  published  a  list  of  political 
groups  and  politicians  who  had  received  a  total  of  less  than  3  million 
^'^hillings.  This  left  most  of  the  loss  unexplained.  It  remained  unex- 
P  ained  to  the  end.  Legal  proceedings  were  begun  against  twenty-seven 
persons,  but  the  Schuschnigg  government  never  brought  any  of  them 
^0  trial. 

This  corruption  spread  through  the  government  until  finally  a  point 
reached  where,  as  Starhemberg  put  it,  “No  one  knew  whom  he 
eould  trust,  and  there  was  justification  for  habouring  the  most  amazing 
*|rspicions.”  Outrages  by  the  Nazis  increased  in  May  and  June  1934,  to 
e  point  where  bombings  were  averaging  fifteen  a  day.  On  July  12th, 
y  decree,  the  government  fi.xed  the  death  penalty  for  such  bombings, 
c  Nazis  threatened  a  Putsch  at  the  first  such  sentence.  This  first 
tence  was  carried  out  on  July  24th,  but  against  a  nventy-two-year- 
p  after  a  summary  trial.  The  same  day  the  police  and  the 

^^rherland  Front  were  notified  by  their  spies  that  the  Nazis  were  going 
attack  the  next  day.  All  the  details  were  given  to  Fey,  but  he  and 
Cab'  **  spirit  the  evening  discussing  a  possible  Socialist  uprising.  The 
itiet  meeting  of  July  25th  was  postponed  because  of  the  warning, 
^  Jio  effort  was  made  to  protect  the  ministers.  About  1:00  p.m.  154 
in  eight  trucks  rushed  into  the  chancellory  without  a  shot  being 
orh  They  at  once  murdered  Dollfuss  and  locked  themselves  in.  An- 
ne\v^  of  Nazis  seized  the  radio  station  of  Vienna  and  announced  a 

^  government  with  Rintelen  as  chancellor.  There  were  also  sporadic 
azi  uprisings  in  which  scores  were  killed  in  the  provinces.  The  Nazi 
dar  Legion”  in  Germany  and  the  German  government  did  not 

in  ^ove  because  of  a  stern  warning  from  Mussolini  that  he  would 
^  e  Austria  from  the  south  if  they  did. 
tej.  hours  of  negotiations  in  w  hich  Fey  and  the  German  minis- 

intermediaries,  the  besieged  men  in  the  chancellery  were 
dead deported  to  Germany.  When  Dollfuss  w^as  found  to  be 
Nazi'  were  e.xecuted  and  a  large  number  imprisoned;  all  the 

organizations  w’ere  closed  and  their  activities  suspended.  At  the 
•^inie,  those  who  had  tried  to  w'arn  the  government  against  the 
the  prevent  it  were  arrested  and  some  were  killed  (including 

spy  who  had  sent  the  specific  details  the  day  before  the 

gfj^^^^^^bnigg  and  the  Heimw'ehr  split  the  government  between  them 
ollfuss’s  death.  Each  took  four  seats  in  the  Cabinet.  Schuschnigg 
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was  chancellor  in  the  government  and  vice-leader  of  the  Fatherland 
Front,  while  Starhemberg  was  leader  of  the  Fatherland  Front  and  vice 
chancellor  of  the  government. 

From  July  1934  on,  Schuschnigg  sought  to  get  rid  of  the  Heimwe  1 
especially  Starhemberg,  to  create  a  purely  personal  dictatorship  'Vi 
only  one  partv%  one  trade  union,  and  one  policy,  to  satisfy  the  Nazj^ 
without  yielding  any  essential  power  or  positions,  to  keep  the 
ists  crushed,  and  to  get  as  much  support  from  Mussolini  as  he  cou 

We  have  said  that  Dollfuss  and  Schuschnigg  were  faced  by 
opponents  in  1932:  the  Socialists,  the  Nazis,  and  the  Heimwehr. 
sought  to  destroy  these  in  this  order  by  mobilizing  against  each  t  ® 
power  of  the  ones  not  yet  destroyed,  plus  the  Christian  Socialists, 
the  effort  progressed,  they  tried  to  destroy  the  Christian  Socialists  a 
well,  by  driving  all  groups  into  a  single  amorphous  and  meanings  ^ 
political  party,  the  Fatherland  Front.  This  party’s  purpose  'vas 


cal  principles  and  was  completely  undemocratic,  being  bound  to 
the  decisions  of  the  “leader.”  All  persons,  no  matter  what  their  politic® 
beliefs,  even  Nazis,  Catholics,  Communists,  and  Socialists,  were 
to  join  by  political,  social,  and  economic  pressure.  The  result  was  t  ^ 
all  political  morale  was  destroyed,  public  integrity  was  wrecked, 
many  among  the  politically  active  portions  of  the  population 
driven  to  the  two  underground  extremist  groups,  the  Nazis  and  t 
Communists,  to  the  former  in  much  larger  numbers  than  to  the  latt®’^' 
Even  the  Socialists,  in  order  to  prevent  the  loss  of  their  angry  memD 
to  the  Communists,  had  to  adopt  a  more  revolutionary  attitude, 
cause  everything  was  driven  underground,  and  the  field  was  le^*;  ^ 
meaningless  slogans,  crass  materialist  advantages,  and  pious  e.\prcssi°^^ 
of  righteousness,  no  one  knew  what  anyone’s  real  thoughts  were 
whom  they  could  trust. 

The  loss  of  Italian  support  for  the  Heimwehr  and  for  an  indepen 
Austria  after  the  Ethiopian  affair  made  it  possible  for  Schuschnigg 
get  rid  of  Starhemberg  and  his  militia  and  made  it  necessary  to 
ciliate  the  Nazis.  Fey  was  dropped  from  the  government  in 
1935.  A  political  .supplement  to  the  Rome  Protocols  was  signed 
Austria,  Italy,  and  Hungary  on  .March  23,  1936;  it  provided  that 
signer  would  enter  an  agreement  with  a  nonsignatory  state  to  cn®  h 
the  political  situation  of  the  Danube  area  without  consultation 
the  other  signers.  In  April  Austria  copied  Germany,  and  further  ®  ’ 
ated  France  and  the  Little  Entente,  bv  decreeing  the  establishment^^^^ 
general  military  .service.  In  the  same  month,  Schuschnigg  ordered 
disarmament  of  the  Catholic  militia.  In  May  1936  three  Heini'^® 
members,  including  Starhemberg,  were  dropped  from  the  C®  ’  ^ 
and  Starhemberg  was  removed  as  leader  of  the  Fatherland  troot- 
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"'cek  later  a  series  of  decrees  ordered  the  disarmament  of  the  Heimwehr, 
created  an  armed  militia  for  the  Fatherland  Front  as  the  sole  armed 
'’^litia  in  the  country,  ordered  that  in  the  future  the  leader  of  the  Front 
the  chancellor  must  be  the  same  person,  gave  the  chancellor  the 
•"'ght  to  appoint  the  heads  of  all  local  political  units  and  to  approve 
heir  appointments,  prohibited  all  parades  and  assemblies  until  Septem- 
3och,  and  declared  that  the  Fatherland  Front  was  “an  authoritarian 
cundation,”  a  legal  person,  and  “the  sole  instrument  for  the  formation 
political  w'ill  in  the  state.” 


Thus  “strengthened”  in  Austria,  and  under  pressure  from  Mussolini 
make  peace  with  Hitler,  Schuschnigg  signed  an  agreement  of  July 
h  1936,  with  Franz  von  Papen,  the  German  minister.  According  to 
,  c  published  portion  of  this  agreement,  Germany  recognized  Austrian 
dependence  and  sovereignty;  each  country  promised  not  to  inter- 
re  in  the  domestic  politics  of  the  other;  Austria  admitted  it  was  a 
crrnan  state;  and  additional  agreements  to  relieve  the  e.xisting  tension 
"'ere  promised.  In  secret  agreements  made  at  the  same  time,  Austria 
promised  an  amnesty  for  political  prisoners,  promised  to  take  Nazis  into 
positions  of  “political  responsibility,”  to  allow'  them  the  same  political 
§  rs  as  other  Austrians,  and  to  allow  Germans  in  Austria  the  same 
6  ts  to  use  their  national  symbols  and  music  as  citizens  of  third  states, 
d  states  revoked  financial  and  other  restrictions  on  tourists.  Mutual 
ibition  on  each  other’s  new’spapers  were  lifted  to  the  extent  that 
specifically  named  German  papers  could  enter  Austria  and  five 
ised^°  ^ristrian  papers  could  enter  Germanv.  Other  paragraphs  prom- 
niutual  concessions  in  regard  to  economic  and  cultural  relations, 
jtg  ^^'^^'^■German  relations  for  the  ne.xt  eighteen  months  were  domin- 
^it  agreement,  Germany,  through  Papen,  trying  to  extend  it 

y  ^'*^5  w'hile  Schuschnigg  sought  to  hold  Germany  to  its  recogni- 
of  Austrian  sovereignty  and  its  promise  not  to  interfere  in  Austria’s 
sistin^^*^*^  political  affairs.  By  the  end  of  that  period  Germany  was  in- 
j  since  the  Austrian  Nazis  w'ere  Germans,  their  desires  and 

vities  Were  not  an  Austrian,  but  a  German,  domestic  problem, 
c  secret  documents  published  since  1945  make  it  quite  clear  that 
g  *^’^any  fiad  no  carefully  laid  plans  to  annex  Austria,  and  w'as  not 
violence  by  the  Nazis  in  Austria.  Instead,  every  effort  was 
places  ’^lae  Austrian  Nazis  to  propaganda  in  order  to  win 

^lae  Cabinet  and  a  gradual  peaceful  e.\tension  of  Nazi  influence, 
(jjg  time,  military  measures  were  held  in  reserve,  prepared  for 

pj  ^^cessary.  To  be  sure,  w'ild  men  on  the  lower  levels  of  the  Nazi 
1)^.  ^  Germany  xvere  encouraging  all  kinds  of  violence  in  Austria, 
to  t  leaders.  These  ordered  von  Papen 

'^ustr'  years  of  peace  in  1936,  and  they  removed  the 

Nazi  wild  men  w'ho  opposed  this  from  their  positions  of 
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leadership.  In  this  way  the  violent  Tavs  Plan  of  the  Austrian  Nazi® 
was  replaced  by  the  Keppler  Plan  of  peaceful  and  gradual  penetration 
through  Papen  and  the  Austrian  politician  Artur  von  Seyss-Inquart. 

The  invasion  of  Austria  as  early  as  March  12,  1938,  and  the  immediate 
annexation  of  Austria  were  a  pleasant  surprise,  even  for  the  Nazi  leaders 
in  Germany,  and  arose  from  several  unexpectedly  favorable  circum¬ 
stances.  Accordingly,  the  decision  to  invade  was  not  made  before 
.March  10,  1938,  and  even  then  was  conditional,  while  the  decision  to 
annex  was  not  made  until  noon  on  .March  12th  by  Hitler  personally 
and  was  unknowm  to  both  Ribbentrop  and  Goring  as  late  as  10:30  vM- 
on  March  12th.  The  circumstances  which  brought  this  une.xpecte 
speedup  in  the  German  plans  were  based  on  two  facts;  (i)  the  inter¬ 
national  situation  and  (2)  the  events  in  Austria.  We  shall  discuss  these 
in  order. 

As  far  as  obvious  political  events  are  concerned,  1937  was  the  only 
quiet  year  after  1933.  But  the  capture  and  release  of  various  secret 
documents  now  make  it  clear  that  1937  was  a  critical  turning 
because  in  that  year  the  German  government  and  the  British  goveim 
ment  made  secret  decisions  which  scaled  the  fate  of  Austria  and  Czecho 
Slovakia  and  dominated  the  histor)-^  of  the  next  three  years. 

The  decision  made  by  the  German  government  (that  is,  by 
was  to  prepare  for  open  military  aggression  against  Czechoslova 
and  Austria  and  to  carr)'  this  out  before  1943-1945,  probably  in  ’93  • 
This  decision  was  announced  bv  Hitler  to  a  secret  meeting  of 
persons  on  November  5,  1937.  Among  those  present,  besides  Hi 
and  his  aide,  Colonel  Hossback,  were  the  minister  of  war 
von  Blomberg),  the  commanders  in  chief  of  the  army  (Werner  v 
Fritsch),  the  navy  (Erich  Raedcr),  and  the  air  force  (Hermann  ®  ^ 
ing),  and  the  foreign  minister  (Konstantin  von  Neurath).  It  is 
from  some  of  Hitler’s  statements  that  he  had  already  received  cer 
information  about  the  secret  decisions  being  made  by  Chamberlaiii 
the  British  side;  for  example,  he  said  flatly  that  Britain 
satisfy  the  colonial  ambitions  of  Germany  by  giving  it  non-British 
like  Portuguese  Angola,  something  which  we  now  know  was  m 
berlain’s  mind.  Hitler  further  assured  his  listeners  that  “almost  ce 
Britain,  and  probably  France  as  well,  had  already  tacitly  written 
the  Czechs  and  were  reconciled  to  the  fact  that  this  question 
cleared  up  in  due  course  by  Germany.  ...  An  attack  by  France 
out  British  support,  and  with  the  prospect  of  the  offensive  being 
to  a  standstill  on  our  western  fortifications,  was  hardly  probable, 
was  a  French  march  through  Belgium  and  Holland  without 
support  to  be  expected.”  .  cnaiii) 

Hitler  thought  that,  by  reducing  German  support  for  Franco  in  P^^^ 
the  war  there  could  be  extended,  and,  by  encouraging  Italy 
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''I  Spain,  especially  in  the  Balearic  Islands,  the  French  African  troops 
‘^ould  be  kept  from  crossing  the  Mediterranean  Sea  for  use  in  Europe, 
in  general  that  France  and  Britain  would  be  so  tied  down  in  the 
Mediterranean  bv  Italy  that  they  would  take  no  action  against  Germany 
“'^er  Czechoslovakia  and  Austria.  In  fact.  Hitler  was  so  sure  of  an  Anglo- 
*'ench  war  against  Italy  in  1938  that  he  was  confident  Czechoslovakia 
Austria  could  be  conquered  by  Germany  in  that  year. 

These  ideas  were  completely  unacceptable  to  Blomberg,  Fritsch,  and 
^eurath.  They  objected  that  German  rearmament  was  so  backward 
^hat  they  did  not  ha\’e  a  single  motorized  division  capable  of  move- 
that  there  was  no  reason  to  expect  an  Anglo-French-Italian  war 
*1  |938,  that  Italy,  in  such  a  war,  could  tie  dow'n  only  tw  enty  French 
^visions,  leaving  more  than  enough  to  attack  Germany,  and  that  such 
attack  would  be  very  dangerous  because  Germany’s  fortifications  on 


her 


'western  frontier  were  “insignificant.”  Hitler  brushed  these  objec- 


aside.  He  “repeated  his  previous  statements  that  he  w  as  convinced 
^  Britain’s  non-participation,  and,  therefore,  he  did  not  believe  in  the 
probability  of  belligerent  action  by  France  against  Germany.” 

.  As  a  result  of  the  opposition  from  Blomberg,  Fritsch,  and  Neurath 
this  conference  of  November  1937,  Hitler  replaced  these  three  by 
amenable  subordinates  in  a  sudden  coup  on  February  4,  1938. 
^\Ber  himself  took  the  posts  of  minister  of  war  and  commander  in 
wfth  General  Wilhelm  Keitel  as  chief  of  staff  for  all  the  armed 
°rces  of  the  Reich.  Neurath  was  replaced  in  the  Foreign  .Ministry  by 
'he  fanatical  Ribbentrop.  The  very  able  Dirksen  was  sent  to  London  as 
^nibassador,  but  his  ability  was  w'asted,  as  Ribbentrop  paid  no  attention 
his  reports  and  his  well-founded  warnings. 

m  the  meantime  the  British  government,  especially  the  small  group 
controlling  foreign  policy,  had  reached  a  seven-point  decision  regard- 
their  attitude  toward  Germany: 

*•  Hitler  Germany  was  the  front-line  bulwark  against  the  spread  of 
onimunism  in  Europe. 

A  four-Pow'er  pact  of  Britain,  France,  Italy,  and  Germany  to  ex- 
f  '^de  all  Russian  influence  from  Europe  was  the  ultimate  aim;  accord- 
''’SOb  Britain  had  no  desire  to  weaken  the  Rome-Berlin  Axis,  but 
Regarded  it  and  the  Anglo-French  Entente  as  the  foundation  of  a  stable 
Europe.  ° 

3-  Britain  had  no  objection  to  German  acquisition  of  Austria,  Czecho- 
^*°vakia,  and  Danzig. 

Germany  must  not  use  force  to  achieve  its  aims  in  Europe,  as 
^ 's  Would  precipitate  a  w'ar  in  which  Britain  would  have  to  intervene 
^cause  of  the  pressure  of  public  opinion  in  Britain  and  the  French 
y®tem  of  alliances;  with  patience,  Germany  could  get  its  aims  without 
''^ng  force.  ’  ^ 
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5.  Britain  wanted  an  agreement  with  Germany  restricting  the  num¬ 
bers  and  the  use  of  bombing  planes. 

6.  Britain  was  prepared  to  give  Germany  colonial  areas  in  south- 
central  Africa,  including  the  Belgian  Congo  and  Portuguese  Angola  1 
Germany  would  renounce  its  desire  to  recover  Tanganyika,  which  na 
been  taken  from  Germany  in  1919,  and  if  Germany  would  sign  an 
international  agreement  to  govern  these  areas  with  due  regard  for  t 
rights  of  the  natives,  an  “open-door”  commerical  policy,  and  unue 
some  mechanism  of  international  supervision  like  the  mandates. 

7.  Britain  would  use  pressure  on  Czechoslovakia  and  Poland  to  nego 
tiate  with  Germany  and  to  be  conciliatory  to  Germany’s  desires. 

To  these  seven  points  we  should  add  an  eighth:  Britain  must  reanu 
in  order  to  maintain  its  position  in  a  “three-bloc  world”  and  to 
Germany  from  using  force  in  creating  its  bloc  in  Europe.  This 
was  supported  by  Chamberlain,  who  built  up  the  air  force  which  save 
Britain  in  1940,  and  by  the  Round  Table  Group  led  by  Lord  Lothian 
Edward  Grigg,  and  Leopold  Amery,  who  put  on  a  campaign  to  estabh 
compulsory  military  service. 

The  first  seven  points  were  reiterated  to  Germany  by  various  spok®® 
men  from  1937  onward.  They  are  also  to  be  found  in  many  recen  ; 
published  documents,  including  the  captured  archives  of  the  Gernia^ 
Foreign  Ministr)%  the  documents  of  the  British  Foreign  Office, 
various  extracts  from  diaries  and  other  private  papers,  especially 
tracts  from  Neville  Chamberlain’s  diary  and  his  letters  to  his  sister- 
Among  numerous  other  occasions  these  points  were  covered  iu  t 
following  cases:  (a)  in  a  conversation  between  Lord  Halifax  and  Hy 
at  Berchtesgaden  on  November  17,  1938-,  (b)  in  a  letter  from  Nev 
Chamberlain  to  his  sister  on  November  26,  1937;  (c)  in  a  conversaQO 
between  Hitler,  Ribbentrop,  and  the  British  Ambassador  (Sir 
Henderson)  in  Berlin  on  March  3,  1938;  (d)  in  a  series  of  conversado”* 
involving  Lord  Halifax,  Ribbentrop,  Sir  Thomas  Inskip  (British  minis 
ter  of  defense),  Erich  Kordt  (Ribbentrop’s  assistant),  and  Sir  Hom®® 
W’ilson  (Chamberlain’s  personal  representative)  in  London  on 
lo-ii,  1938;  and  (e)  in  a  conference  of  Neville  Chamberlain 
various  North  American  journalists  held  at  Lord  Astor’s  house 
May  to,  1938.  In  addition,  portions  of  these  seven  points  were  mention 
or  discussed  in  scores  of  conversations  and  documents  which  are  n 
available. 

Certain  significant  features  of  these  should  be  pointed  out. 
first  place,  in  spite  of  persistent  British  efforts  lasting  for  more 
two  years.  Hitler  rejected  Angola  or  the  Congo  and  insisted  on 
return  of  the  German  colonies  which  had  been  lost  in  1919- 
1939  Germany  steadily  refused  to  negotiate  on  this  issue  and 
refused  even  to  acknowledge  the  British  efforts  to  discuss  it.  In  ^ 
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^cond  place,  the  British  throughout  these  discussions  made  a  sharp 
^istinction  between  Germany’s  aims  and  Germany’s  methods.  They 
had  no  objections  to  Germany’s  aims  in  Europe,  but  they  insisted  that 
'Germany  must  not  use  force  to  achieve  these  aims  because  of  the 
(ianger  of  war.  This  distinction  was  accepted  by  the  German  profes- 
sonal  diplomats  and  by  the  German  professional  soldiers,  who  were 
^uite  willing  to  obtain  Germany’s  aims  by  peaceful  means,  but  this 
'scinction  was  not  accepted  by  the  leaders  of  the  Nazi  Party,  especially 
Ribbentrop,  and  Himmler,  who  w’ere  too  impatient  and  who 
''’anted  to  prove  to  themselves  and  the  world  that  Germany  was 
powerful  enough  to  take  what  it  wanted  without  w^aiting  for  anybody’s 
Pfitmission. 

These  wild  men  w'ere  encouraged  in  this  attitude  by  their  belief  that 
ntain  and  France  were  so  “decadent”  that  they  w'ould  stand  for 
j"'ything,  and  by  their  failure  to  see  the  role  played  by  public  opinion 
England.  Convinced  that  the  governing  group  in  England  wanted 
^rniany  to  get  Austria,  Czechoslovakia,  and  Danzig,  they  could  not 
why  there  was  such  an  emphasis  on  using  peaceful  methods, 
they  could  not  see  how  British  public  opinion  could  force  the 
]  jsh  government  to  go  to  Avar  over  the  methods  used  when  the 
'  government  made  it  perfectly  clear  that  the  last  thing  that  they 
had^*^^*^  "’3S  a  war.  This  error  Avas  based  on  the  fact  that  these  Nazis 
for  ^  democratic  goA-ernment  Avorks,  had  no  respect 

bv  opinion  or  a  free  press,  and  AA^ere  encouraged  in  their  error 

u  weakness  of  the  British  ambassador  in  Berlin  (Henderson)  and 
he  i^^h’P^ntrop’s  associations  AA'ith  the  “Cliveden  Set”  in  England  Avhile 
^^3d  been  ambassador  there  in  1936-1938. 
j-Q  ^  third  place,  the  British  government  could  not  publicly  admit 
to  R  people  these  “seven  points”  because  they  were  not  acceptable 
Secret  opinion.  Accordingly,  these  points  had  to  remain 

j  ’  ^'^oept  for  various  “trial  balloons”  issued  through  The  Times, 
ifj  House  of  Commons  or  in  Chatham  House,  in  articles 

S^ound^  T^Z)/e  and  by  calculated  indiscretions  to  prepare  the 

pig  "'hat  AA'as  being  done.  In  order  to  persuade  the  British  peo- 

British  points,  one  by  one,  as  they  were  achieved,  the 

Ceetii  spread  the  tale  that  Germany  was  armed  to  the 

*^hat  the  opposition  to  Germany  Avas  insignificant. 

GrQ^^^  P™paganda  first  appeared  in  the  effusions  of  the  Round  Table 
and  leader.  Lord  Lothian,  has  visited  Hitler  in  January  1935, 

^oiind  pushing  this  seA^en-point  program  in  The  Times,  in  The 

In  Chatham  House  and  All  Souls,  and  w'ith  Lord  Halifax. 

Seven  .^^^'''her  1937  issue  of  The  Round  Table,  w'here  most  of  the 
honed  Halifax  had  just  discussed  with  Hitler  w'ere  men- 

War  to  prevent  Germany’s  ambitions  in  Europe  was  rejected  on 
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the  grounds  that  its  “outcome  is  uncertain"  and  that  it  “would  entail 
objectionable  domestic  disasters.”  In  adding  up  the  balance  of  military 
forces  in  such  a  war,  it  gave  a  preponderance  to  Germany,  by  omitting 
both  Russia  and  Czechoslovakia  and  by  e.stimating  the  French  ArmV  *'• 
only  two-thirds  the  size  of  the  German  and  placing  the  British  Army 
less  than  three  divisions.  By  the  spring  of  1938  this  completely  erroneous 
view  of  the  situation  was  being  propagated  bv  the  government  itself- 

For  years  before  June  1938,  the  government  insisted  that  British  rc' 
arming  was  progressing  in  a  satisfactory  fashion.  Churchill  and  others 
questioned  this,  and  produced  figures  on  German  rearmament  to  prove 
that  Britain’s  own  progress  in  this  field  was  inadequate.  These  figures 
(which  were  not  correct)  were  denied  by  the  government,  and  their 
own  rearmament  defended.  As  late  as  .March  1938,  Chamberlain  sai 
that  British  armament  were  such  as  to  make  Britain  an  “almost  terrifyui? 
power  ...  on  the  opinion  of  the  world.”  But,  as  the  year  went  on,  the 
government  adopted  a  quite  different  attitude.  In  order  to  persuade  puh' 
lie  opinion  that  it  was  necessary  to  yield  to  Germany,  the  government 
and  its  supporters  pretended  that  its  armaments  were  quite  inadequate 
in  comparison  with  Germany. 

VVe  now'  know,  thanks  to  the  captured  papers  of  the  German  Mit*’* 
try  of  War,  that  this  was  a  gross  e.xaggeration.  From  1936  to  the  out 
break  of  war  in  1939,  German  aircraft  production  was  not  raised,  but 
averaged  425  planes  a  month  of  all  types  (including  commercial)- 
tank  production  w  as  low,  and  even  in  1939  was  less  than  Britain’s.  lu  ^ 
first  nine  months  of  1939  Germany  produced  only  50  tanks  a  month;  1^ 
the  last  four  months  of  1939,  in  wartime,  Germany  produced  247  ta 
and  self-propelled  guns,”  compared  to  British  production  of  314 


in  the  same  period.  At  the  time  of  the  -Munich  Crisis  in  1938,  Germ- 
had  35  infantry  and  4  motorized  divisions  none  of  them  fully  mauu 
or  equipped.  At  that  time  Czechoslovakia  could  mobilize  at  least  33  di 
sions.  .Moreover,  the  Czech  Army  was  better  trained,  had  far  be 
equipment,  and  had  better  morale  and  better  fortifications.  At  that  > 
Germany’s  tanks  were  all  below'  10  tons  and  were  armed  with  ^ 

guns,  e.xcept  for  a  handful  of  i8-ton  tanks  (.Mark  111)  armed 
37-mm.  gun.  The  Czechs  had  hundreds  of  38-ton  tanks  armed  ^ 
mm.  cannon.  In  .March  1939,  when  Germany  overran  Czechoslova 
captured  469  of  these  superior  tanks  along  with  1,500  planes,  434>uu 
chine  guns,  and  over  i  million  rifles.  From  every  point  of  view 
little  less  than  Germany  had  at  .Munich,  and,  at  .Munich,  if  the 
government  had  desired  it,  Germany’s  39  divisions  with  the 
assistance  of  Poland  and  Hunoary.  would  have  been  opposed  h\ 


Slovakia’s  34  divisions  supported  by  France,  Britain,  and  Russia- 
Before  leaving  this  subject  it  should  perhaps  be  mentioned 
manv  in  1939  brought  into  production  a  Mark  IV  tank  of  23  tons  ■ 
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J'lth  a  75-mm.  cannon  but  obtained  only  300  of  the  Mark  III  and  Mark 
together  before  the  outbreak  of  war  in  September,  1939.  In  addition, 
ad  obtained  by  the  same  date  2,700  of  the  inferior  Mark  I  and  Mark 
tanks  which  suffered  breakdowns  of  as  much  as  25  percent  a  week. 
^  this  same  date  (September  1939)  Germany  had  an  air  force  of  1,000 
of  A  ^tid  1,050  fighters.  In  contrast  with  this,  the  British  air  program 
March  1934,  "'hich  emphasized  fighter  planes,  was  to  provide  a  first- 
We  force  of  900  planes.  This  was  stepped  up,  under  the  urging  of  Cham- 
^  t  am,  and  the  program  of  May  1938  was  planned  to  provide  a  first-line 
°tce  of  2,370  planes.  This  was  raised  again  in  1939.  Under  it,  Britain 
produced  almost  3,000  “military”  planes  in  1938  and  about  8,000  in  1939 
t^ompared  to  3,350  “combat”  planes  produced  in  Germany  in  1938  and 
^’733  in  1939.  Moreover,  the  quality  of  British  planes  was  superior  to 
at  of  Gennany’s.  It  was  this  margin  which  made  it  possible  for  Brit¬ 
ain  to  defeat  Germany  in  the  Battle  of  Britain  in  September  1940. 

'torn  these  facts  it  is  quite  clear  that  Britain  did  not  yield  to  superior 
°rce  in  1938^  as  was  stated  at  the  time  and  has  been  stated  since  by  many 
Iters,  including  Winston  Churchill,  whose  war  memoirs  were  written 
t)  years  after  the  Reichswehr  archives  were  captured.  We  have  evi- 
•’tie  that  the  Chamberlain  government  knew  these  facts  but  consist- 
ntly  gave  a  contrary  impression  and  that  Lord  Halifax  went  so  far  in 
IS  direction  as  to  call  forth  protests  from  the  British  military  attaches  in 
^'■^ue  and  Paris. 

Chamberlain  government  made  it  clear  to  Germany  both  publicly 
privately  that  they  would  not  oppose  Germany’s  projects.  As  Dirk- 
11  wrote  to  Ribbentrop  on  June  8,  1938,  “Anything  which  can  be  got 
out  a  shot  being  fired  can  count  upon  the  agreement  of  the  British.” 
of  clear  that  Britain  would  not  oppose  the  annexation 

ustria,  although  they  continued  to  warn  vigorously  against  any  ef- 
I't  to  use  force.  In  February  1938,  Sir  John  Simon  and  Chamberlain 
ounced  in  the  House  of  Commons  that  neither  the  League  of  Nations 
Britain  could  be  expected  to  support  Austrian  independence; 
ebruary  12  th  Hitler  told  Schuschnigg  that  Lord  Halifax  agreed 
^^ith  everything  he  [Hitler]  did  wdth  respect  to  Austria  and  the  Sude- 
^I’uians.”  On  March  3rd  Nevile  Henderson  told  Hitler  that  changes 
f  Europe  were  acceptable  if  accomplished  without  “the  free  play  of 
the'^'^  tliat  he  personally  “had  often  expressed  himself  in  fa\for  of 
^  Anschluss.”  Finally,  on  March  7th,  when  the  crisis  was  at  its  height, 
amberlain  in  the  House  of  Commons  refused  to  guarantee  Austria  or 
y  small  nation.  This  statement  was  made  to  the  cheers  of  the  govern- 
to  ^'^PPorters.  The  following  day  the  Foreign  Office  sent  a  message 
ii^s  missions  in  Europe  in  which  it  stated  its  “inability  to  guarantee 
to  Austria.  This  made  it  so  clear  to  Hitler  that  Britain  would 
tttove  that  his  orders  to  invade  Austria  also  ordered  no  precautions 
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to  be  taken  by  the  defense  forces  on  Germany’s  other  frontiers  (Match 
II,  1938).  In  fact.  Hitler  was  considerably  more  worried  about  Italy 
than  he  was  about  Britain  and  France,  in  spite  of  Mussolini’s  agreem®”^ 
of  September  1937  to  suppon  Germany’s  ambitions  in  Austria  in  return 
for  German  support  of  his  ambitions  in  the  Mediterranean. 

Although  the  international  stage  had  been  set,  the  invasion  and  annexa¬ 
tion  would  not  have  come  about  in  March  had  it  not  been  for  conditions 
in  Austria,  especially  Schuschnigg’s  determination  to  prevent  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  the  Keppler  Plan  for  Nazi  penetration  of  the  Austrian  govern¬ 
ment.  As  soon  as  he  extended  one  concession,  he  took  away  another,  so 
that  the  Nazi  position  became  a  bitter  joke.  At  last  Papen  persuade 
Schuschnigg  to  visit  Hitler  at  Berchtesgaden  on  February  12,  1938.  There 
the  Austrian  chancellor  was  upbraided  by  an  enraged  Hitler  and  force 
to  sign  a  new  agreement  which  did  much  to  fulfill  the  Keppler 
Although  no  ultimatum  was  given  to  Schuschnigg,  it  was  made  quj®® 
clear  that,  if  peaceful  methods  did  not  work,  warlike  ones  would  e 
used.  Schuschnigg  promised  (i)  to  appoint  Seyss-Inquart,  a  Nazi,  as 
minister  of  security  with  unlimited  control  of  the  police  in  Austria;  {^/ 
to  release  from  prison  and  to  restore  to  their  positions  all  Nazis  who  were 
being  held,  including  the  rebels  of  July  1934;  (3)  to  exchange  one  hun 
dred  army  officers  with  Germany;  (4)  to  permit  Nazis  in  Austria  to  pro 
fess  their  creed  and  join  the  Fatherland  Front  with  the  same  rights^ 
others,  the  Nazi  Part)-  to  remain  illegal.  In  return,  Hitler  repeated  t  e 
agreement  of  July  ii,  1936. 

On  his  return  to  Austria,  Schuschnigg  put  these  concessions  into  en 
piecemeal  without  any  public  statement,  but  he  was  still  determined  ro 
resist.  On  March  2nd  he  began  to  negotiate  with  the  long-outlaW 
Socialist  groups,  and  on  March  9th  he  suddenly  announced  a  plebisO 
for  Sunday,  March  1 3th.  This  plebiscite,  as  planned,  was  completely  u" 
fair.  There  was  only  one  question,  which  asked  the  voter,  “Are  you 
a  free  and  German,  independent  and  social,  Christian  and  united  Austr  - 
for  peace  and  work,  for  the  equality  of  all  those  who  affirm  tliemsc  V 
for  the  people  and  the  Fatherland?”  There  were  no  voting  lists;  0 
yer  ballots  were  to  be  provided  by  the  government;  anyone  wishing 
vote  no  had  to  provide  his  own  ballot,  the  same  size  as  the  yes  bal  <  ’ 
with  nothing  on  it  but  the  word  no.  .  . 

The  Nazis  were  outraged.  Through  Seyss-Inquart,  Hitler  sent  an  u 
matum  that  the  plebiscite  must  be  postponed  and  replaced  by  one  ^ 
which  the  opposite  point  of  view  (union  with  Germany)  could  be  ex^ 
pressed  as  well.  As  the  day  passed  (March  nth),  these  German 
were  increased.  In  the  afternoon,  as  the  German  Army  was 


-parching 

,  aiul  for 


toward  the  frontier,  came  the  demand  for  Schuschnigg  to  resign  am- 
Seyss-Inquart  to  become  chancellor.  If  an  affirmative  answer  came  be 
7;  30  p..\i.  the  invasion  was  to  be  stopped.  Schuschnigg  resigned. 
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President  Miklas  refused  to  name  Seyss-Inquart  chancellor  until  11:00 
i‘M.  By  rhat  time  the  Germany  forces  were  crossing  the  border,  and 
dieir  advance  could  not  be  stopped.  Orders  had  been  given  to  the  Aus¬ 
trians  not  t<j  resist,  and  the  Germans  were  generally  welcomed.  Goring 
^niandcd  a  telegram  from  Seyss-Inquart  asking  for  German  troops  to 
restore  order  and  thus  justify  the  invasion.  He  never  got  it,  so  he  wrote 
himself. 

The  lack  of  resistance,  the  welcome  from  the  Austrians,  and  the  inac- 
of  Italy  and  the  AVestern  Powers  encouraged  the  Germans  to  in- 
rirease  their  ambitions.  During  most  of  .March  12th  they  were  talking 
out  an  early  withdrawal  after  the  Seyss-Inquart  government  was  estab- 
ished,  hut  the  uproarious  welcome  given  Hitler  at  Linz  on  that  day,  the 
^^od  for  such  Austrian  products  as  wood,  the  manpower  available  in 
^stria’s  half-million  unemployed,  the  opportunity  to  plunder  the  Jew’s, 
the  complete  lack  of  opposition  decided  Hitler  to  anne.v  Austria, 
"'as  done  on  March  13th,  and  a  plebiscite  was  ordered  for  April 
'odi  to  approve  the  action.  In  the  meantime,  those  who  had  opposed 
^  Nazis  were  murdered  or  enslaved,  the  Jews  were  plundered  and 
'ised,  and  e.xtravagant  honors  were  paid  to  the  Nazi  gangsters  who  had 
disturbing  Austria  for  years.  The  plebiscite  of  April  10th,  under 
peat  pressure  from  the  Nazis,  showed  over  99  percent  of  the  Germans 
"  favor  of  the  Anschluss. 


The  Czechoslovak  Crisis, 

1937-1938 

was  the  most  prosperous,  most  democratic,  most  pow- 
Lj,,  ’  best  administered  of  the  states  which  arose  on  the  ruins  of  the 


tad  Empire.  As  created  in  1919,  this  country  was  shaped  like  a 
to  e  ^  made  up  of  four  main  portions.  These  were,  from  west 

Qf  Eohemia,  .Moravia,  Slovakia,  and  Ruthenia.  It  had  a  population 
3,000'°°°’^°^  t)f  which  3,400,000  w^’erc  Germans,  6,000,000  were  Czechs, 
and  "’^te  Slo\’aks,  750,000  W'ere  Hungarians, 


- ^ - ,  were  Poles, 

'tvel  "  crc  Ruthcnians.  In  general,  these  people  lived  on  a  higher 

ttiove  f  culture,  economic  life,  and  progressiveness  as  we 

vyjjjle  ^^*t  to  \\  est,  the  Germans  and  Czechs  being  on  a  high  level, 
The^^  Slovaks  and  Ruthcnians  were  on  a  lower  level. 

Qg  ^'■S^  number  of  minorities,  and  especially  the  large  number  of 
arose  from  the  need  to  give  the  country  defensible  and  viable 
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frontiers.  On  the  northwest  the  obvious  strategic  frontier  was  along  the 
Sudeten  Mountains,  and,  to  secure  this,  it  was  necessary  to  put  into 
Czechoslovakia  the  large  number  of  Germans  on  the  south  side  of  these 
mountains.  These  Germans  objected  to  this,  although  they  had  never 
been  part  of  Germany  itself,  because  they  regarded  all  Slavs  as  inferior 
people  and  because  their  economic  position  was  threatened.  The  Sudeten 
area  had  been  the  most  industrialized  portion  of  the  Habsburg  EmpitO' 
and  found  its  markets  restricted  bv  the  new  territorial  divisions.  .More¬ 
over,  the  agrarian  reforms  of  the  new  republic,  while  not  aimed  at  the 
Germans,  injured  them  more  than  others  just  because  they  had  forme 
an  upper  class.  This  economic  discontent  became  stronger  after  the  onset 
of  the  world  depression  in  1929  and  especially  after  Hitler  demonstrate 
that  his  policies  could  bring  prosperity  to  Germany.  On  the  other  han  . 
the  minorities  of  Czechoslovakia  were  the  best-treated  minorities  in  Eti 


rope,  and  their  agitations  were  noticeable  precisely  because  they 
living  in  a  democratic  liberal  state  which  gave  them  freedom  to  agitate- 
Among  the  Germans  of  the  Sudetenland,  only  part  were  Nazis,  u'' 
these  were  noisy,  well  organized,  and  financed  from  Berlin.  Their  num 
bers  grew  steadily,  especiallv  after  the  Austrian  Anschluss.  The 
Party  in  Czechoslovakia  was  banned  in  1934  but,  under  Konrad  Henl®*''’ 
merely  changed  its  name  to  the  Sudeten  German  Party.  With  600,0^ 
members,  it  polled  1,200,000  vmtes  in  the  election  of  May  1935  ° 

tained  44  seats  in  the  Parliament,  only  one  less  than  the  largest  party- 
soon  as  Edward  Benes  succeeded  Tomas  Masaryk  as  president  of  Czec 
Slovakia  in  1935,  he  took  steps  to  conciliate  the  Sudetens,  offering  then'i 
for  e.vample,  places  in  the  administration  proportionate  to  their  p 
centage  of  the  total  population.  This  was  not  acceptable  to  the  Germ 
because  it  would  have  given  them  onlv  one-fifth  of  the  places  in  ti^^^ 
ow  n  area,  where  they  were  over  90  percent  of  the  population,  as 


as  one-fifth  in  Slovakia,  w-here  they  had  no  interest  at  all. 

In  1937  the  prime  minister,  .Milan  Hodza,  offered  to  transfer  a 
Germans  in  the  national  administration  to  the  Sudeten  areas  and  to 
others  until  the  whole  bureaucracy  in  these  areas  was  German, 
these  suggestions  was  acceptable  to  Konrad  Henlein  for  the  simple 
son  that  he  wanted  no  concessions  within  Czechoslovakia,  however 
tensive;  his  real  desire  was  to  destroy  the  Czechoslovak  state.  Since 
could  not  admit  this  publicly,  although  he  did  admit  it  in  his  letters 
Hitler  in  1937,  he  had  to  continue  to  negotiate,  raising  his  deman 
the  government  made  larger  concessions.  These  concessions  w  ere  a  ^ 
to  the  state  because  the  fortified  zone  against  Germany  ran  along 
mountains  and  thus  right  through  the  Sudetenland.  Every  concession^^^ 
the  Sudetens  thus  weakened  the  country’s  ability  to  defend 
attack.  These  two  facts  made  all  efforts  to  compromise  with  He 
futile  from  the  beginning,  and  made  tire  constant  British  pressure  on 
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government  to  give  additional  concessions  worse  than  futile.  It 
'Worthy  to  note  that  no  public  demand  was  made  by  either  Henlein  or 
^rrnany  to  detach  the  Sudetenland  from  Czechoslovakia  until  after 
Ptember  n,  1938,  although  influential  persons  in  the  British  govern- 
advocating  this,  both  in  public  and  private,  for  months  be- 

The  Czech  strength  rested  on  its  army  of  approximately  thirty-three 
’'visions,  which  was  the  best  in  Europe  in  quality,  the  excellent  forti- 
cation  system,  and  its  alliances  with  France,  the  Soviet  Union,  and  the 
^''^tle  Entente.  The  annexation  of  Austria  surrounded  Bohemia  with 
f'^an  territory  on  three  sides,  but  its  position,  from  a  military  point 
View,  was  still  strong.  A  line  drawn  from  Berlin  to  Vienna  would 
pass  by  Prague,  but  the  German  Army  could  not  safely  invade  Bohemia 
^^^'oss  its  weakly  fortified  southern  frontier  with  Austria  because  of  the 
of  a  Czech  counterattack  from  its  fortified  base  into  Bavaria. 
Within  two  w  eeks  of  Hitler’s  annexation  of  Austria,  Britain  w  as  mov- 
decided  to  put  pressure  on  the  Czechs  to  make  concessions  to 
^  Uermans;  to  encourage  France  and  eventually  Germany  to  do  the 
to  h^'  Germany  must  not  use  force  to  reach  a  decision,  but 

ave  patience  enough  to  allow  negotiations  to  achieve  the  same  result; 
exclude  Russia,  although  it  w'as  allied  to  Czechoslovakia,  from  the 
Satiations  completelv.  All  this  was  justified  by  the  arguments  that 
y^echoslovakia,  in  a  w'ar  wdth  Germany,  wmuld  be  smashed  immediately, 
Russia  W'as  of  no  military  value  w'hatever  and  would  not  honor  its 
.glance  w'ith  tlie  Czechs  anyw'ay,  and  that  Germany  w'ould  be  satisfied 
^  obtained  the  Sudetenland  and  the  Polish  Corridor.  All  these  as- 
‘iiptions  w'ere  very  dubious,  but  thev  were  assiduously  propagated 
h  in  public  and  in  private  and  may,  at  times,  even  have  convinced 
speakers  themselves. 

,  he  group  w'hich  spread  this  version  of  the  situation  included  Chain- 
^^rain,  Lord  Halifax,  John  Simon,  Samuel  Hoare,  Horace  Wilson,  the 
Set,  the  British  ambassador  in  Berlin  (Sir  Nevile  Henderson), 
^  the  British  minister  in  Prague  (Basil  New'ton').  To  make  their  aims 
^PPSi'Hng  they  emphasized  the  virtues  of  “autonomy”  and  “self- 
.  ^'^"hnation”  and  the  contribution  to  European  peace  w'hich  would 
lik^^  Germany  were  satisfied  and  if  Czechoslovakia  were  “neutralized 
e  Switzerland”  and  “guaranteed  like  Belgium.”  By  “neutralization” 
'tieant  that  Czechoslovakia  must  renounce  its  alliances  wdth  the 
^  Viet  Union  and  with  France.  By  “guaranteed”  they  meant  that  the 
^hip  of  Czechoslovakia  w'hich  was  left  after  the  Sudetenland  went  to 
vrniany  would  be  guaranteed  by  France  and  Germany  but  emphatically 
Britain.  ^  ^  .  P  ^ 

ow'  Czechoslovakia  could  be  guaranteed  against  Germany  by  France 
after  its  defenses  had  been  destroyed,  when  it  could  not,  according 
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to  Britain,  be  defended  in  1938  when  its  defenses  were  intact,  and  when 


it  would  be  supported  by  France,  the  Soviet  Union,  and  Britain,  is 


only 


of  the  numerous  British  illogicalities  displayed  in  this  crisis.  Never 
theless,  Britain  was  able  to  win  support  for  these  plans,  especially  m 
France  where  Foreign  .Minister  Georges  Bonnet  and  Prime  Minister 
Edouard  Daladier  reluctantly  accepted  them. 

In  France,  fear  of  war  was  rampant.  .Moreover,  in  France,  even  more 
obviouslv  than  in  England,  fear  of  Bolshevism  was  a  powerful  factor, 
especially  in  influential  circles  of  the  Right.  The  ending  of  the 
Alliance,  the  achievement  of  a  four-Power  pact,  and  the  termination 
Czechoslovakia  as  “a  spearhead  of  Bolshevism  in  central  Europe’  ha 
considerable  appeal  to  those  conservative  circles  w-hich  regarded  tie 
Popular  Front  government  of  Leon  Blum  as  “a  spearhead  of  Bolshevism 
in  France  itself.  To  this  group,  as  to  a  less  vociferous  group  in  Britain, 
even  a  victory  over  Hitler  in  war  to  save  Czechoslovakia  would  have 
been  a  defeat  for  their  aims,  not  so  much  because  they  disliked  democ 
racy  and  admired  authoritarian  reaction  (which  was  true)  as  bee 
they  w  ere  convinced  that  the  defeat  of  Hitler  would  e.xpose  all  of  cen^ 
tral,  and  perhaps  western,  Europe  to  Bolshevism  and  chaos.  The  slogan 
of  these  people,  “Better  Hitler  than  Blum,”  became  increasingly 
alent  in  the  course  of  1938  and,  although  nothing  quite  like  this  was 
in  Britain,  the  idea  behind  it  was  not  absent  from  that  country.  In  n 
dilemma  the  “three-bloc  world”  of  the  Cliveden  Set  or  even  the  German^ 
Soviet  war  of  the  antiBolsheviks  seemed  to  be  the  only  solution.  Beca 
both  required  the  elimination  of  Czechoslovakia  from  the  Europe 
power  system,  Czechoslovakia  was  eliminated  with  the  help  of  Germ 
aggression,  French  indecision  and  war- weariness,  and  British  public  ap 
peasement  and  merciless  secret  pressure. 

There  is  no  need  to  follow  the  interminable  negotiations  between 
lein  and  the  Czech  government,  negotiations  in  w^hich  Britain  too 
active  role  from  March  1938  to  the  end.  Plan  after  plan  for  mm® 
rights,  economic  concessions,  cultural  and  administrative  autonomy,  * 
even  political  federalism  v\ere  produced  by  the  Czechs,  submitted 
Britain  and  Germany,  and  eventually  brushed  aside  as  inadequate 
Henlein.  The  latter’s  “Karlsbad  Demands,”  enunciated  on  April  ^4^^ 
after  Henlein’s  conference  witiv  Hitler,  were  extreme.  They  began 
an  introduction  denouncing  the  Czechs  and  the  Czechoslovak  state, 
sisting  that  the  country  must  abandon  its  foreign  policy  and  cease  to^^^ 
an  obstacle  to  the  German  “Drive  to  the  East.”  They  then  enuiueta  ^ 
eight  demands.  Among  these  we  find  (i)  complete  equality  betv 
Czechs  and  Germans,  (i)  recognition  of  the  German  group  as  a  corp  ^ 
tion  with  legal  personality,  (3)  demarcation  of  the  German 
full  self-government  in  those  areas,  (5)  legal  protection  for  citizens 
side  those  areas,  (6)  reparation  for  damages  inflicted  by  the  Czed 
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Sudetens  since  1918,  (7)  German  officials  in  German  areas,  and  (8) 
full  freedom  to  profess  German  nationality  and  Gennan  political  philos¬ 
ophy.  There  is  here  no  hint  of  revision  of  the  frontiers,  yet  when,  after 
ong  weeks  of  negotiations,  the  Czech  government  substantially  conceded 
’^hese  points  under  severe  pressure  from  Britain,  Henlein  broke  off  the 
negotiations  and  fled  to  Germany  (September  7-12,  1938). 

early  as  March  17,  1938,  five  days  after  the  Anschluss,  the  Soviet 
government  called  for  consultations  looking  toward  collective  actions  to 
stop  aggression  and  to  eliminate  the  increased  danger  of  a  new  world 
saughter.  This  was  summarily  rejected  by  Lord  Halifax.  Instead,  on 
^rch  24th,  Chamberlain  announced  in  the  House  of  Commons  Britain’s 


usal  to  pledge  aid  to  the  Czechs  if  they  were  attacked  or  to  France 
't  came  to  their  rescue.  ’IVhen  the  Soviet  request  was  repeated  in  Sep¬ 
tember  1938,  it  was  ignored. 

I  he  French  prime  minister  and  the  French  foreign  minister  went  to 
ondon  at  tiie  end  of  April  and  tried  to  get  Britain  to  agree  to  three 
( I )  naval  conversations  aiming  to  ensure  France’s  ability  to  trans¬ 
put  t  its  African  troops  to  France  in  a  crisis;  (2)  economic  support  for 
Little  Entente  to  save  them  from  German  economic  pressure;  and 
in  ^  that  if  Anglo-P'rench  pressure  on  Czechoslovakia  resulted 

Extensive  concessions  to  the  Sudetens  and  Germany  then  refused  these 
oncessions  and  tried  to  destroy  the  Czech  state,  an  Anglo-French  guar- 
EEe  Would  then  be  given  to  Czechoslovakia.  The  first  two  of  these 
the  and  the  third  was  refused.  It  was  also  made  clear  to 

V  tench  that,  in  the  event  of  any  British-French  war  against  Ger- 
contribution  to  this  joint  effort  would  be  restricted  to 
ta  1  ^Lis  was  the  only  way  in  which  Britain  itself  could  be  at- 

to  F  '  tiiight  be  possible  at  some  time  to  send  two  divisions 

div'  '^hen  the  French  tried  to  obtain  assurance  that  these  two 

isions  would  be  motorized,  it  was  reiterated  that  these  units  were  not 
^jug  promised  but  were  merely  a  possible  future  contribution  and  that 
of  ^L^'^^^uce  could  be  given  that  they  would  be  motorized.  The  violence 
hshed^^^  -^’^glo-French  discussions  is  not  reflected  in  the  minutes  pub- 
*^he  British  government  in  1949.  The  day  after  they  ended, 
urlain  wrote  to  his  sister,  “Fortunately  the  papers  have  had  no 
slov  T-  came  to  a  break  [with  the  French]  over  Czecho- 


ojf  from  the  evidence  that  Chamberlain  was  determined  to  write 

opin'  ^  ^'^'^otenland  and  not  to  go  to  war  with  Germany  unless  public 
‘‘Opose^  England  compelled  it.  In  fact,  he  felt  that  Germany  could 
thoy  L  upon  Czechoslovakia  by  economic  pressure  alone,  al- 

Lord^HT-  Nevile  Henderson  and 

“If  Q  that  this  method  could  be  successful  “in  a  short  time.” 

*^3ny  adopted  this  course,”  according  to  Chamberlain,  “no  casus 
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belli  would  then  arise  under  the  terms  of  the  Franco-Czechoslovak  treatVi 
and  Germany  would  be  able  to  accomplish  everything  she  required  with¬ 
out  moving  a  single  soldier.”  If  Germany  did  decide  to  destroy  Czecho¬ 
slovakia,  he  did  not  see  how  this  could  be  prevented.  But  he  “did  not 
believe  that  Germany  wanted  to  destroy  Czechoslovakia.”  Accordingly* 
by  putting  Anglo-French  pressure  on  the  Czechs  to  negotiate,  it  would 
be  possible  “to  save  something  of  Czechoslovakia  and  in  particular  to 
save  the  existence  of  the  Czechoslovak  State.”  In  any  case,  he  was  de¬ 
termined  not  to  go  to  war  over  it,  because  nothing  could  prevent  Ger¬ 
many  from  achieving  immediate  victory  over  the  Czechs  and,  even  if  the 
Germans  were  subsequentlv-  defeated  after  a  long  war,  there  was  no 
guarantee  that  Czechoslovakia  could  be  reestablished  in  its  existing  form- 

Chamberlain’s  point  of  view  (which  xvas  the  decisive  force  in  this 
whole  crisis)  was  presented  in  more  positive  terms  to  a  group  of  North 
American  journalists  at  a  luncheon  at  Lady  Astor’s  house  on  May  lo* 
1938;  he  wanted  a  four-Pow’er  pact,  the  exclusion  of  Russia  from  Europe* 
and  frontier  revisions  of  Czechoslovakia  in  favor  of  Germany.  Since 
these  things  could  not  be  obtained  immediately,  he  kept  up  the  intense 
diplomatic  pressure  on  Czechoslovakia  to  make  concessions  to  the  Su¬ 
deten  Germans.  Under  French  pressure  he  also  asked  Germany  what  it 
wanted  in  this  problem,  but,  until  September,  obtained  no  answer,  n'l 
the  grounds  that  this  was  a  quesdon  to  be  settled  by  the  Sudetens  and  the 
Czechs. 

In  the  meantime,  the  German  occupation  of  Austria  changed  the 
strategic  situation  for  Gennany  so  that  it  w'as  necessary  for  Hitler  to 
modify  his  general  order  to  the  armed  forces  for  operational  plans  agaiu**^ 
France,  Czechoslovakia,  and  Austria.  These  orders  had  been  issued  ou 
June  24,  1937.  The  new  directive,  as  drafted  by  General  Keitel  on 
20,  1938,  and  submitted  for  Hitler’s  signature,  began,  “It  is  not  my 
tendon  to  smash  Czechoslovakia  by  military  action  in  the  immediate 
ture  without  provocation,  unless  an  unavoidable  development  of  t  ® 
political  conditions  viithm  Czechoslovakia  forces  the  issue,  or  politic- 
events  in  Europe  create  a  particularly  favorable  opportunity  which  may 
perhaps  never  recur.” 

This  draft  was  entirely  rewritten  by  Hitler  and  signed  on  May 
1938.  Its  opening  sentence  then  read,  “It  is  my  unalterable  decision 
smash  Czechoslovakia  by  military  action  in  the  near  future.”  '• 
went  on  to  say  that  in  case  of  w^ar  with  Czechoslovakia,  whether  rra 
intervened  or  not,  all  forces  would  be  concentrated  on  the  Czec  s 
order  to  achieve  an  impressive  success  in  the  first  three  days.  The  g 
eral  strategic  plan  based  on  this  order  provided  that  forces  w’ou 
transferred  to  the  French  frontier  only  after  a  “decisive”  blow'  agai  ^ 
Czechoslovakia.  No  proxnsion  w'as  made  for  war  against  the  Soviet  ^ 
(except  for  naval  activity  in  the  Baltic),  and  all  regular  forces  w'ere 
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'vithclrawn  from  East  Prussia  in  order  to  speed  up  tiie  defeat  of  the 
■Cecils.  X-dav  was  set  for  October  ist,  with  deployment  of  troops  to 
‘'egin  on  September  28th. 

These  orders  w  ere  so  unrealistic  that  the  German  military  leaders  were 
®gliast.  They  realized  that  the  reality  w'as  so  different  from  Hitler’s  pic¬ 
ture  of  it  that  Germany  would  be  defeated  fairly  readily  in  any  war 
ikely  to  arise  over  Czechoslovakia.  All  their  efforts  to  make  Hitler  see 
c  reality  were  completely  unsuccessful  and,  as  the  crisis  continued, 
became  more  and  more  desperate  until,  by  the  end  of  August,  they 
"'ere  in  a  panic.  This  feeling  was  shared  by  the  whole  Foreign  Ministry 
except  Ribbentrop  himself.  Hitler  w  as  isolated  in  his  mountain  retreat, 
in  a  dream  world  and  very  short-tempered.  He  was  cut  off  from 
outside  contacts  by  Ribbentrop,  Himmler,  and  Hess,  who  told  him  that 
ussia,  France,  and  Britain  would  not  fight  and  that  the  Czechs  were 
uffing,  One  of  the  mysteries  yet  remaining  is  why  Ribbentrop  was  so 
that  Britain  would  not  fight.  He  w'as  right. 

The  German  generals  tried  to  dissuade  Hitler  from  his  project,  and, 
en  they  found  that  they  had  no  influence  over  him,  they  persuaded 
'Various  important  people  who  saw  him  to  intervene  for  the  same  pur- 
1  bus,  they  were  able  to  get  Admiral  Miklos  Horthy,  Regent  of 
^  Angary,  to  try  to  influence  the  Fiihrer  during  his  visit  of  August  21- 
’  ’938.  Hitler  interrupted  by  shouting,  “Nonsense!  Shut  up!”  The 
S^nerals  and  several  important  civil  leaders  then  formed  a  conspiracy 
®  hy  General  Ludw’ig  Beck  (chief  of  the  General  Staff).  .Ml  the  im- 
P'^rtant  generals  were  in  it,  including  General  Erw'in  Witzleben 
^governor  of  Berlin)  and  General  Georg  Thomas  (chief  of  supply), 
niong  the  civil  leaders  w'ere  Baron  Ernst  von  Weizsacker  (state  secre- 
in  the  Foreign  Ministry),  Erich  Kordt  (head  of  Ribbentrop’s  office), 
j*”  Ulrich  von  Hassell  (ambassador  to  Rome,  1932-1938).  Their  plot 
three  stages  in  it:  (i)  to  exert  every  effort  to  make  Hitler  see  the 
^th;  (2)  inform  the  British  of  their  efforts  and  beg  them  to  stand 
on  the  Czechoslovak  issue  and  to  tell  the  German  government  that 
^^titain  W'ould  fight  if  Hitler  made  war  on  Czechoslovakia;  (3)  to  as- 
mate  Hitler  if  he  nevertheless  issued  the  order  to  attack  Czechoslo- 
Although  me.ssage  after  message  was  sent  to  Britain  in  the  first 
hy*^  "  ^®ks  of  September,  by  Weizsacker,  by  Kordt,  by  the  generals,  and 
separate  missions,  the  British  refused  to  cooperate.  As  a  re- 
h  the  plan  w  as  made  to  assassinate  Hitler  as  soon  as  the  attack  was 
ne\v^^°  This  project  was  canceled  at  noon  on  September  28,  1938,  when 
-PL  ^  reached  Berlin  that  Chamberlain  was  going  to  Munich  to  yield, 
“ftack  order  was  to  have  been  given  by  Hitler  at  2:00  p.,m.  that  day. 


the 


meantime  the  Czechs  w’ere  negotiating  with  Konrad  Henlein  in 


'  effort  to  reach  some  compromise  less  radical  than  his  Karlsbad  de- 
■n  s.  Pressure  was  exercised  on  the  Czechs  by  Britain  and  France. 
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From  May  31st  onward.  Lord  Halifax  tried  to  force  France  to  threaten 
the  Czechs  that  their  alliance  would  be  revoked  or  at  least  weakened  1 
they  did  not  make  concessions  to  the  Sudetens.  This  threat  was  hna  V 
made  on  September  n,  1938.  . 

The  pressure  on  the  Czechs  was  greatly  increased  by  the  sending  0 
a  British  mission  under  Lord  Runciman  to  Czechoslovakia  at  the  begin 
ning  of  August.  This  mission  was  presented  to  the  public  as  being  sent 
to  mediate  between  Henlein  and  the  government  at  the  request  of  t  e 
('zech  government.  In  fact,  it  was  imposed  on  the  Czech  government, 
a.nd  its  chief  function  w-as  to  increase  the  pressure  on  that  government 
to  make  concessions.  It  was  publicly  announced  that  the  members  0 
this  mission  w  ent  as  private  persons  and  that  the  British  government  w'as 
not  bound  by  anything  w'hich  they  did.  Under  this  pressure  the  Czec 
yielded  little  by  little  and,  as  already  stated,  conceded  the  essence  of  t  e 
Karlsbad  Demands  on  September  6th.  Since  the  Sudeten  leaders  did  not 
want  any  settlement  which  would  not  ensure  the  destruction  of  Cze^o 
Slovakia,  they  instigated  a  street  riot  and  broke  off  negotiations.  1 
official  British  investigation  reported  that  the  riot  in  question  w'as  en 
tirely  the  fault  of  the  Sudeten  leaders  (who  had  attacked  a  policeman)- 

In  the  meantime  the  British  had  been  working  out  a  plan  of  their  oW'O. 
It  involved,  as  we  have  said,  ( i )  separation  of  the  Sudetenland  froo^ 
Czechoslovakia,  probably  through  the  use  of  a  plebiscite  or  even  by  out 
right  partition;  (2)  neutralization  of  the  rest  of  Czechoslovakia  by  re 
vising  her  treaties  wdth  Russia  and  France,  and  (3)  guarantee  of  t  'S 
rump  of  Czechoslovakia  (but  not  by  Britain).  This  plan  was  outlined  to 
the  Czech  ambassador  in  London  by  Lord  Halifax  on  May  25th,  an 
w'as  worked  out  in  some  detail  by  one  of  Lord  Halifax’s  subordinates, 
William  (now  Lord)  Strang,  during  a  visit  to  Prague  and  to  Berlin  m 
following  week.  This  was  the  plan  w'hich  was  picked  up  by  Lord  Runci 
man  and  presented  as  his  recommendation  in  his  report  of  September  2  , 
>938-  _  3 

It  is  w'orthy  of  note  that  on  September  2nd  Lord  Runciman  sen 
personal  message  b\'  Henlein  to  Hitler  in  w’hich  he  said  that  he  'vou 
have  a  settlement  drawn  up  by  September  15th.  What  is,  perhaps,  sur 
prising  is  that  Lord  Runciman  made  no  use  whatever  of  the  Karls  ' 
Demands  or  the  extensive  concessions  to  meet  them  which  the 
had  made  during  these  negotiations,  but  instead  recommended  to 
British  Cabinet  on  September  16th,  and  in  his  written  report  five 
later,  the  same  melange  of  partition,  plebiscites,  neutralization,  and 
antee  w  hich  had  been  in  the  mind  of  the  Britisli  Foreign  Office 
weeks.  It  was  this  plan  which  was  imposed  on  the  Czechs  by  the  ro 
Power  Conference  at  Munich  on  September  30th. 

It  was  also  nece.ssary  to  impose  this  plan  on  the  French  governni 
and  on  the  public  opinion  of  the  world,  especially  on  the  public  op'r* 
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loti  of  England.  This  M  as  done  by  means  of  the  slowly  mounting  w’ar 
^care,  which  reached  the  level  of  absolute  panic  on  September  28th.  The 
mounting  horror  of  the  relentless  German  mobilization  M’as  built  up  day 
day,  while  Britain  and  France  ordered  the  Czechs  not  to  mobilize  in 
order  “not  to  provoke  Germany.”  The  word  was  assiduously  spread  on 
sides  that  Russia  was  worthless  and  would  not  fight,  that  Britain  cer¬ 
tainly  would  not  go  to  war  to  prevent  the  Sudetens  from  e.xercising  the 
democratic  right  of  self-determination,  that  Germany  could  overwhelm 
de  Czechs  in  a  few  days  and  could  wipe  out  Prague,  Paris,  and  London 
rom  the  air  in  the  first  day,  that  these  air  attacks  would  be  accompanied 
y  gas  attacks  on  the  civilian  population  from  the  air,  and  that,  even  if 
eniiany  could  he  defeated  after  years  of  war,  Czechoslovakia  would 
dever  be  reconstructed  because  it  w’as  an  artificial  monstrosity,  an  aberra- 


fion  of 
We 


1919. 

now  know  that  all  these  statements  and  rumors  were  not  true;  the 


cumentary  evidence  indicates  that  the  British  government  knew  that 
d^y  were  not  true  at  the  time.  Germany  had  22  partly  trained  divisions 
dd  the  Czech  frontier,  while  the  Czechs  had  17  first-line  and  11  other 
isions  which  were  superior  from  every  point  of  view  except  air  sup- 
Pdtt.  In  addition,  they  had  excellent  fortifications  and  higher  morale, 
ese  facts  were  knowm  to  the  British  government.  On  September  3rd 
^  British  military  attache  in  Prague  wrote  to  London  that  “there  are  n 
shortr-  ■  ■  ■  "  - 


"'hich 


comings  in  the  Czech  army,  as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  observe. 


are  of  sufficient  consequence  to  warrant  a  belief  that  it  cannot 


&me  a  good  account  of  itself  [even  fighting  alone.] 
drefore,  there  is  no  material  reason  whv  they  sh( 


In  my 

^..,.1..  ,3  no  material  reason  why  they  should  not  put  up  a 
y  protracted  resistance  single-handed.  It  all  depends  on  their  morale.” 
"'as  ^  Germans  were  going  to  attack  with  only  2  2  divisions 

"^dported  to  London  by  the  military  attache  on  September  21st.  The 
dt  that  Russia  had  at  least  97  divisions  and  over  5,000  planes  had  been 
qj  ,  *^dd  by  the  attache  in  Moscow,  although  he  had  a  very  low'  opinion 
to  r  Russia  sold  36  of  their  latest-model  fighting  planes 

fou  was  also  known.  That  Russia  would  fight  if  France 

"'ds  denied  at  the  time,  but  it  is  now  clear  that  Russia  had  as- 
'Vas  that  it  would  stand  by  its  treaty  obligations.  In  1950  it 

him  President  Bcne§  that  Russia  had  put  every  pressure  on 

Wjj  resist  the  German  demands  in  September  1938.  Similar  pressure 
g  on  France,  a  fact  which  was  reported  to  London  at  the  time. 

^  third  week  of  September,  Czechoslovakia  had  1,000,000  men 
^B'isions  under  arms.  The  Germans  in  the  course  of  September 
Ptoh  ‘^heir  mobiliz.ation  -to  3 1  and  ultimately  to  36  divisions,  but  this 
the  * '  '^^Ptesented  a  smaller  force  than  that  of  the  Czechs  as  many  of 
orie-tr  divisions  were  at  only  two-thirds  strength,  the  other 

having  been  used  as  a  nucleus  to  form  the  reserve  divisions.  Of 
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the  19  first- line  divTsions  3  were  armored  and  4  were  motorized.  Only 
5  divisions  w'ere  left  on  the  French  frontier  in  order  to  overcome  Czecho¬ 
slovakia  as  quickly  as  possible.  France,  which  did  not  completely  mobi¬ 
lize,  had  the  .\Iaginot  Line  completely  manned  on  a  war  basis,  plus  mot^ 
than  20  infantry  divisions.  .Moreover,  France  had  available  10  motorize 
divisions.  In  air  power  the  Germans  had  a  slight  edge  in  average  qualiiV' 
but  in  numbers  of  planes  it  was  far  inferior.  Germany  had  1.5°^ 
planes  while  Czechoslovakia  had  less  than  1,000;  France  and  Engla'^ 
together  had  over  1,000;  Russia  is  reported  to  have  had  5,000.  Moreover, 
Russia  had  about  100  divisions.  W'hile  these  could  not  be  used  aga*''®'- 


Germany,  because  Poland  and  Romania  would  not  allow  them  to  pS’ 
over  their  territory,  they  would  have  been  a  threat  to  persuade  Pulau 
to  remain  neutral  and  to  bring  Romania  to  support  Czechoslovakia 
keeping  the  Little  Entente  intact  and  thus  keeping  Flungarv  ncutra. 
With  Poland  and  Hungary  both  neutral,  there  is  no  doubt  that  Germany 
w'ould  have  been  isolated.  The  neutrality  of  Poland  and  Romania  vvou 
not  have  prevented  the  Russian  Air  Force  from  helping  Czechoslova  la 
and,  if  u'orse  came  to  worst,  Russia  could  have  overrun  East  Prussia* 
across  the  Baltic  States  and  from  the  Baltic  Sea,  since  it  had  been  alnjo 
completely  denuded  of  regular  Gemian  Army  forces.  It  is  quite  c  C' 
that  Italy  would  not  have  fought  for  Germany. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  Chamberlain  government  knew  t 
facts  but  consistently  gave  a  contrary  impression.  Lord  Halifax  particu 
larly  distorted  the  facts.  Although  all  reports  indicated  that  the 
of  the  Czech  Army  was  high,  he  took  an  isolated  sentence  from  a 
written  report  from  the  British  military  attache  in  Berlin  as  authority 
stating  that  the  morale  of  the  Czechoslovak  Army  was  poor  an 
country  would  be  overrun.  Although  General  Maurice  Gamelin, 
French  commander  in  chief,  gave  a  very  encouraging  report  on 
Czech  Army,  and  was  quoted  to  this  effect  by  Chamberlain  in  a  La 
meeting  of  September  26th,  Halifax  the  next  day  quoted  him  as  sa, 
that  the  Czech  resistance  would  be  of  extremely  brief  duration.  The 
itary  attache  in  Prague  protested  about  the  statement  in  jgf 

Czech  morale,  pointing  out  that  it  was  made  in  reference  to  the  ro 
police,  which  were  not  military.  The  military  attache  in  Paris  ques 
Lord  Halifax’s  statement  about  Gamelin’s  views,  and  quoted  con  . 

.  -The  fals® 


views  from  Gamelin’s  closest  associates  in  the  French  Army. 


and  is 


hood  that  Gamelin  was  defeatist  was  spread  in  the  newspapers, 
still  widely  current. 

Just  when  the  crisis  was  reaching  the  boiling  point  in  Septem  ’  ^ 
British  ambassador  in  Paris  reported  to  London  that  Colonel 
Lindbergh  had  just  emerged  from  Germany  with  a  report  that 
had  8,000  military  airplanes  and  could  manufacture  1,500  a  'g^  a 

now  know  that  Germany  had  about  1,500  planes,  manufacture 
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”ionth  in  1938,  and  had  abandoned  all  plans  to  bomb  London  even  in  a 
"'at  because  of  lack  of  planes  and  distance  from  the  target.  Lindbergh 
repeated  his  tale  of  woe  daily  both  in  Paris  and  in  London  during  the 
^Tisis.  The  British  government  began  to  fit  the  people  of  London  with 
&3S  masks;  the  prime  minister  and  the  king  called  on  the  people  to  dig 
flenches  in  the  parks  and  squares;  schoolchildren  began  to  be  evacuated 
I'om  the  city;  the  Czechs  were  allowed  to  mobilize  on  September  24th; 
^iid  three  days  later  it  was  announced  that  the  British  fleet  was  at  its  war 
Nations.  In  general,  every  report  or  rumor  which  could  add  to  the  panic 
defeatism  was  played  up,  and  everything  that  might  contribute  to  a 
^Tong  or  a  united  resistance  to  Germany  w  as  played  down.  By  the  mid- 
^  of  September,  Bonnet  was  broken,  and  Daladier  was  bending,  w  hile 
^  6  British  people  w'ere  completely  confused.  By  September  27th  Dala- 
had  caved  in,  and  so  had  the  British  people. 

0  the  meantime,  on  September  13th,  without  consulting  his  Cabinet, 
^  aniberlain  asked  Hitler  by  telegraph  for  an  interview.  They  met  on 
,  P'-^y'iber  i5tl\  at  Berchtesgaden.  Chamberlain  tried  to  reopen  at  once 
discussions  toward  a  general  Anglo-German  settlement  w'hich  Hali- 
had  opened  in  November  1937,  but  which  had  been  broken  off  since 
^vile  Henderson’s  conference  with  Hitler  on  March  3rd.  Hitler  inter- 
P^ed  to  say  that  he  must  have  self-determination  for  the  Sudeten  Ger- 
at  once  and  that  the  Czech-Soviet  treaty  must  be  abolished.  If  he 
Co  h*^°^  these,  there  would  be  an  immediate  war.  Chamberlain  asked 
e  allowed  to  return  to  London  to  confer  with  the  French  and  Lord 
‘^'inciman. 

Anglo-French  conference  of  September  18,  1938,  saw  the  last 
r""  "  ■  ^  .  .  .  .  chieflv  from  Daladier. 


gliniuK 


0  rnering  of  French  resistance  to  Britain’s  plans,  c 
f^^^'^^^^tlain  blamed  Benes  for  Czechoslovakia's  plig 

cepeated  all  the  mistaken  arguments  about  the  hopelessness  of  re- 
tee  and  the  improbability  of  Czechoslovakia  being  revived  with  its 
sent  boundaries  even  after  a  costly  victory.  Chamberlain  excluded  all 
\v  solutions  from  discussion  except  partition.  To  him  the  problem 
discover  some  means  of  preventing  France  from  being  forced 
P  ®  result  of  her  obligations  and  at  the  same  time  to  preserve 

sibl  ®td  save  as  much  of  that  country  as  w  as  humanly  pos- 

Q ^^aladier  feebly  tried  to  get  the  discussion  to  the  real  problem, 
cion  ®ggc-c.ssion.  Eventually  he  accepted  the  Briti.sh  solution  of  parti- 
^  o  all  areas  of  Czechoslovakia  with  over  50  percent  Germans,  and 

■S'ons  on  the  main  issue,  Daladier  tried  to  get  certain  conces- 

C?  a  Czechs  must  be  consulted;  (2)  that  the  rump  of 

fiiat  .sliould  be  guaranteed  by  Britain  as  x\cll  as  others;  (3) 

;fid  should  be  e.xtended  to  this  rump.  The  last  was  re- 
’  Che  second  w’as  accepted  on  the  understanding  that  Czecho- 
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Slovakia  give  up  its  alliances  and  generally  do  what  Britain  wanted  if* 
issues  involving  w  ar  and  peace”;  the  first  was  accepted. 

The  way  in  which  Chamberlain  applied  “consultation  with  the  Czechs 
before  partition  was  imposed  is  an  interesting  e.\ample  of  his  luiud  iif 
work.  The  British,  French,  and  Czechs  were  agreed  in  opposition  to  the 
use  of  a  plebiscite  in  this  dispute,  although  the  Entente  suggested  it  to 
put  pressure  on  the  Czechs.  Chamberlain  said:  “The  idea  of  territoria 
cession  would  be  likely  to  have  a  more  favorable  reception  from  the 
British  public  if  it  could  be  represented  as  the  choice  of  the  Czechoslovak 
Government  themselves  and  it  could  be  made  clear  that  they  had  been 
offered  the  choice  of  a  plebiscite  or  of  territorial  cession  and  had  ptO' 
ferred  the  latter.  This  would  dispose  of  anv  idea  that  we  were  ourselves 
carving  up  Czechoslovak  territor)  .”  He  felt  it  particularly  important  to 
show  that  the  Czechoslovak  government  preferred  cession  because  the)' 
were  so  definitely  opposed  to  a  plebiscite  that  they  would  fight  rather 
than  accept  a  plebiscite. 

This  Anglo-French  decision  was  presented  to  the  Czechoslovak  gov¬ 
ernment  at  2:00  .■\..M.  on  September  19th,  to  be  accepted  at  once.  The 
terms  leaked  to  the  press  in  Paris  the  same  day.  After  vigorous  protests, 
the  Czechoslovaks  rejected  the  Anglo-French  solution  and  appealed  to 
the  procedures  of  the  German-Czechoslovak  Arbitration  Treaty  of  i9-f’ 
The  Czechs  argued  that  they  had  not  been  consulted,  that  their  consti¬ 
tution  required  that  their  Parliament  be  consulted,  that  partition  would 
be  ineffective  in  maintaining  peace  because  the  minorities  would  rise 
again,  and  that  the  balance  of  power  in  Europe  would  be  destroved. 
Benes  refused  to  believe  that  new  guarantees  could  be  more  effectivci 
when  Czechoslovakia  would  be  weaker,  than  those  which  were  rioW 
proving  inadequate.  London  and  Paris  rejected  the  Czech  refusal.  Pres¬ 
sure  was  increased  on  the  Czechs.  The  French  threatened  to  revoke  the 
French-Czechoslovak  alliance  and  to  abandon  the  whole  country  to  Ger¬ 
many  if  the  Anglo-French  solution  was  not  accepted.  The  British  adde 
that  the  Sudetenland  would  not  be  returned  to  Czechoslovakia  even  after 
a  successful  war  against  Germany.  The  British  minister  in  Prague  threat 
ened  to  order  all  British  subjects  from  the  country  if  he  did  not  receive 
an  immediate  acceptance.  The  Czechoslovak  government  accepted  at 
5:00  p.M.  on  September  21st.  Lord  Halifa.x  at  once  ordered  the  Czec 
police  to  be  withdrawn  from  the  Sudeten  districts,  and  expressed  hiS 
wish  that  the  German  troops  move  in  at  once. 

The  next  day,  September  22nd,  Chamberlain  took  the  Czech  accept¬ 
ance  to  Hitler  at  Godesberg  on  the  Rhine.  He  found  the  Fuhrer  in  a 
vile  temper,  receiving  messages  every  few  minutes  about  the  atrocities 
being  inflicted  on  the  Sudetens  bv  the  Czechs.  Hitler  now  demande 
self-determination  for  the  Hungarians,  Poles,  and  Slovaks  in  Czecho¬ 
slovakia,  as  xvell  as  for  the  Sudetens.  He  insisted  that  he  must  have  t  e 
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Sudeten  areas  at  once.  After  that,  if  the  Czechs  challenged  his  choice  of 
i'  frontier,  he  w  ould  hold  a  plebiscite  and  prove  how  wrong  they  were.  An 
'uternational  commission  could  supervise  the  vote.  At  any  rate,  he  must 
have  the  German  areas  before  October  ist,  for  on  that  day  the  German 
forces  Would  move  in,  war  or  no  war.  At  Chamberlain’s  request  he  em¬ 
bodied  his  demands  in  a  memorandum  which  proved  to  be  an  ultimatum. 
This  ultimatum  was  at  once  carried  to  Prague  to  be  presented  to  the 
Czechs  by  the  British  military  attache. 

Back  in  London,  the  Cabinet  agreed  to  reject  the  Godesberg  Demands 
to  support  France  if  it  had  to  go  to  war  as  a  result.  The  French 
Cabinet  also  rejected  these  demands.  So  did  a  new  Czech  Cabinet  under 
Ceneral  Jan  Svrovy.  The  Soviet  Union  e.xplicitly  recognized  its  com- 
^’'trnents  to  Czechoslovakia,  and  even  promised  to  come  to  the  aid  of  the 
'^zechs  without  the  necessary  preliminarv  action  bv  France  if  the  case 
submitted  to  the  League  of  Nations  (this  was  to  prevent  Britain 
®nd  France  from  charging  Russia  with  aggression  in  any  action  it  might 
in  behalf  of  Czechoslovakia).  On  the  same  day  (September  23rd) 
Russia  warned  Poland  that  it  would  denounce  their  Nonaggression 
teaty  if  Poland  attacked  Czechoslovakia. 

Apparently  a  united  front  had  been  formed  against  Hitler’s  aggres- 
sion_bu(-  only  apparently.  Mr.  Chamberlain  was  already  beginning  to 
*^udermine  the  unity  and  resolution  of  this  front,  and  he  now  received 


Considerable  assistance  from  Bonnet  in  Paris.  This  culminated  on  Sep- 
temher  27th  when  he  made  a  speech  on  the  radio  in  which  he  said,  “How 
utnble,  fantastic,  incredible  it  is  that  we  should  be  digging  trenches 
trying  on  gas  masks  here  because  of  a  quarrel  in  a  far-away  country 
c^een  people  of  whom  we  know  nothing  ...  a  quarrel  that  has  al- 
g  ®dy  been  settled  in  principle.  .  .  .”  The  same  day  he  sent  a  telegram  to 
f  ^1?^*  *^3t  if  he  did  not  accept  the  German  demands  by  2:00  p.m.  the 
day  (September  28th)  Czechoslovakia  would  be  overrun  by 
®  German  Army,  and  nothing  could  save  it.  This  was  immediately 
Uot^lT^*^  by  another  message  that  in  such  a  case  Czechoslovakia  could 
be  reconstituted  in  its  frontiers  whatever  the  outcome  of  the  war. 
^  *  F >  he  sent  another  note  to  Hitler.  In  this  he  suggested  a  four-Power 
I  ersnee,  and  guaranteed  that  France  and  Britain  would  force  Czecho- 
goin  carry  out  any  agreement  if  Hitler  would  only  abstain  from 

^  ^  Wednesday,  September  28th,  Chamberlain  met  Parlia- 

don  during  the  crisis  to  inform  it  of  what  had  been 

whole  city  of  London  was  in  a  panic.  The  Honorable  Mem- 
thr*  bunched  on  their  benches,  w'airing  for  Gorine’s  bombs  to  come 
*^be  roof.  As  Chamberlain  drew  to  the  end  of  his  long  speech,  a 
a  fo  brought  to  him.  He  announced  that  it  was  an  invitation  to 

ur-Power  conference  at  Munich  on  Thursday.  There  was  a  roar  of 
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joy  and  relief  as  Chamberlain  hurried  from  the  building  without  any 
formal  ending  to  the  session. 

At  Munich,  Hitler,  Chamberlain,  Mussolini,  and  Daladier  carved  up 
Czechoslovakia  without  consulting  anyone,  least  of  all  the  Czechs.  'The 
conference  lasted  from  12:30  p.m.  on  September  29th  to  2:30  a.M-  "hen 
the  agreement  of  the  four  Powers  was  handed  to  the  Czech  minister  m 
Berlin,  who  had  been  waiting  outside  the  door  for  over  ten  hours.  The 
agreement  reached  Prague  only  eighteen  hours  before  the  German  occu¬ 
pation  was  to  begin. 

The  Munich  agreement  provided  that  certain  designated  areas  of 
Czechoslovakia  w'ould  be  occupied  bv'  the  German  Army^  in  four  stages 
from  October  ist  to  October  7th.  A  fifth  area,  to  be  designated  by  a" 
international  commission,  would  be  occupied  by  October  loth.  No  ptop" 
erty  w'as  to  be  withdrawn  from  the*se  areas.  The  international  commiS" 
sion  w’ould  order  plebiscites  which  must  be  held  before  the  end  of  No¬ 
vember,  the  areas  designated  being  occupied  by  an  international  for^ 
during  the  inten’al.  The  same  international  commission  w'as  to  supervise 
the  occupation  and  draw  the  final  frontier.  For  six  months  the  popul*' 
dons  concerned  would  have  the  right  of  option  into  and  out  of  the  areas 
transferred  under  the  supervision  of  a  German-Czechoslovak  commissi^”' 
The  rump  of  Czechoslovakia  w-as  to  be  guaranteed  bv  France  and  Bnr- 
ain.  Germany  and  Italy  w'ould  join  this  guarantee  as  soon  as  the  Po*'® 
and  Hungarian  minority  problems  in  that  state  had  been  settled.  If  th®y 
were  not  settled  in  three  months,  the  four  Pow  ers  would  meet  again  to 
consider  the  problem. 

The  .Munich  agreement  was  violated  on  every  point  in  favor  of  tje 
many,  so  that  ultimately  the  German  Army  merely  occupied  the  plac^® 
it  w'antcd.  As  a  result,  the  Czech  economic  system  was  destroyed,  an 
every  important  railroad  or  highw'ay  was  cut  or  crippled.  This  w  as  0 
by  the  International  Commission,  consisting  of  German  Secretary 
State  Weizsacker  and  the  French.  British,  Italian,  and  Czech  diplomat^ 
representarives  in  Berlin.  Under  dictation  of  the  German  General  Sta  ^ 
this  group,  by  a  4  to  1  vote,  accepted  every"  German  demand  and  cao^ 
celed  the  plebiscites.  In  addition,  the  guarantee  of  the  rump  of  Czec^^^ 
Slovakia  w'as  never  given,  although  Poland  seized  areas  in  w'hicii 
majority  of  the  population  was  not  Polish  on  October  2nd  and  ^ 
gary  was  given  southern  Slovakia  on  November  2nd.  The  final 
wath  Germany  w"as  dictated  by  Germany  alone  to  the  Czechs,  the  o 
three  members  of  the  commission  having  withdrawn.  ^ 

Benes  resigned  as  president  of  Czechoslovakia  under  the  thre^ 
German  ultimatum  on  October  5th  and  was  replaced  by  Eniil 
Slovakia  and  Ruthenia  were  given  complete  autonomy  at  once. 
Soviet  alliance  w  as  ended,  and  the  Communist  Party  outlaw'ed.  The  a 
Nazi  refugees  from  the  Sudetenland  were  rounded  up  by  the  r  e 


THE  DISRUPTIOX  OF  EUROPE,  I  937- 1939  639 

g<^vemin^nt  and  handed  over  to  the  Germans  to  be  destro\  ed.  All  these 
^'ents  showed  very  clearly  the  chief  result  of  Munich:  Germany  was 
supreme  in  central  Europe,  and  any  possibility  of  curtailing  that  power 
^'ther  by  a  joint  policy  of  the  Western  Pow  ers  with  the  Soviet  Union 
Italy  or  by  finding  any  openly  anti-German  resistance  in  central 
urope  itself  was  ended.  Since  this  w'as  exacth’  what  Chamberlain  and 
■s  friends  had  wanted,  they  should  have  been  satisfied. 


The  Year  of  Dupes,  1939 

Plans  for  appeasement  by  Chamberlain  and  plans  for  aggression  by 
did  not  end  w'ith  Munich.  Within  three  w'ecks  of  this  agreement 
wetober  21,  1938),  Hitler  issued  orders  to  his  generals  to  prepare  plans 
destroy  the  rump  of  Czechoslovakia  and  to  annex  Memel  from  Lithu- 
A  month  later  he  added  Danzig  to  this  list,  although  he  signified  his 
to  achieve  this  through  a  revolutionary  action  without  a  war 
Against  Poland.  This  reluctance  for  w'ar  against  Poland  did  not  arise 
fom  any  affection  for  peace  but  from  the  fact  that  he  had  not  made  up 
mind  whether  to  attack  France  or  Poland.  He  was  inclined  at  first 
attack  westward,  and  did  not  change  his  mind  and  decide  to  deal  first 
Poland  until  April  i,  1939.  The  plans  to  attack  France  and  the  Low 
^Jiuntrics  soon  w  ere  reported  to  London  and  Paris  and  had  a  good  deal 
do  w  ith  building  up  the  war  spirit  in  those  areas, 
d  addition,  Italian  demands  for  territorial  concessions  from  France  in 
oveinber  1938  aroused  the  fighting  spirit  of  that  country  from  the 
*^1  to  which  it  had  sagged  in  September.  Mussolini  was  seeking  his 
2re  in  the  booty  of  appeasement  but  lacked  the  strength  to  do  much 
dte  than  make  a  nuisance  of  himself.  His  followers  staged  a  great  dem- 
in  the  Italian  Chamber  of  Corporations  on  November  30,  1938, 
j?  "''dch  there  were  loud  demands  for  Nice,  Corsica,  and  Tunis  from 
tance.  In  December  the  old  Laval-Mussolini  agreement  of  January, 
\va^^  denounced  as  inadequate,  and  a  violent  anti-French  campaign 
s  Waged  in  the  Italian  press.  These  disturbances  w'ere  encouraged  by 
^diberlain  when  he  pointedly  announced  in  the  House  of  Commons 
e.  *^‘-'ember  12th  that  Britain  was  not  bound  to  come  to  the  aid  of 


Bonnet 


or  its  possessions  if  they  w-ere  attacked  b\"  Italy. 


at  once  tried  to  repair  this  damage  by  asking  Chamberlain  to 


®  c  a  reference  to  the  fact  that  Italy  had  bound  itself  to  preserve  the 
‘  qxio  1,1  iiig  Mediterranean  in  the  Anglo-Italian  (“Ciano-Perth”) 
greement  of  April  1938.  Chamberlain  refused.  Bonnet  at  once  pointed 
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out  to  London  that  France  had  bound  itself  on  December  4,  1936, 
come  to  the  assistance  of  Britain  if  it  were  attacked  and  that  this  promise 
was  still  completely  valid.  Nonetheless,  it  was  only  on  February  6tht 
when  Hitler  s  plans  to  attack  Holland  and  France  “almost  immediately 
were  reported  in  London,  that  Chamberlain  could  persuade  himself  to 
state  m  Commons  that  “any  threat  to  the  vital  interests  of  France,  from 
■w  atever  quarter  it  came,  must  evoke  the  immediate  cooperation  of 
this  countiy'.” 

^  The  Italian  demands  on  France  had  two  important  results.  The 
mg  spirits  of  the  French  people  were  revived  by  being  threatened  by 
such  a  weak  Power  as  Italy,  and  Bonnet  was  driven  to  a  new  appease¬ 
ment  of  Germany.  On  December  6th  Ribbentrop  came  to  Paris,  signed 
a  treaty  of  friendship  and  neutrality,  and  opened  a  series  of  economic 
discussions.  On  this  occasion  the  German  foreign  minister  received  from 
Bonnet  the  impression  that  France  would  give  Germany  a  free  hand  in 
eastern  Europe.  French  fears  that  Britain  would  seek  to  detach  Alussolini 
Irom  Hitler  by  making  concessions  to  Italy  at  the  expense  of  France  did 
not  end  untd  February-  1939,  and  reached  their  peak  in  January,  when 
C  amberlain  and  Halifax  made  a  formal  visit  to  Rome  to  recognize  the 
Kmg  of  Italy  as  Emperor  of  Ethiopia.  This  had  been  agreed  between 
the  two  Powers  in  the  Ciano-Perth  Agreement  of  April  1938,  and  was 
carried  into  effect  in  November,  although  the  conditions  originally  set 
fulfilled^^"'  "'^fh^rawal  of  Italian  troops  from  Spain,  had  not  been 

Before  Hitler  could  carry  on  any  further  aggressions,  he  had  to  dis- 
pose  of  the  carcass  of  Czechoslovakia.  He  and  Ribbentrop  were  outraged 
that  they  had  been  cheated  out  of  a  war  in  September,  and  immediately 
made  up  their  minds  to  wipe  the  rest  of  Czechoslovakia  off  the  map  as 
soon  as  possible  and  proceed  to  a  war.  The  next  time,  said  Hitler,  he 
hoped  no  “dirty  pig”  would  suggest  a  conference. 

Orders  to  plan  an  invasion  of  the  rump  of  Czechoslovakia  were  is¬ 
sued  on  October  21st,  as  we  have  said.  Keitel’s  plans,  presented  on  De¬ 
cember  17th,  provided  that  the  task  would  be  done  by  the  peacetime 
army  without  mobilization.  Any  possibility  of  opposition  from  Britain 
or  France  was  effectively  disposed  of  by  Lord  Halifax’s  insistence  that 
the  guarantee  to  Czechoslovakia  be  worded  so  as  to  be  binding  on  al 
four  of  the  .Munich  Powers  jointly  (or  at  least  on  three  of  them)  and 
would  not  be  accepted  by  Britain  if  worded  in  such  a  way  as  to  bind 
t  e  signers  individually.  This  made  any  guarantee  meaningless,  and  this 
istasteful  project  was  indefinitely  postponed  by  a  Gennan^' note  to  Lord 
Halifax  on  .March  3,  1939. 

By  this  last  date  Hitler  was  ready  to  strike  at  the  rump  of  Czecho¬ 
slovakia.  Hungary  was  invited  to  join  in  this  operation,  and  eagerly  ac¬ 
cepted  on  M.arch  13th.  In  the  meantime  the  projected  victim  was  a  nest 
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of  intrigue.  Sudeten  Nazis  were  everywhere,  seeking  to  make  trouble. 
Poland  and  Hungar\"  were  working  to  get  a  common  frontier  by  ob¬ 
taining  Slovakia  as  a  protectorate  for  Poland  and  Ruthenia  as  a  province 
of  Hungary.  They  hoped  in  this  way  to  block  Germany’s  movement  to 
tile  east  and  to  keep  Russian  influence  out  of  central  Europe.  Within 
tile  two  autonomous  provinces,  Slovakia  and  Ruthenia,  and  to  a  much 
lesser  degree  in  Bohemia-.Moravia,  there  was  turmoil  as  various  reac¬ 
tionary  and  semi-Fascist  groups  angled  for  power  and  German  favor. 

The  degree  of  political  maturity  in  Slovakia  may  be  judged  from  the 
Hot  that  the  members  of  Monsignor  Tiso’s  Cabinet  personally  took 
bombs  from  the  Nazis  to  stir  up  trouble  in  their  own  province.  Their 
^fforts  to  break  away  from  Prague  completely  were  hampered  by  the 
nancial  insolvency  of  Slovakia.  W’hen  they  appealed  to  Prague  for 
biiancial  assistance  on  Alarch  9,  1939,  President  Hacha  deposed  the 
Slovak  premier  and  three  of  his  ministers.  Seyss-Inquart,  accompanied  by 
several  German  generals,  forced  the  Slovak  Cabinet  to  issue  a  declara- 
bon  of  independence  from  Prague.  Tiso,  summoned  to  Hitler’s  presence 
Berlin  on  March  13th,  was  “persuaded”  to  approve  this  action.  The 
^claration  was  received  with  profound  apathy  by  the  Slovak  people, 
®  though  the  German  radio  filled  the  air  with  stories  of  riots  and  dis- 
^rbances,  and  various  Nazi  bands  within  both  Slovakia  and  Bohemia 
'd  their  best  to  make  the  facts  fit  this  description. 

^  On  March  14th,  Hacha,  the  president  of  Czechoslovakia,  w'as  forced 
°  go  to  Berlin.  Although  he  w'as  sLxty-six  years  old,  and  not  in  the  best 
?  bculth,  Hacha  w^as  subjected  to  a  brutal  three-hour  long  tongue- 
sning  by  Hitler  during  which  he  had  to  be  revived  from  a  fainting 
1  by  an  injection  administered  by  Hitler’s  physician.  He  was  forced 
all  documents  handing  Czechoslovakia  over  to  Hitler  and  ordering 
resistance  to  the  invading  German  forces  to  cease.  Ruthenia  had  al- 
I  y  proclaimed  its  independence  (.March  14th).  M’ithin  a  week,  Bo- 
j.|^^^’^''^^oravia  and  Slovakia  were  declared  German  protectorates,  and 
ormer  was  taken  .vithin  the  German  economic  system.  Ruthenia  w'as 


J^oxed  by  Hungary  after  one  day  of  independence. 

Q  had  not  yet  recovered  from  the  shock  of  March  15th  when 

^^ized  Memel  from  Lithuania  on  March  22  nd,  and  Italy  ob- 
Its  crumb  of  satisfaction  by  seizing  Albania  on  April  7,  1939. 
nat  said  that  the  events  of  .March  1939  revealed  Hitler’s  real 

(.j.  teal  ambitions,  and  marked  the  end  of  appeasement.  This  is 


Plan  ’  stated.  It  may  have  opened  the  eves  of  the  average 

f^ct  that  apoeasement  was  merely  a  kind  of  slow  suicide,  and 
5  •  .  ''^trapable  of  satisfx’ing  the  anoetites  of  aggressors  w'ho  w'ere  in- 
sel/(i  ^  made  clear  that  Hitler  was  not  really  concerned  with 

Dt  with  a  desire  to  bring  all  Germans  “back  to  the 
^  Hie  anne.xation  of  territories  containing  millions  of  Slavs  showed 
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that  Hitler’s  real  aim  was  power  and  wealth  and  eventually  world  dom¬ 
ination.  Thus,  from  March  onward,  it  became  almost  impossible  to  sell 
appeasement  to  the  public,  especiallv'  to  the  British  public,  who 
sufficiently  sturdy  and  sensible  to  know  when  they  had  had  enough. 

But  the  British  public  and  the  British  government  were  two  different 
things,  and  it  is  quite  untrue  to  say  that  the  latter  learned  Hitler’s  real 
ambitions  in  .March  1939  and  determined  to  oppose  them.  Above  all,  it 
is  completely  wrong  to  say  this  of  Chamberlain,  who,  more  and  more, 
was  running  foreign  policy  as  his  own  personal  business.  Hitler’s  real 
ambitions  were  quite  clear  to  most  men  in  the  government  even  before 
.Munich,  and  were  made  evident  to  the  rest  during  that  crisis,  especially 
by  the  wav  in  which  the  German  High  Command  .seized  hundreds  of 
villages  in  Czechoslovakia  with  overwhelming  Czech  populations  and 
only  small  German  minorities,  and  did  so  for  strategic  and  economic 
reasons  in  the  period  October  i-io,  1938.  But  for  the  members  of  the 
government,  the  real  turning  point  took  place  in  January  1939, 

British  diplomatic  agents  in  Europe  began  to  bombard  London  'Vic 
rumors  of  a  forthcoming  attack  on  the  Netherlands  and  France.  At  that 
moment,  appeasement  in  the  strict  sense  ceased.  To  the  government  the 
seizure  of  Czechoslovakia  in  .March  was  of  little  significance  except  for 
the  shock  it  gave  to  British  opinion.  The  government  had  already  writ¬ 
ten  off  the  rump  of  Czechoslovakia  completelv',  a  fact  which  is  clear  as 
much  from  their  direct  statements  as  by  their  refusal  to  guarantee  that 
rump,  and  the  attention  given  to  other  matters  even  when  the  seizure 
was  known  (as  it  was  after  March  11  th).  For  example,  Lord  Halifa5< 
sent  President  Roosevelt  a  long  letter  analyzing  the  international  situa 
tion  on  January  24th;  it  is  completely  realistic  about  Hitler’s  outlook  an 
projects,  but  Czechoslovakia  is  not  mentioned;  neither  is  appeasement. 

Nevertheless,  concessions  to  Germany  continued.  But  now  para 
with  concessions  went  a  real  effort  to  build  up  a  strong  front  agaius*^ 
Hitler  for  the  day  when  concessions  would  break  down.  Moreover,  con^ 
cessions  were  different  after  .March  17th  because  now  they  had  to 
secret.  They  had  to  be  secret  because  public  opinion  refused  any  longed 
to  accept  any  actions  resembling  appeasement,  but  they  were  continue^ 
for  several  reasons.  In  the  first  place  British  rearmament  was  slow,  a^^ 
concessions  were  given  to  win  time.  In  the  second  place  the  projects 
the  anti-Bolsheviks  and  “three-bloc-world”  supporters  demanded  con^ 
tinned  concessions.  In  the  third  place,  Chamberlain  continued  to  wo^^ 
to  achieve  his  seven-point  settlement  with  Hitler  in  the  hope  that 
could  suddenly  present  it  to  the  British  electorate  as  a  prelude  to 
triumphant  General  Election  which  he  planned  for  the  winter  of 
1940.  Of  these  three  causes,  the  first,  to  gain  time  for  rearmament, 
the  least  important,  although  it  was  the  one  most  readily  used  to  )USti  . 
secret  concessions  when  they  were  found  out.  This  is  clear  from  the  na 
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of  the  concessions.  These  were  frequently  such  as  to  strengthen 
Germany  rather  than  to  gain  time  for  Britain. 

1  lie  projects  of  the  anti-Bolsheviks  and  the  “three-bloc-world”  sup-  I 
porters  w  ere  too  dangerous  to  admit  publicly,  but  they  were  sufficiently  i 
Hell  know  n  in  Berlin  to  lead  to  the  belief,  even  in  moderate  circles,  that  i 
Britain  w  ould  never  go  to  war  for  Poland.  For  e.xample,  Weizsacker, 
the  German  secretary  of  state,  chided  Nevile  Henderson  in  June  1939 
^or  abandoning  his  often-repeated  statement  that  “England  desired  to  re-  I 

tain  the  sea;  the  European  Continent  could  he  left  to  Germany.”  How'-  | 

^ver,  these  tw'o  groups,  although  still  active  in  1939,  and  even  in  1940,  | 

had  not  originally  envisaged  the  complete  destruction  of  Czechoslovakia  j 

Poland.  They  had  expected  that  Hitler  would  get  the  Sudentenland,  j 

I^anzig,  and  perhaps  the  Polish  Corridor  and  that  he  would  then  be  j 

stal)ili/.ed  between  the  “oceanic  bloc”  and  the  Soviet  Union,  with  contact 
with  the  latter  across  the  Baltic  States.  It  was  expected  that  a  rump 
Czechoslovakia  and  a  rump  Poland  would  be  able  to  surx'ivc  between 
Germany  and  Russia,  as  Holland  or  Sw’itzerland  could  survive  betw-een 
^he  oceanic  bloc  and  Germany.  Moreover,  the  “three-bloc-w'orld”  sup¬ 
porters  never  wanted  Hitler  to  drive  southward  either  to  the  Adriatic 
to  the  Aegean.  Accordingly,  although  divided  in  respect  to  Romania 
®tid  the  Black  Sea,  the\'  were  determined  to  support  Turkey  and  Greece 
“gainst  both  Germany  and  Italy. 

As  a  consequence  of  these  hidden  and  conflicting  forces,  the  history  of 
jnternational  relations  from  September  1938  to  September  1939  or  even 
‘“ter  is  neither  simple  nor  consistent.  In  general,  the  key  to  everything 
H'as  the  position  of  Britain,  for  the  aims  of  the  other  countries  concerned 
^cre  relatively  simple.  As  a  result  of  the  dualistic  or,  as  Lord  Halifax’s 
Biographer  calls  it,  “dyarchic”  policy  of  Britain,  there  were  not  only 
policies  but  two  groups  carrying  them  out.  The  Foreign  Office  un- 
Ber  Lord  Halifax  tried  to  satisfy  the  public  demand  for  an  end  to  ap¬ 
peasement  and  the  construction  of  a  united  front  against  Germany.  j 
Ghamberlain  with  his  own  personal  group,  including  Sir  Horace  Wilson,  s 

yir  John  Simon,  and  Sir  Samuel  Hoare,  sought  to  make  secret  conces-  j 

sions  to  Hitler  in  order  to  achieve  a  general  Anglo-German  settlement 
1111  the  basis  of  the  seven  points.  The  one  policy  was  public;  the  other  j 

'Has  .secret.  Since  the  Foreign  Office  knew'  of  both,  it  tried  to  build  up  : 

“peace  front”  against  Germany  so  that  it  w'ould  look  sufficiently  j 

'Tiposing  to  satisfy  public  opinion  in  England  and  to  drive  Hitler  to  { 

his  desires  by  negotiation  rather  than  by  force  so  that  public  opinion 
*?.  ^"Uglsind  would  not  force  the  government  to  declare  a  war  that  they  j 

id  not  Want  in  order  to  remain  in  office.  This  complex  plan  broke  down  1 

localise  Hitler  was  determined  to  have  a  war  merely  for  the  personal  j 

Hniotional  thrill  of  wielding  great  power,  while  the  effort  to  make  a  J 

P^ace  front”  sufficiently  collapsible  so  that  it  could  be  cast  aside  if  Hitler  | 
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either  obtained  his  goals  bv  negotiation  or  made  a  general  settlement 
with  Chamberlain  merely  resulted  in  making  a  “peace  front”  which  was 
so  weak  it  could  neither  maintain  peace  by  the  threat  of  force  nor  w>n 
a  war  y  hcn  peace  was  lost.  Aboye  all,  these  involved  maneuvers  drove 
the  Soviet  Union  into  the  arms  of  Hitler. 

This  comple.v  scheme  meant  that  the  British  government  accepte 
the  events  of  March  15th  except  for  feeble  protests.  These  were  di¬ 
rected  less  against  the  deed  itself  than  against  the  risk  of  agitating  public 
opinion  by  the  deed.  On  .March  15th  Chamberlain  told  the  Commons 
that  he  accepted  the  seizure  of  Czechoslovakia,  and  refused  to  accuse 
Hitler  of  bad  faith.  But  two  days  later,  when  the  howds  of  rage  fco'’’ 
the  British  public  showed  that  he  had  misjudged  the  electorate,  I'C 
went  to  his  constituency  in  Birmingham  on  .March  17th  and  denounce 
the  seizure.  However,  nothing  was  done  e.vcept  to  recall  Henderson 
from  Berlin  “for  consultations”  and  cancel  a  visit  to  Berlin  by  1 1 
president  of  the  Board  of  Trade  planned  for  March  17-20.  The  seizuic 
was  declared  illegal  but  was  recognized  in  fact  at  once,  and  efforts 
were  made  to  recognize  it  in  law  by  establishing  a  British  consulate 
general  accredited  to  Germany  at  Prague.  Moreover,  6,000,000 
Czech  gold  reserves  in  London  were  turned  over  to  Germany  wit 
the  puny,  and  untrue,  e.xcuse  that  the  British  government  could  not 
give  orders  to  the  Bank  of  England  (.May  1939). 

The  German  acquisition  of  the  Czech  gold  in  London  was  but  one 
episode  in  an  e.xtensive,  and  largely  secret,  plan  for  economic  coiices 
sions  to  Germany.  For  Chamberlain  and  his  friends,  the  Czechoslova 
crisis  of  March  1939  was  merely  an  annoying  interruption  to  their 
efforts  to  make  a  general  agreement  with  Germany  in  terms  of  r  e 
seven  points  we  have  already  mentioned.  These  efforts  had  been  inrer 
rupted  after  March  3,  1938  by  the  Czechoslovak  crisis  of  that 
but  they  remained  the  chief  item  in  Chamberlain’s  plans,  and  he  trie 
to  get  Hitler  to  discuss  these  projects  when  the  two  leaders  came  fuc^ 
to  face  on  September  15th  at  Berchtesgaden.  Hitler  interrupted, 
turned  the  discussion  at  once  to  the  crisis.  Again,  after  the  Muui 
agreement  was  signed  on  September  30th,  Cliamberlain  tried  to  g 
Der  Fiihrer  to  discuss  a  general  settlement,  but  he  was  evaded,  f 
process  was  continued  for  a  year,  Chamberlain  and  his  friends  propo 
ing  concessions  and  Hitler  either  evading  or  ignoring  them.  There 
a  slight  change,  however,  after  September  1938:  Chamberlain’s  pro] 
was  widened  to  include  economic  concessions,  and  the  efforts 
achieve  it  became  increasingly  secret,  especially  after  the  events 
.March  1939. 

After  September,  1938,  the  seven-point  project  was  broadenea 
adding  an  eighth  point;  economic  support  for  Germany,  especially 
exploiting  eastern  Europe.  The  German  economic  situation  M'as  criti 
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the  end  of  1938  because  of  the  speed  of  rearmament,  the  expense 
‘^nd  economic  disruption  arising  from  the  mobilization  of  1938,  and 
great  shortage  of  foreign  exchange,  which  hampered  the  importa- 
^on  of  necessary  commodities.  Goring,  as  commissioner  of  the  Four- 
^ear  Economic  Plan,  presented  these  facts  at  a  secret  conference  on 
y«ober  14,  19:58.  In  the  course  of  his  speech  he  spoke  roughly  as 
follows: 

“I  am  faced  with  unheard-of  difficulties.  The  Treasury  is  empty;  in- 
ustrial  capacity  is  crammed  with  orders  for  many  years.  In  spite  of 
^ese  difficulties,  I  am  going  to  go  ahead  under  all  circumstances, 
memoranda  are  no  help;  I  want  only  positive  proposals.  If  necessary,  I 
going  to  convert  the  economy  with  brutal  methods  to  achieye  this 
“•ni.  The  time  has  come  for  private  enterprise  to  show  if  it  has  a  right 
’■o  continued  existence.  If  it  fails,  I  am  going  over  to  state  enterprise 
regardless.  I  am  going  to  make  barbaric  use  of  the  full  powers  given 
'rre  by  the  Fiihrer.  All  the  aims  and  plans  of  the  state,  the  party,  and 
agencies  which  are  not  along  this  line  must  be  rejected  pitilessly, 
eological  problems  cannot  be  solved  novy,  there  will  be  time  for 
later.  I  warn  against  making  promises  to  labor  which  I  cannot 
eep.  desires  of  the  Labor  Front  must  sink  into  the  background, 
ustry  must  be  fully  converted.  An  immediate  investigation  of  pro- 
plants  is  to  be  started  to  determine  whether  they  can  be  con- 
_^^ed  for  armaments  or  export,  or  whether  they  are  to  be  closed  down. 

c  problem  of  the  machine-tool  industry  comes  first  in  this.  ...  It 
•'ernains  now  to  decide  who  is  going  to  carry  out  this  task— the  state 
self-administered  industry.” 

but  governments  were  aware  of  these  German  problems, 

1  instead  of  seeking  to  increase  them,  thev^  sought  to  alleviate  them, 
len  economic  and  political  duress  was  put  by  Germany  on  the 
Untries  of  southeastern  Europe  in  October  and  November  1938, 
amberlain  defended  Germany’s  right  to  do  so  in  the  House  of  Com- 
jl^°ns-  No  economic  support  was  granted  to  these  countries  to  help 
to  resist,  except  for  a  loan  to  Turkey.  On  the  contrary,  the 
ish  government,  through  the  Federation  of  British  Industries,  began 
^  'Negotiate  with  Germany  to  create  a  complete  system  of  industrial 
for  "  cartels  dividing  the  world’s  markets  and  fixing  prices 

ain’  industrial  groups.  A  coal  agreement  was  signed,  at  Brit- 

H’as  January  1939,  and  a  general  agreement 

signed  between  the  Federation  of  British  Industries  and  the  Reichs- 
Industrie  on  March  16,  1939. 

or  H’  of  January  30,  1939,  Hitler  had  said,  “We  must  export 

Q  T "  o  weeks  later  the  British  government  sent  Frank  Ashton- 
in  to  Berlin  “to  find  out,  if  possible,  what  roads  are  still  open 
Economic  recovery  and  reconstruction  and  might,  therefore,  be 
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worth  pursuing,  and  what  roads  are  closed.”  On  March  5th  he  reported 
that  Germany’s  critical  economic  situation  was  caused  by  its  politics 
actions  in  1938  and  that  it  must  now  turn  to  economic  actions  for 
1939.  This,  he  felt,  “implies  though  it  does  not  necessitate,  some  limita¬ 
tion  of  the  armaments  race;  secondly,  it  means  that  Germany  must  loo 
towards  the  United  Kingdom  for  assistance  or  cooperation  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  sphere.”  He  listed  the  concessions  that  the  Germans  wanteOi 
and  concluded,  “We  should  not  ignore  the  possibilities  of  a  more  peace¬ 
ful  development;  and  we  should  not  put  Hitler  in  a  position  to  say 
that  once  again  he  made  an  offer  of  cooperation  to  England  and  that 
that  offer  was  pushed  aside.”  Accordingly,  the  discussions  continue 
and  the  British  government  announced  that  the  president  of  the  Boa 
of  Trade,  Oliver  Stanley,  would  go  to  Berlin  on  March  17th. 

The  British  military  attache  in  Berlin  protested  as  violently  a® 
dared  against  this  economic  appeasement  in  a  letter  of  February 
saying:  “We  can  only  reduce  the  speed  and  scope  of  the  universa 
armaments  race  by  forcing  a  reduction  of  tempo  on  Germany. 
many  is  apparentl\'  now  in  dire  economic  straits.  We  have  not 
the  economic  screw'— Germany  has  tightened  it  down  herself— atid  ^  ' 
surely  unsound  for  us  to  ease  it  before  Germany  has  made  an 
to  do  so  herself.  From  the  military  point  of  view,  concessions  J 

us  to  the  present  regime  in  Germany  are  generally  to  be  deplorcj 
The  opposition  in  Germany  and  our  potential  allies  in  a  possible  war^^ 
above  all,  America,  are  becoming  more  and  more  convinced  of 
weakness  and  lack  of  will  or  power  to  stand  up  to  Germany.”  . 

When  the  Bohemian  crisis  broke  on  March  15,  1939,  Chamber 
announced  that  Oliver  Stanley’s  visit  to  Berlin  that  weekend  tvoul 
postponed  but  that  the  economic  conversations  between  the 
and  German  industrial  associations  w'ere  continuing.  Public  outcry 
tinued  so  high  that  on  iMarch  28th  it  was  announced  that  these 
ations  were  being  broken  off  because  of  disturbed  public  opinion.  ^ 
ever,  on  April  2nd,  only  five  dav's  later,  the  German  commercia 
tache  in  London  was  secretly  informed  that  the  British  w'cre  rea  y 
reopen  the  discussions.  The  amazing  fact  is  that  the  British  uni  a 
guarantee  to  Poland  was  given  on  .March  31st,  e.xactly  halfw'ay 
the  public  breaking  off  and  the  secret  resumption  of  the  economic 
gotiations.  It  should  perhaps  be  mentioned  that  France  throughout^^ 
period  was  also  negotiating  trade  agreements  to  send  raw 
Germany  as  a  result  of  a  preliminary  agreement  signed  during  Hi 
trap’s  visit  to  Paris  earlv  in  December  1938.  Although  the  docum 
tion  is  not  complete,  we  know  that  this  French-German  agreement 
in  final  draft  by  .March  nth.  ijgtl 

In  spite  of  these  concessions  Hitler  was  thirsting  for  w'ar,  and 
to  every  concession  with  a  new'  bombshell  which  disturbed  ^ 
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-  opinion  once  more.  In  November  1938  the  Germans  engaged 
several  days  of  sustained  atrocities  against  the  Jews,  destroying  their 
b  petty,  razing  their  temples,  assaulting  their  persons,  and  concluded 
on  Jews  of  Germany  a  collective  fine  or  assessment  of 

th  *  reichsmarks.  This  was  followed  by  a  series  of  laws  excluding 
^Jews  from  the  economic  life  of  Germanv. 
j  ^  outrage  at  these  actions  was  still  high  when,  in  December, 
^  3  -  the  Germans  announced  that  they  were  increasing  their  sub¬ 
die  from  45  percent  to  100  percent  of  Britain’s,  as  provided  in 

don  '‘^35>  uod  were  remodeling  two  cruisers  under  construc- 

"  roni  6-inch-gun  to  8-inch-gun  vessels.  Every  effort  by  Britain  to 
uade  Germans-  not  to  do  so  or  even  to  word  their  announcement 
Pi  "diich  w  ould  allay  public  opinion  was  rebuffed  b\"  Germany. 

At^h''  '^'urch  came  the  complete  destruction  of  Czechoslovakia, 
u  same  time  pressure  began  to  be  applied  to  Poland. 

f^pened  its  negotiations  with  Poland  in  a  fairly  friendly 
'vide°'^  24,  1938.  It  asked  for  Danzig  and  a  strip  a  kilometer 

rail  ^  Polish  Corridor  to  provide  a  highway  and  four-track 

in  J^'ider  German  sovereignty.  Poland’s  economic  and  harbor  rights 
Was  were  to  be  guaranteed  and  the  “corridor  across  the  Corridor” 
din  isolated  from  Polish  communication  facilities  b\’  bridging  or 

®  ^rig.  Germany  also  wanted  Poland  to  join  an  anti-Russian  bloc, 
cei-f  things  were  granted,  Germany  was  prepared  to  make 

tiers^*'^  ^°'’'^‘^*sions  to  Poland,  to  guarantee  the  country’s  existing  fron- 
1  to  extend  the  Nonaggression  Pact  of  1934  for  twenty-five  years, 
J5  p  the  independence  of  Slovakia,  and  to  dispose  of  Ruthenia 

Th  wished.  These  suggestions  were  generally  rejected  by  Poland. 

repeated  by  Germany  with  increased  emphasis  on  .March 
to  I  •  same  time,  the  Germans  were  using  pressure  on  Romania 

On  economic  agreement,  which  was  signed  on  March  23rd. 

'^utun  ‘7th  London  received  a  false  report  of  a  German  ulti- 

his  Romania.  Lord  Halifax  lost  his  head  and,  without  checking 

sent  telegrams  to  Greece,  Turkey,  Poland,  Bulgaria, 
the  ^  Soviet  Union  asking  what  each  country  was  prepared  to  do  in 
“  German  aggression  against  Romania.  Four  replied  by 
what  it  was  prepared  to  do,  but  .Moscow  suggested  an 
'“ania  '  t^onference  in  Bucharest  of  France,  Britain,  Poland,  Ro- 
gj.  the  Soviet  Union  to  try  to  form  a  united  front  against  ag- 

'''3‘tt'ed^  ^^^^tch  18,  1939).  T^his  was  rebuffed  by  Lord  Halifax,  who 
suit  in  more  than  an  agreement  among  these  states  to  con- 

to  jj  ^  ^tisis,  as  if  they  would  not  do  so  anyway.  Poland  w  as  reluctant 
Lonj  agreement  involving  Russia.  How-ever,  when  news  reached 

Hitler’s  demands  on  Poland,  Britain  suddenly  issued  a  uni¬ 
guarantee  of  the  latter  state  (March  31st).  This  was  extended 


648  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

to  Romania  and  Greece  after  Italy’s  attack  on  Albania  (April  13th)- 

The  text  of  Chamberlain’s  guarantee  to  Poland  is  of  extreme  import 
ance.  He  said:  “Certain  consultations  are  now  proceeding  with  ot  ^ 
governments.  In  order  to  make  perfectly  clear  the  position  01 
Majesty’s  Government  in  the  meantime,  before  those  consultations  a 
concluded,  I  now  have  to  inform  the  House  [of  Commons]  that  ^'^rt^S 
that  period,  in  the  event  of  any'  action  which  clearly  threatened  Po' 
independence  and  which  the  Polish  Government  accordingly  con 
sidered  it  vital  to  resist  with  their  national  forces,  His  Majesty’s  Go 
emment  would  feel  themselves  bound  at  once  to  lend  the  Polish  Govern 
ment  all  support  in  their  power.” 

This  was  an  extraordinarv  assurance.  The  British  government 
1918  had  resolutely  refused  any  bilateral  agreement  guaranteeing 
state  in  western  Europe.  Now  thev  were  making  a  imilaternl  declaration 
in  which  they  obtained  nothing  but  in  which  they  guaranteed  a 
in  eastern  Europe,  and  thev  were  giving  that  state  the  responsibi  ; 
of  deciding  u'hen  that  guarantee  would  take  effect,  something 
unprecedented.  A  little  thought  will  show  that  all  these  strange  features 
really  stultify  the  guarantee,  and  the  net  result  tvas  to  leave  the  situatio 
exactly  where  it  had  been  before,  except  that  a  very  severe 
had  been  conveyed  in  this  fashion  to  Germany  to  use  negotiation  a 
not  force.  If  Germany  used  force  against  Poland,  public  opinion  * 
Britain  would  force  Britain  to  declare  war  whether  there  was  a  guarao 
tee  or  not.  , 

The  fact  that  Chamberlain’s  guarantee  was  temporary  and  uniiiu 
left  the  British  free  to  cancel  it  when  necessary.  The  fact  that  it 
anteed  Poland’s  “independence”  and  not  its  territorial  integrity 
way  open  for  Germany  to  get  Danzig  or  the  Corridor  by  negotiation 
and  the  fact  that  it  came  into  effect  when  Poland  wished  mad^  * 
impossible  for  Britain  or  British  public  opinion  to  refuse  to  accept  aoy 
change  which  Poland  worked  out  in  negotiation  with  Hitler.  'V 
of  these  points  uere  recognized  by  the  German  government.  T^^^ 
w'ere  pointed  out  in  The  Times  of  April  1st  and  accepted  by  Cham  0 
lain. 

The  guarantee  was  accepted  by  Bonnet,  who,  as  long  ago  as  Noveffi^ 
ber,  had  said  that  he  wanted  to  get  rid  of  both  the  Franco-Polish  a 
the  Franco-Soviet  alliances. 

If  the  chief  purpose  of  the  unilateral  guarantee  to  Poland  'vas 
frighten  Germany,  it  had  precisely  the  opposite  effect.  On  hearing 
it,  Hitler  made  his  decision:  to  attack  Poland  by  September  i-  ^ 
to  this  effect  were  issued  to  the  German  Army  on  April  3,  and  t 
plans  for  Operation  AVhite,  as  it  was  called,  were  ready  on  Aprn  i  ^ 
On  April  28,  in  a  public  speech  to  the  Reichstag,  Hitler 
the  Anglo-German  Naval  Agreement  of  1935  and  the  Gernian-1 0 
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Nonaggression  Pact  of  1934.  He  also  announced  the  terms  he  had 
offered  Poland  which  had  been  rejected.  As  a  result,  negotiations  broke 
off  between  the  two  Powers  and  were  never  really  resumed.  Instead, 
crisis  was  intensified  by  provocative  acts  on  both  sides. 

On  May  22  a  German-Italian  alliance  was  signed,  the  “Pact  of 
“•^oel,”  as  .Mussolini  called  it.  Here,  again,  the  wording  was  important. 
^  Was  a  clearly  aggressive  alliance,  since  the  parties  promised  to  sup¬ 
port  each  other,  not  against  “unprovoked  attack,”  as  was  customary, 
in  all  cases.  At  the  signing,  Germany  was  told  flatly  that  Italy 
^ould  not  make  war  before  1943  and  that  the  approaching  war  would 
^  a  “war  of  exhaustion.”  The  very  ne.xt  day,  Alay  23,  1939,  Hitler 
old  a  secret  conference  with  his  generals.  In  the  course  of  a  lengthy 

speech  he  said: 


Danzig  is  not  the  subject  of  this  dispute  at  all.  It  is  a  question  of 
^^panding  our  living  space  in  the  East  and  of  securing  our  food  sup- 
Pies,  and  the  settlement  of  the  Baltic  problems.  Food  supplies  can  be 
oxpected  only  from  thinlv  populated  areas.  Over  and  above  the  natural 
on:ility,  thoroughgoing  German  exploitation  will  increase  production 
^'lorrnously.  There  is  no  other  possibility  in  Europe.  Beware  of  gifts  of 
°  onial  territory.  These  do  not  solve  the  food  problem.  Remember— 
ot-'kade.  If  fate  brings  us  into  conflict  with  the  West,  possession  of 
extensive  areas  in  the  East  will  be  advantageous.  We  shall  be  able  to 
^pect  excellent  harvests  even  less  in  wartime  than  in  time  of  peace. 

e  population  of  these  non-German  areas  will  perform  no  military 
is  ■  available  as  a  source  of  labor.  The  Polish  problem 

inseparable  from  conflict  with  the  West.  .  .  .  Poland  sees  danger  in  a 
'victory  in  the  West  and  will  attempt  to  rob  us  of  a  victory 
is>  therefore,  no  question  of  sparing  Poland,  and  we  are 
With  the  decision:  To  attack  Folaiid  at  the  first  suitable  opportu- 
Wa^  ^unnot  expect  a  repetition  of  the  Czech  affair.  There  will  be 
job  is  to  isolate  Poland.  The  success  of  this  isolation  will  be 
give  factor.  Therefore,  the  Fiihrer  must  reserve  the  decision  to 

With  order  to  attack.  There  must  be  no  simultaneous  conflict 

Western  Powers  [France  and  England).  ...  If  there  were  an 
France,  England,  and  Russia.  I  would  have  to  attack  England 
Pe  with  a  few  annihilating  blows.  I  doubt  the  possibility  of  a 

Co  ft-  ^  ^^’■*^*oment  with  England.  We  must  prepare  ourselves  for  the 
wilier*^  ^’’glaod  sees  in  our  development  the  foundation  of  a  hegemony 
1  ^''ould  weaken  England.  England  is  therefore  our  enemv^  and 


wliicl  ^”S*and  sees  in  our  development  the  foundation  of  a  hegemony 
the  ^  weaken  Ene^land.  England  is  therefore  our  enemy,  and 

with  England  will  be  a  life-and-death  struggle.” 

^‘W'e  of  this  misunderstanding  and  hatred  on  the  part  of  Hitler, 


nriict  with  England  will  be  a  life-and-death  struggle.” 
w  face  of  this  misunderstanding  and  hatred  on  the  part  of  Hitler, 
J  flic  full  knowledge  that  he  had  everv’  intention  of  attacking 
’  Britain  made  no  real  effort  to  build  up  a  peace  front,  and 
'^'cd  to  try  to  make  concessions  to  Hitler.  Although  the  British 
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unilateral  guarantee  to  Poland  was  made  into  a  mutual  guarantee  of 
April  6,  Pt)land  guaranteed  Britain’s  “independence”  in  exaetK'  the 
same  terms  as  Britain  had  guaranteed  that  of  Poland  on  A  larch  31st- 
No  British-Polish  alliance  was  signed  until  August  25th,  the  same  ditV' 
on  which  Hitler  ordered  the  attack  on  Poland  to  begin  on  August 
26th.  Worse  than  this,  no  military  agreements  were  made  as  to  hoW 
Britain  and  Poland  would  cooperate  in  war.  A  British  military  mission 
did  manage  to  get  to  Warsaw  on  July  19th,  but  it  did  nothing.  Further¬ 
more,  economic  support  to  rearm  Poland  was  given  late,  in  inadequate 
amounts,  and  in  an  unworkable  form.  There  was  talk  of  a  British  loan 


to  Poland  of  /loo  million  in  May;  on  August  1st  Poland  finally  got 
a  credit  for  $8,163,300  at  a  time  when  all  London  was  buzzing  about  a 
secret  loan  of  / 1,000,000,000  from  Britain  to  German}". 

The  effects  of  such  actions  on  Germans-  can  be  seen  in  the  minutes 
of  a  secret  conference  between  Hitler  and  his  generals  held  on  August 
22nd.  The  Fiihrer  said:  “The  following  is  characteristic  of  Englau^' 
Poland  wanted  a  loan  from  England  for  rearmament.  England,  how¬ 
ever,  gave  only  a  credit  to  make  sure  that  Poland  buys  in  England' 
although  England  cannot  deliver.  This  means  that  England  does  not 


really  want  to  support  Poland.” 

Perhaps  even  more  surprising  is  the  fact  that  France,  which  ha 
had  an  alliance  with  Poland  since  1921,  had  no  military  conversations 
with  Poland  after  1925,  e.xcept  that  in  August  1936  Poland  was  givef 
2, 000,000, ofx)  francs  as  a  rearmament  loan  (Rambouillet  Agreenientb 
and  on  Mav  19,  1939,  the  Polish  minister  of  war  signed  an  agreement  m 
Paris  b\'  which  France  promised  full  air  support  to  Poland  on  the  fif®'^ 
day  of  war,  local  skirmishing  by  the  third  day,  and  a  full-scale  offensive 
on  the  sixteenth  day.  On  August  23rd  General  Gamelin  informed 
government  that  no  military  support  could  be  given  to  Poland  m  t 
event  of  war  until  the  spring  of  1940  and  that  a  full-scale  offensive  co 
not  be  made  by  France  before  1941-1942.  Poland  w’as  never  informe 
of  this  change,  and  seems  to  have  entered  the  war  on  September  1 
in  the  belief  that  a  full-scale  offensive  would  be  made  against  German) 


in  the  west  during  September. 

The  failure  to  support  Poland  by  binding  political,  economic,  a^^^ 
military  obligations  in  the  period  before  August  23rd  was  probably 
liberate,  in  the  hope  that  this  would  force  Poland  to  negotiate 
Hitler.  If  so,  it  w  as  a  complete  failure.  Poland  was  so  encouraged 
British  guarantee  that  it  not  only  refused  to  make  concessions  but  a^-^^ 
prevented  the  reopening  of  negotiations  by  one  excuse  after  ano 
until  the  last  day  of  peace.  This  was  quite  agreeable  to  Hitlct  a'^^ 
Ribbentrop.  When  Count  Gano,  the  Italian  foreign  minister, 
had  been  kept  completely  in  the  dark  by  the  Germans,  visited  R* 
trop  on  August  i  ith  he  asked  his  host:  “AYhat  do  you  want?  The  Corn 
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or  Danzig?  .  .  .  ‘Not  any  longer.’  And  he  fixed  on  me  those  cold  .  .  . 

of  his.  ‘We  want  war.’  ”  Ciano  was  shocked,  and  spent  two  days 
I’D’iog,  quite  vainly,  to  persuade  Ribbentrop  and  Hitler  that  war  was 
'nipossible  for  several  years. 

In  the  light  of  these  facts  the  British  efforts  to  reach  a  settlement 
Hitler,  and  their  reluctance  to  make  an  alliance  with  Russia,  were 
''^ry  unrealistic.  Nevertheless,  thev’  continued  to  exhort  the  Poles  to 
*'^open  negotiations  with  Hitler,  and  continued  to  inform  the  German 
government  that  the  justice  of  their  claims  to  Danzig  and  the  Corridor 
'vere  recognized  but  that  these  claims  must  be  fulfilled  by  peaceful 
nieans  and  that  force  would  be  inevitably  he  met  by  force.  On  the 
other  hand,  they  argued,  a  German  agreement  to  use  negotiation  would 
tiniately  bring  them  the  possibility  of  a  disarmament  agreement, 
0  onial  acquisitions,  and  economic  concessions  in  a  settlement  with 
England. 

The  same  point  of  view  had  been  clearly  put  by  Lord  Halifax  at 
3tham  House  on  June  29th.  The  key  was  “no  use  of  force,  but 
oogotiations,”  then  a  chance  to  settle  “the  colonial  problem,  the  questions 
r^'v  materials,  trade  barriers,  Lebensramn,  the  limitations  of  arma- 
Oients,  and  other  issues.  This  emphasis  on  methods,  v  ith  the  accom¬ 
panying  neglect  of  the  balance  of  power,  the  rights  of  small  nations,  or 
e  danger  of  German  hegemony  in  Europe,  w  as  maintained  throughout. 
'  Oreover,  the  British  continued  to  emphasize  that  the  controversy  was 
°''er  Danzig,  when  everyone  else  knew  that  Danzig  was  merely  a  detail, 
an  almo.st  indefensible  detail.  The  real  issue  was  Germany’s  plan  to 
.  estroy  Poland  as  one  more  step  on  the  w  a\'  to  the  complete  domination 

Europe.  ■ 

Danzig  was  no  issue  on  which  to  fight  a  world  war,  but  it  was  an 
on  which  negotiation  was  almost  mandatory  I'liis  ma\  have 
^^n  why  Britain  insisted  that  it  was  the  chief  issue.  But  because  it 
''as  not  the  chief  issue,  Poland  refused  to  negotiate  because  it  feared 
if  negotiation  began  it  would  lead  to  another  Munich  in  which 
“  the  Powers  would  join  together  to  partition  Poland.  Danzig  was  a 
poor  issue  for  a  war  because  it  was  a  free  city  under  the  supendsion  of 
®  League  of  Nations,  and,  while  it  was  within  the  Polish  customs 
under  Polish  economic  control,  it  was  already  controlled  politically 
y  tile  local  Nazi  Party  under  a  German  Gauleiter,  and  would  at  any 


"lonient 


vote  to  join  Germany  if  Hitler  consented, 
n  the  midst  of  all  these  confusions,  the  British  opened  negotiations 
pt  Russia  to  join  the  “Peace  Front.”  Although  the  documents 
ably  never  will  be  published  on  the  Soviet  side,  the  course  of  the 
^^j^p'tins  is  fairly  clear.  Both  sides  thoroughly  distrusted  each  other, 
IS  highly  doubtful  if  either  wanted  an  agreement  except  on 
IS  which  were  unacceptable  to  the  other.  Chamberlain  w'as  very 


anti-Bolshev^ik,  and  the  Russians,  w^ho  had  seen  him  perform  in  regar 
to  Ethiopia,  Spain,  and  Czechoslov'akia,  were  not  convinced  that 
had  finallv  decided  to  stand  up  to  Hitler.  In  fact,  he  had  not.  A 
words  on  this  last  point  are  relevant  here. 

We  have  mentioned  that  the  economic  discussions  between  Britain 
and  Germany,  which  were  publicly  broken  off  on  March  28th,  were 
secretly  reopened  five  days  later.  We  do  not  know  what  became  0 
these,  but,  about  July  20th,  Helmuth  Wohlthat,  Reich  commissioner 
for  the  Four- Year  Plan,  who  was  in  London  at  an  international 
ing  conference,  was  approached  with  an  amazing  proposition  by  _ 
Hudson,  secretary  to  the  Department  of  Overseas  Trade.  Altlwug 
Wohlthat  had  no  powers,  he  listened  to  Hudson  and  later  to  Sir  Horat^® 
Wilson,  Chamberlain’s  personal  representative,  but  rejected  their  sug 
gestion  that  he  meet  Chamberlain.  Wilson  offered  (i)  a  nonaggression 
pact  with  Germany,  (2)  a  delimitation  of  spheres  of  interest,  (3)  colonia 
conce,ssions  in  Africa  along  the  lines  already  mentioned,  (4)  an  econoni^^ 
agreement,  and  (5)  a  disarmament  agreement.  One  sentence  of  Dirkson^ 
report  on  this  matter  is  significant.  It  says,  “Sir  Horace  Wilson  de 
itely  told  Herr  Wohlthat  that  the  conclusion  of  a  nonaggression  p® 
would  enable  Britain  to  rid  herself  of  her  commitments  vis-a-vis  Polati 
That  Chamberlain  wanted  a  nonaggression  pact  with  Germany 
stated  by  him  publicly  on  .May  3rd,  only  five  days  after  Hitler  denounce 
his  nonaggression  pact  with  Poland. 

Dirksen’s  report  of  July  21st  continued:  “Sir  Horace  Wilson 
said  that  it  was  contemplated  holding  new  elections  in  Britain  this 
tumn.  From  the  point  of  view  of  purely  domestic  political  j. 

was  all  one  to  the  Government  whether  the  elections  were  held  un 
the  cry  ‘Be  Ready  for  a  Coming  War!’  or  under  the  cry  ‘A 
Understanding  with  Germany  in  Prospect  and  Achievable!’  It 
obtain  the  backing  of  the  electors  for  either  of  these  cries  and  assure 
rule  for  another  five  years.  Naturally,  it  preferred  the  peaceful  erV- 

News  of  these  negotiations  leaked  out,  apparently  from  the  Freu  > 
who  wished  to  break  them  off,  but  the  rumor  was  that  the  discussio^^ 
were  concerned  with  Chamberlain’s  efforts  to  give  Germany  a  loan 
^  i,ooo,ooo,<x)o.  This  is  not  supported  by  the  documents.  This  ou  r 
however,  made  it  difficult  to  carry  on  the  discussions,  especially  as  1  ^ 
and  Ribbentrop  were  not  interested.  But  Chamberlain  kept  Lord 
man  busy  training  to  be  the  chief  economic  negotiator  in  the  gre*^  . 
tlement  he  envisaged.  On  July  29th,  Kordt,  the  German  charge  d 
in  London,  had  a  long  talk  with  Charles  Roden  Buxton,  acting,  Be 
lieved,  on  behalf  of  Chamberlain.  It  was  along  the  same  lines.  These  ®  .j_ 
were  repeated  in  a  highly  secret  conversation  between  Dirksen  and 
son  in  the  latter’s  residence  on  August  3rd.  Wilson  wanted  a  four-fo 
pact,  a  free  hand  for  Germany  in  eastern  Europe,  a  colonial  agreei 
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economic  agreement,  and  so  forth.  Dirksen’s  record  of  this  conversa- 
tion  then  reads: 

“After  recapitulating  his  conversation  with  Wohlthat,  Sir  Horace  Wi\- 
expatiated  at  length  on  the  great  risk  Chamberlain  would  incur  by 
starting  confidential  negotiations  with  the  German  government.  If  any- 
^ing  about  them  were  to  leak  out,  there  would  be  a  grand  scandal  and 
pianiberlain  would  probably  be  forced  to  resign.”  Dirksen  did  not  see 
how  any  binding  agreement  could  be  reached  under  conditions  such  as 
^his,  “for  example,  owing  to  Hudson’s  indiscretion,  another  visit  of  Herr 
^ohlthat  to  London  was  out  of  the  question.”  To  this,  'W'ilson  suggested 
^hat  “the  two  emissaries  could  meet  in  Switzerland  or  elsewhere.”  It 
"'as  pointed  out  by  Wilson  that  if  Britain  could  get  a  nonaggression  pact 
Germany,  it  would  adopt  a  noninten'ention  policy  in  respect  to 
reater  Germanv.  This  would  embrace  the  Danzig  question,  for  ex¬ 
ample. 

It  is  clear  that  these  negotiations  were  not  a  purely  personal  policy 
®  Chamberlain’s  but  were  known  to  the  Foreign  Office.  For  example, 
August  9th  Lord  Halifax  repeated  much  of  the  political  portion  of 
ese  conversations.  After  Munich,  he  said,  he  had  looked  forward  to 
.  ty  years  of  peace,  with  “Germany  the  dominant  power  on  the  con- 
,  with  predominant  rights  in  southeastern  Europe,  particularly  in 
^  field  of  commercial  policv;  Britain  would  engage  only  in  moderate 
Sue  m  that  area;  in  Western  Europe,  Britain  and  France  protected  from 
^onflicts  with  Gemiany  by  the  lines  of  fortification  on  both  sides  and 
favoring  to  retain  and  develop  their  possessions  by  defensive  means; 
be’  with  America;  friendship  with  Portugal;  Spain  for  the  time 

''ig  an  indefinite  factor  which  for  the  ne.xt  few  years  at  least  would 
an  have  to  hold  aloof  from  all  combinations  of  pow  ers;  Russia 

out-of-the-way,  vast  and  scarcely  surveyable  territory;  Britain  bent 
^  her  .Mediterranean  communications  wfith  the  dominions 

o  ,’’h®  Far  East.”  This  was  “three-bloc- world”  talk  straight  from  All 
s  College  or  Cliveden. 

Was  almost  impossible  to  keep  negotiations  such  as  these,  or  rather 
Po.sed  negotiations,  secret.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  rumors  about 
cien  *^he  Russians  in  July  1939  and,  by  strengthening  their  an- 

"'ith  Britain,  made  them  decide  to  avoid  any  agreement 

ritain  and  to  take  instead  the  nonaggression  pact  offered  by  Hitler. 
^  outburst  of  public  rage  at  Russia  for  doing  this  by  Britain  and 
'^ow  seems  singularly  inappropriate  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
the  f  was  trying  to  do  the  same  thing  at  the  same  time  and 

sjQ  *^hat  France  had  signed  what  Russia  regarded  as  a  nonaggres- 
derso^^^*^  Germany  on  December  6,  1938.  Indeed,  Sir  Nevile  Hen- 
Went”^'  undoubtedly  w'as  more  extreme  than  some  of  his  associates, 
so  far  as  to  condone  an  alliance  between  Britain  and  Germany  on 


August  28,  1939.  Obviously,  such  an  alliance  could  be  aimed  only 
Russia.  The  relevant  portion  of  his  report  to  Lord  Halifax  reads: 

“At  the  end  Herr  von  Ribbentrop  asked  me  whether  I  could  guar' 
antee  that  the  Prime  Minister  could  carry  the  country  with  him  iu  a 
policy  of  friendship  with  Germany.  I  said  there  was  no  possible  doubt 
whatever  that  he  could  and  would,  provided  Germany  cooperated  with 
him.  Herr  Hitler  asked  whether  England  would  be  willing  to  accept  an 
alliance  with  Germany.  I  said,  speaking  personally,  I  did  not  exclude 
such  a  possibilicv  provided  the  development  of  events  justified  it.” 

The  theory  that  Russia  learned  of  these  British  approaches  to  Get' 
many  in  July  1939  is  supported  by  the  fact  that  the  obstacles  and  de¬ 
lays  in  the  path  of  a  British-Russian  agreement  w'ere  made  by  Brita>u 
from  the  middle  of  April  to  the  second  week  of  July,  but  were  made  by 
Russia  from  the  second  week  in  July  to  the  end  on  August  21st.  This 
is  supponed  by  other  evidence,  such  as  the  fact  that  discussions  for  ® 
commercial  agreement  between  Germany  and  Russia,  which  were 
broken  off  on  January  30,  1939,  were  resumed  on  July  23rd  and  this 
agreement  was  signed  on  August  19th. 

The  negotiations  for  an  Anglo-Russian  agreement  were  opened  y 
Britain  on  April  15th,  probably  with  the  double  purpose  of  satisfyut? 
the  demand  in  Britain  and  warning  Hitler  not  to  use  force  against  Po¬ 
land.  The  first  British  suggestion  was  that  the  Soviet  Union  should  gW 
unilateral  guarantees  to  Poland  and  Romania  similar  to  those  given  ; 
Britain.  The  Russians  probably  regarded  this  as  a  trap  to  get  them 
a  war  with  Germany  in  which  Britain  would  do  little  or  nothing  or  ev 
give  aid  to  Germany.  That  this  last  possibility  was  not  completely  be 
yond  reality  is  clear  from  the  fact  that  Britain  did  prepare  an  expeo 
tionary  force  to  attack  Russia  in  .March  1940,  when  Britain  was  te 
nically  at  war  with  Germany  but  was  doing  nothing  to  fight  her. 

The  Russians  did  not  reject  the  British  suggestion  of  April  i939’  . 

agreed  to  guarantee  Poland  and  Romania  if  the  guarantee  were  exten 
to  all  the  states  on  their  western  frontier,  including  Finland, 

Latvia,  Lithuania,  Poland,  and  Romania,  and  if  it  were  accompanied  . 
a  mutual-assistance  pact  of  Britain,  France,  and  Russia  and  by  a  m' '  ‘  • 
convention  in  which  each  state  specified  what  it  would  do  if  the 
came  into  effect.  This  offer  was  a  much  greater  concession  than 
British'  seemed  to  appreciate,  since  it  meant  that  Russia  was 
its  renunciation  of  all  the  territory  in  these  six  states  w'hich  it  ha 
to  them  since  1917. 

Instead  of  accepting  the  offer,  the  British  began  to  quibble.  They 
fused  to  guarantee  the  Baltic  States  on  the  ground  that  these  states^ 
not  want  to  be  guaranteed,  although  they  had  guaranteed  Polam 
March  31st  when  Jozef  Beck  did  not  want  it  and  had  just  aske 
Soviet  Union  to  guarantee  Poland  and  Romania,  neither  of  whom  xva 
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3  Soviet  guarantee.  When  the  Russians  insisted,  the  British  countered  by 
insisting  that  Greece,  Turkey,  Holland,  Belgium,  and  Switzerland  must 
slso  be  guaranteed.  In  place  of  the  alliance  which  Russia  wanted,  to  pro- 
itself  against  having  to  fight  Germanv  alone,  Britain  suggested  that 
^he  Russian  guarantee  would  become  valid  onlv  if  Britain  and  France 
took  action  to  fulfill  their  own  guarantee  first. 

France  and  Russia  were  both  pushing  Britain  to  form  a  Triple  Alli¬ 
ance,  but  Britain  was  reluctant.  Churchill  and  Llovd  George  were  push- 
tog  in  the  same  direction,  but  Chamberlain  fought  back  on  the  floor  of 
®  House,  refusing  to  “help  to  form  or  to  join  any  opposing  blocs.” 
^  also  refused  to  send  a  cabinet  minister  to  negotiate  in  Moscow,  and 
tofused  Eden’s  offer  to  go.  Instead,  he  sent  William  (later  Lord)  Strang, 
®  second-rank  Foreign  Office  official,  and  onlv  on  June  14th.  Moreover, 
^  British  delayed  the  discussions  to  the  great  irritation  of  the  Soviet 
waders,  although  verbally  they  were  always  insisting  on  speed. 

To  show  its  displeasure,  the  Soviet  Union  on  .May  3rd  replaced  Lit¬ 
vinov  with  Molotov  as  foreign  minister.  This  should  have  been  a  warn- 
tog-  Litvinov  knew  the  West  and  was  favorable  to  democracy,  to  col- 
^ctive  security,  and  to  the  Western  Powers.  As  a  Jew,  he  was  anti-Hitler, 
olotov  Was  a  contrast  from  every  point  of  view,  and  could  not  have 
6en  impressed  with  British  sincerity  when  he  had  to  negotiate  with 
rang  rather  than  with  Halifax  or  Eden.  The  conversations  continued, 
yith  Molotov  still  in  insisting  on  the  three  essentials;  (1)  mutual  assistance 
a  triple  alliance,  (2)  guarantees  to  all  the  border  states,  and  (3)  specific 
“hgations  as  to  the  amount  of  assistance  by  a  militar}'  convention. 

On  May  19th  Chamberlain  in  Commons  refused  “an  alliance  between 
ourselves  and  other  countries,”  and  pointed  with  satisfaction  to  “that 
Steat,  virile  nation  on  the  borders  of  Germany  which  under  this  agrec- 
^®ut  [of  April  6th  J  is  bound  to  give  us  all  the  aid  and  assistance  it  can.” 

®  Was  talking  about  Poland!  He  seemed  not  to  realize  that  Poland  was 
touch  Weaker  than  the  Czechoslovakia  he  had  wrecked  in  1938,  but  he 
I  o  have  known  better,  because  the  French  clearly  knew  better.  Po- 
u,  indeed,  was  opposed  to  any  agreement  of  the  Western  Powers  with 
^  Soviet  Union,  and  refu.sed  either  to  he  guaranteed  by  the  latter  or  to 
military  assistance  from  her,  even  if  attacked  by  Germanv.  Po- 
/•u  feared  that  if  Russian  troops  ever  entered  the  areas  w  iiich  it  had 
ton  from  Russia  in  1920,  thev'  could  never  he  persuaded  to  leave.  When 
®ugge.sted  in  .May  that  the  Polish-Romanian  .Alliance  of  1926, 
to  ‘^•^ucted  exclusively  against  Russia,  should  now  he  extended 

^^ill^PPose  Germany  as  well,  Poland  refused,  although  Romania  was 

same  month,  Romania  agreed  to  allow  Russian  troops  to  cross 


1 

•n  the 


the  iijuiicn,  i\omania  agreea  uo  aiiuw  r\ussian  iroups  lo  ci 

j^j^^^°^utry  to  oppose  Germany  if  needed,  and  Romania’s  position 

delicate  than  Poland’s  regarding  territory  previously  taken  from 
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Russia  because  Russia  had  never  recognized  the  Romanian  acquisiaon 
Bessarabia.  On  June  6th  Latvia,  Estonia,  and  Finland  sent  a  flat  refusal  to 
be  guaranteed  by  Russia.  The  ne.vt  day  Estonia  and  Latvia  signed  non 
aggression  treaties  with  Germany,  and  probably  secret  military  agreement* 
as  well,  since  General  Franz  Haider,  the  German  chief  of  staff,  went 
once  to  these  countries  to  inspect  their  fortifications  which  were  being 
constructed  by  Germany. 

Strang  arrived  in  .Moscow  only  on  June  14th,  almost  two  months  aite 
Britain  had  opened  these  discussions.  By  July  new  difficulties  arose  oe 
cause  of  the  Russian  insistence  on  a  military  convention  as  an  Integra 
part  of  any  treaty.  Britain  demurred  but  finally  reluctantly  agreed  w 
conduct  the  military  negotiations  at  the  same  time  as  the  political  nego' 
tiations.  However,  the  members  of  the  military  mission  took  a  slow  ship) 
chartered  for  the  occasion  (speed  thirteen  knots),  and  did  not  reac 
Moscow  until  August  nth.  They  were  again  negotiators  of  the  secon 
rank:  an  admiral  w  ho  had  never  been  on  the  Admiralty  staff,  a  pnr^ ; 
combat  army  general,  and  an  air  marshal  who  was  an  outstanding  Ay®'’ 
but  not  a  strategist.  To  negotiate  with  these  three  the  Soviet  Unior' 
named  the  commander  in  chief  of  the  Rus.sian  Army,  the  commander  m 
chief  of  the  Russian  Navy,  and  the  chief  of  the  Russian  General  Sta  • 
In  London,  according  to  rumor,  neither  side  tvanted  an  agreement,  a 
the  military  mission  had  been  sent  to  .Moscow  to  spy  out  Russia  s  ^ 
fenses.  From  this  time  on,  the  obstacles  to  an  agreement  w^ere  clear) 
coming  from  the  Russian  side,  although,  considering  Chamberlain’s  seer 
efforts  to  make  a  settlement  with  Germany,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe 

itiators 


and 


that  he  wanted  an  agreement  with  Russia.  But  perhaps  his  negol 
in  Moscow  did;  certainly  the  French  did. 

From  August  loth  on,  the  Russians  demanded  specific  answers, 
raised  their  own  demands  with  every  answer.  They  wanted  an  exact 
military  commitment  as  to  xvhat  forces  would  be  used  against  Germany 
in  the  west  so  that  she  would  not  be  free  to  hurl  her  whole  force  agaio®^ 
the  east;  they  w’anted  guarantees  whether  the  states  concerned  accepts 
or  not;  they  w’anted  specific  permission  to  fight  across  territory,  such  as 
Poland,  betw'een  Russia  and  Germany.  These  demands  w'cre  flatly 
jected  by  Poland  on  August  19th.  On  the  same  day,  Russia  signed  t^ 
commercial  treaty  with  Germany.  Two  davs  later  France  ordered 
negotiators  to  sign  the  documents  offered  by  Russia,  including  the  ng 
to  cross  Poland,  but  the  Soviet  Union  refused  to  accept  this  signature 
until  Poland  consented  as  well. 

On  the  same  day,  it  was  announced  that  Ribbentrop  w’as  coming 
Moscow’  to  sign  a  nonaggression  pact.  He  arrived  with  a  staff  of  thirty 
two  persons  in  a  Condor  plane  on  August  23rd  and  signed  the  agreeme 
with  Molotov  late  that  night.  The  published  portion  of  the  agreeme 
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provided  that  neither  signer  would  take  any”^  aggressive  action  against  the 
•'flier  signer  or  give  any'’  support  to  a  third  Power  in  such  action.  The 
^cret  protocol  ^\•hich  ^\'as  added  delimited  spheres  of  interest  in  eastern 
hurope.  The  line  followed  the  northern  boundary  of  Lithuania  and  the 
f'®re\v,  \ristula,  and  San  rivers  in  Poland,  and  Germany'  gave  Russia  a 
rse  hand  in  Bessarabia. 

This  agreement  was  greeted  as  a  stunning  surprise  in  the  Entente 
countries.  There  \\’as  no  reason  why'  it  should  have  been,  as  they'  had 
ccn  Warned  of  the  possibilitv  on  numerous  occasions  by'  responsible 
persons,  including  Germans  like  Kordt  and  Weizsacker.  It  was  also 
^fated  that  the  negotiations  leading  up  to  the  agreement  had  been  going 
•'ll  for  months  and  that  the  Anglo-Sos'iet  discussions  accordingly  were 
®  "'ays  a  blind.  The  evidence  seems  to  indicate  that  the  first  tentative  ap¬ 
proaches  were  made  in  .May  1939,  and  were  reported  to  Paris  at  once 
y  the  French  ambassador,  Robert  Coulondre,  from  Berlin.  These  ap- 
pfoaches  were  distrustfully  received  by  both  sides  and  were  broken  off 
^tripletely'  at  Hitler’s  order  on  June  29th.  They'  were  reopened  bv  the 
•'rinans  on  July  3rd.  Only'  on  August  15th  did  Molotov  announce  his 
conviction  tliat  the  Germans  were  really'  sincere,  and  the  negotiations 
proceeded  rapidly  from  that  point. 

Vhile  it  is  untrue  to  say'  that  the  German-Soviet  Nonaggression  Pact 
his^^  war  inevitable,  it  certainly'  made  it  possible  for  Hitler  to  start 

War  with  an  easier  mind.  On  August  25th  he  gave  the  order  to  attack 
the  26th,  but  canceled  it  within  a  few  hours,  as  word  arrived  that 

g  “ritish  had  signed  an  alliance  with  Poland  that  same  day.  Now  began 
^^Week  of  complete  chaos  in  which  scores  of  people  ran  about  Europe 
.  tog  to  avoid  the  war  or  to  make  it  more  favorable  to  their  side.  The 
^^'tish  begged  the  Poles  and  the  Germans  to  negotiate;  the  Italians  tried 
another  four-Power  conference;  various  outsiders  issued  public 
tw  appeals  for  peace;  secret  emissaries  flew  back  and  forth  be- 

^cn  London  and  Germany. 

his  ^^t^ouse  Hitler  was  determined  on  w  ar.  Most  of 

to  tn  the  last  few'  days  was  devoted  to  manufacturing  incidents 

Co  '''tt  approaching  attack.  Political  prisoners  w  ere  taken  from 

camps,  dressed  in  German  uniforms,  and  killed  on  the 
"  itli  “evidence”  of  Polish  aggression.  A  fraudulent  ultimatum 

hv  superficially  reasonable  demands  on  Poland  was  drawn  up 

jjj^it  |”°entrc)p  and  presented  to  the  British  ambassador  when  the  time 
•'ause  elapsed.  It  w'as  not  presented  to  the  Poles,  perhaps  be- 

to  were  so  afraid  of  a  second  Munich  that  thev  hardly'  dared 

ord  ^  anyone.  Indeed,  the  Polish  ambassador  in  Berlin  had  been 

^red  by  Beck  not  to  accept  any  document  from  the  Germans, 
e  German  invasion  of  Poland  at  4:45  .\..m.  on  September  i,  1939, 
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did  not  by  any  means  end  the  negotiations  to  make  peace,  nor,  for  that 
matter,  did  the  complete  collapse  of  Polish  resistance  on  September 
17.  Since  these  efforts  were  futile,  little  need  be  said  of  them  except  that 
F  ranee  and  Britain  did  not  declare  war  on  Germany  until  more  than  two 
days  had  elapsed.  During  this  time  no  ultimatums  were  sent  to  Germany, 
but  she  was  begged  to  withdraw  her  forces  from  Poland  and  open  nego¬ 
tiations.  While  Poland  shuddered  under  the  impact  of  the  first  Blitzkreig, 
British  public  opinion  began  to  grumble,  and  even  the  government’s  sup¬ 
porters  in  Parliament  became  restive.  Finally,  at  9:00  a.m.  on  September 
3rd,  Henderson  presented  to  Schmidt,  Hitler’s  interpreter,  an  ultimatum 
which  e.xpired  at  11:00  a..m.  In  a  similar  fashion  France  entered  the  war 
at  6:00  p.M.  on  September  3rd. 
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Introduction 


The  history  of  the  Second  World  War  is  a  very  complex  one.  Even 
HOW,  after  hundreds  of  volumes  and  thousands  of  documents  have 
been  published,  many  points  are  not  clear,  and  interpretations  of 
'Numerous  events  are  hotly  disputed.  The  magnitude  of  the  war  itself 
^ould  contribute  to  such  disputes.  It  lasted  exactly  six  years,  from  the 
erntan  invasion  of  Poland  on  September  i,  1939  to  the  Japanese  sur- 
'■SHder  on  September  2,  1945.  During  that  period  it  was  fought  on  every 
Continent  and  on  every  sea,  in  the  heights  of  the  atmosphere  and  be- 
’'^ath  the  surface  of  the  ocean,  and  fought  with  such  destruction  of  prop- 
and  lives  as  had  never  been  witnessed  before. 

,  total  nature  of  the  Second  World  War  can  be  seen  from  the  fact 
at  deaths  of  civilians  exceeded  deaths  of  combatants  and  that  many  of 


both 


'vere  killed  without  any  military  justification,  as  victims  of  sheer 


*a  ism  and  brutality,  largely  through  cold-blooded  savagery  by  Ger¬ 
mans,  and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  by  Japanese  and  Russians,  although  British 
and  American  attacks  from  the  air  on  civilian  populations  and  on  non- 
.  ^  ‘’•aty  targets  contributed  to  the  total.  The  distinctions  between  civil- 
jans  and  military  personnel  and  between  neutrals  and  combatants,  which 
.  a  been  blurred  in  the  First  W orld  War,  were  almost  completely  lost 
JH  the  second.  This  is  clear  from  a  few  figures.  The  number  of  civilians 
'  ^d  reached  ij  millions,  of  which  5,400,000  were  Polish;  while  Poland 
ad  less  than  100,000  soldiers  killed  or  missing  in  the  Battle  of  Poland  in 
'939i  Polish  civilians  to  the  number  of  3,900,000  were  executed,  or  mur- 
cired  in  the  ghetto,  subsequently. 

He  armies  which  began  to  move  in  September  1939  had  no  new 
^^apons  which  had  not  been  possessed  by  the  armies  of  1918.  They  still 
,  infiltration  tactics,  with  columns  of  tanks,  strafing  airplanes,  and 
,  antrymen  moving  in  trucks,  but  the  proportions  of  these  and  the  ways 
they  cooperated  with  one  another  had  been  greatly  modified, 
capons  for  defense  were  also  much  as  they  had  been  at  the  end  of  the 
H  cvious  war,  but,  as  we  shall  see,  they  were  not  prepared  in  proper 
Hunts  nor  were  they  used  in  proper  fashions.  These  defensive  weapons 


included  antitank  guns,  antiaircraft  guns  with  controlled  fire,  minefields, 
mobile  artillery  on  caterpillar  tracks,  trenches,  and  defense  in  depth. 

Germany  used  the  offensive  weapons  W'C  have  mentioned  in  the  ne" 
fashion,  while  Poland  in  1939,  Norway,  the  Low  Countries,  and  France 
in  1940,  the  Balkan  countries  and  the  Soviet  Union  in  1941  did  not  use 
the  available  defensive  tactics  properly.  As  a  result,  Hitler  advanced  from 
one  astounding  victory  to  another.  In  the  course  of  1942  and  i943» 
weapons  created  by  democratic  science  and  new  tactics  learned  in 
sia,  in  North  Africa,  and  on  the  oceans  of  the  world  made  it  possible  to 
stop  the  authoritarian  advance  and  to  reverse  the  direction  of  the  tide. 
In  1944  and  1945  the  returning  tide  of  Anglo-American  and  Soviet  power 
overwhelmed  Italy,  Germany,  and  Japan  with  the  superior  quality  at* 
the  superior  quantities  of  their  equipment  and  men.  Thus  the  war  di¬ 
vides  itself,  quite  naturally,  into  three  parts:  (i)  the  Axis  advance  cov¬ 
ering  1939,  1940,  and  1941;  (2)  the  balance  of  forces  in  1942;  and  (3) 

Axis  retreat  in  1943,  1944,  and  1945. 

The  Germans  were  able  to  advance  in  the  period  1939-1941  because 
they  had  sufficient  military  resources,  and  used  them  in  an  effective  way- 
The  chief  reason  they  had  sufficient  military  resources  \vas  not  based,  as 
is  so  often  believed,  on  the  fact  that  Germany  was  highly  mobilized  for 
war,  but  on  other  factors.  In  the  first  place.  Hitler’s  economic  revolu 
tion  in  Germany  had  reduced  financial  considerations  to  a  point  where 
they  played  no  role  in  economic  or  political  decisions.  When  decisions 
were  made,  on  other  grounds,  money  was  provided,  through  complete  y 
unorthodox  methods  of  finance,  to  carry  them  out.  In  France  and  Fmg^ 
land,  on  the  other  hand,  orthodox  financial  principles,  especially 
anced  budgets  and  stable  exchange  rates,  played  a  major  role  in  all 
cisions  and  was  one  of  the  chief  reasons  w'hy  these  countries  diu 
mobilize  in  March  1936  or  in  September  1938  or  why,  having  niobi  iz 
in  1939  and  1940,  they  had  totally  inadequate  numbers  of  airpia 
tanks,  antitank  guns,  and  motorized  transportation.  ^ 

There  was  another  reason  for  the  military  inadequacy  of  the 
Powers  in  1939.  This,  of  even  greater  significance  than  the  influence 
orthodox  finance,  arose  from  conflicts  of  military  theories  in  the  pe 
19 19-1939.  Several  violentlv  conflicting  theories  held  the  stage  u 
the  tw'enty  years  of  armistice,  and  paralyzed  the  minds  of  military 
the  point  where  they  were  unable  to  provide  consistent  advice  on 
politicians  could  base  their  decisions.  In  Germany,  on  the  other  v 
decisions  (not  necessarily  correct  ones)  xvere  made,  and  action  cou 

■  hit  The 

One  theoretical  dispute  raged  around  the  role  of  tanks  in  com  ■ 
tank  had  been  invented  to  protect  adv^ancing  infantry  against 
gun  fire  by  its  ability  to  put  machine  guns  out  of  action.  Accor 
tanks  were  originally  scattered  among  the  infantry,  to  advance 
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moving  at  a  rate  of  speed  no  greater  than  that  of  a  man  on  foot, 
consolidating  the  ground,  yard  by  yard,  as  both  moved  forward.  Tliis 
''■O'v  of  the  tactical  function  of  tanks  continued  to  be  held  in  high  mili- 
tary  circles  in  France  and  England  until  too  late  in  1940.  It  was  sharply 
cnallenged,  even  a  decade  earlier,  by  those  who  insisted  that  tanks  should 
e  organized  in  distinct  units  (armored  brigades  or  divisions)  and  should 
c  used,  without  close  infantry  support,  moving  as  perpendicular  col- 
'^nins  rather  tlian  in  parallel  lines  against  the  defensive  formations,  and 
>ould  seek  to  penetrate  through  these  formations  at  high  speed  and 
'''ithout  consolidating  the  ground  covered,  in  order  to  fan  out  on  the 
^car  of  the  defensive  formations  to  disrupt  their  supplies,  communica- 
^'ons,  and  resents.  According  to  these  new  ideas,  the  breakthrough  made 
y  such  an  armored  column  could  be  exploited  and  the  ground  consoli- 
^ted  by  motorized  infantry,  following  the  armored  division  in  trucks 
dismounting  to  occupy  areas  where  this  would  be  most  useful. 

In  Fi'ance,  the  new  theory^  of  armored  warfare  was  advocated  most 
Rigorously  by  Colonel  Charles  de  Gaulle.  It  was  generally  rejected  by 
IS  superior  officers,  so  that  De  Gaulle  w  as  still  a  colonel  in  1940.  This 
eory  was,  however,  accepted  in  the  German  Army,  notably  by  Fleinz 
nderian  in  and  was  used  very  effectively  against  the  Poles  in 

'939  and  against  the  Western  Front  in  1940. 

full  strength  a  German  panzer  (armored)  division  had  two  regi- 
nients  of  tanks  and  two  regiments  of  motorized  infantry  plus  various 
specialized  companies.  This  gave  it  a  total  of  14,000  men  with  250  tanks 
n  about  3,000  motorized  vehicles.  In  September  1939,  Germany  had 
P  cf  these  panzer  divisions  with  a  total  of  1,650  tanks  of  which  one- 
iird  were  18-ton  models  with  a  3 7 -mm.  gun  (.Mark  III),  while  two- 
^■■ds  were  lo-ton  models  (Mark  II).  By  May  1940,  when  the  attack 
^  s  made  in  the  west,  there  were  10  armored  divisions  with  a  total  of 
tanks,  some  of  which  were  the  new  Aiark  IV'”  model,  a  23-ton 
R'^’^veyance  carrying  a  75-mm.  gun.  No  major  increase  occurred  in  the 
the^  but  the  number  of  armored  divisions  was  doubled  by  splitting 
ten  which  existed  in  May  1940.  Thus  in  June  1941,  when  Germany 
eked  Russia,  it  had  20  armored  divisions  with  a  total  of  3,000  tanks, 
'^’hich  several  hundred  were  Mark  IM  but  1,000  were  still  Mark  II.  In 
to  these,  Poland  had  only  a  handful  of  tanks  in  1939,  France 
over  3,000  in  May  1940,  and  the  Soviet  Union  had,  in  June  1941, 
^^t  15,000  scattered  tanks,  almost  all  light  or  obsolescent  models, 
bef  theorx’  which  paralyzed  the  Western  Powers  in  the  years 

'^"orld  War  II  was  concerned  with  the  superiority  of  defensive 
Hasd  tactics.  This  defensive  theory,  of  which  the  Englishman 

Eiddell  Hart  was  the  most  voluble  proponent,  assumed  that  attack 
d  be  made  in  lines,  as  the  M  e.stern  Powers  themselves  were  trained 
^ffack,  and  that  such  an  attack  would  be  very  unlikely  to  succeed 
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because  of  the  great  increase  in  firepower  of  modern  weapons.  It 
argued,  on  the  basis  of  the  experience  of  World  War  I,  that  machine 
guns  could  hold  up  advancing  infantr}"  indefinitely  and  that  artillery 
fire,  carefully  placed  and  ranged  so  that  it  could  cover  the  field,  coul 
prevent  tanks  from  silencing  the  defensive  machine  guns  to  allow 
fantry  to  advance. 

The  Maginot  Line  was  based  on  these  theories.  As  such,  it  was  not 
a  defense  in  depth  (which  would  seek  to  break  up  offensive  columns  by 
allowing  them  to  penetrate  to  varydng  depths,  thus  separating  tanks, 
infantry,  and  artillery'  so  that  each  could  be  dealt  with  by  proper  weapons 
as  impetus  was  dispersed),  but  was  a  rigid  line  (which  sought  to  stop 
the  offensive  lines  in  front  of  it,  as  a  whole). 

The  theory  of  defensive  superiority  left  the  military  forces  of  t  e 
Western  states  with  inadequate  offensive  training,  poor  offensive  mora  e. 
and  unable  to  come  to  the  help  of  distant  allies  (like  Poland);  it  P^*- 
premium  on  a  passive,  indecisive,  inactive  military  outlook  (such  as 
shown  by  Petain  or  Gamelin  in  the  years  leading  up  to  1940) 
them  unable  to  handle  any  real  offensive  when  it  came  against  them.  1 
theory  of  continuous  defensive  lines,  which  must  be  kept  intact  or  m 
stantly  reestablished  whenever  they  are  breached,  created  a  psychology 
which  w'as  incapable  of  dealing  with  an  assault  which  came  at  it  m  co 
umns  and  inevitably  must  breach  any  defensive  line  at  the  point  of  ut’ 
pact.  When  this  occurred  in  1940,  French  military  units  threw  down 
their  arms  or  tried  to  make  a  precipitous  retreat  to  some  point  where 
new  continuous  line  could  be  established.  As  a  consequence,  the  Po 
in  1939  and,  to  a  greater  e.xtent,  the  French  in  1940,  were  constant) 
abandoning  positions  from  which  they  had  not  been  driven,  until  uni 
w’ere  too  broken  up  to  allow  hope  of  reestablishing  any  continuous 
and  France  proved  to  be  too  small  to  permit  continued  retreat. 
alternative  seemed  to  be  surrender.  As  we  shall  see  later,  another,  rug  1 


effective,  alternative  was  discovered,  mostly  in  Russia,  by  1942. 

In  the  interwar  period  there  w'as  a  third  theory,  violently  dispu  ’ 
about  the  effectiveness  of  air  power.  In  its  most  extreme  form,  this  the 
held  that  the  chief  cities  of  Europe  could  be  destroyed  almost  compw  , 


in  the  first  nventv-four  hours  of  a  war,  devastated  by 
bombs  and  rendered  uninhabitable  by  gas  attacks  from  the  uit. 
theory,  frequently  associated  with  the  name  of  the  Italian  General 
Douhet,  was  much  more  prevalent  in  civilian  circles  than  in  military 
and  played  an  important  role  in  persuading  the  British  and  French  p^ 
pies  to  accept  the  Munich  Agreement.  Like  most  farfetched 
was  supported  more  frequently  by  slogans  than  by  logic  or  by  ® 
in  this  case  by  mottoes  like,  “The  bombers  will  always  get 
The  chief  facts  to  support  the  theory  w'ere  to  be  found  in  the  .  P 
QvU  War,  notably  in  the  German  destruction  of  Guernica  in  *937 
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ruthless  Italian  bombardment  of  Barcelona  in  1938.  No  one  paid 
attention  to  the  fact  that,  in  both  of  these  cases,  the  targets  were 
totally  undefended. 

The  military  advocates  of  such  air  bombardment,  most  of  them  con¬ 
siderably  more  moderate  than  General  Douhet,  concentrated  their  at¬ 
tention  on  w'hat  was  called  “strategic  bombing,”  that  is,  on  the  construc- 
t'on  of  long-range  bombing  planes  for  use  against  industrial  targets  and 
other  civilian  objectives  and  on  very  fast  fighter  planes  for  defense 
against  such  bombers.  They  generally  belittled  the  effectiveness  of  anti¬ 
aircraft  artillery  and  were  generally  warm  advocates  of  an  air  force  sep¬ 
arately  orgatiized  and  commanded  and  thus  not  under  the  direct  control 
or  army  or  naval  commanders.  These  advocates  were  very  influential  in 
ritain  and  in  the  United  States. 

The  upholders  of  strategic  bombing  received  little  encouragement  in 
ormany,  in  Russia,  or  even  in  France,  because  of  the  dominant  posi- 
^00  held  by  traditional  army  officers  in  all  three  of  these  countries.  In 
ranee,  all  kinds  of  air  power  were  generally  neglected,  while  in  the 
oer  two  countries  strategic  bombing  against  civilian  objectives  was 
Completely  subordinated  in  favor  of  tactical  bombing  of  military  objec- 
*-‘^s  immediately  on  the  fighting  front.  Such  tactical  bombing  demanded 
panes  of  a  more  flexible  character,  with  shorter  range  than  strategic 
ombers  and  less  speed  than  defensive  fighters,  and  under  the  closest 
Control  by  the  local  commanders  of  ground  forces  so  that  their  bombing 
®  orts  could  be  directed,  like  a  kind  of  mobile  and  long-range  artillery, 
those  points  of  resistance,  of  supply,  or  of  reserves  which  would  help 
ground  offensive  most  effectively.  Such  “dive-bombers,”  or  Stukas, 


the 


played 


a  major  role  in  the  early  German  victories  of  1939-1941.  Here, 


®Sain,  this  superioriti"  was  based  on  qualiti'  and  method  of  usage  and 
I’ot  on  numbers.  In  the  three  major  campaigns  of  1939-1941  Germany 
a  first-line  air  force  of  about  2,000  planes,  of  which  half  were  fight- 
cts  and  half  were  tactical  bombers.  On  the  other  side,  Poland  had  377 
'I'^^ty  aircraft  in  1939;  France  and  Britain  had  about  3,500  in  1940; 
'  c  the  Soviet  Union  had  at  least  8,000  of  very  varying  quality  in  1941. 
t  the  outbreak  of  war  in  1939,  ideas  about  sea  power  were  so  gen- 
^  y  held  and  with  such  firm  conviction  that  they  were  questioned  only 
^_casionally.  One  of  these  ideas  was  that  sea  power  was  dominated  by 
S'gun  capital  ships,  all  other  vessels  serving  simply  as  accessories  to  this 
^ckbone  of  the  fleet.  A  related  idea  assumed  that  the  area  in  which  a 
^  c  could  function  effectively  was  limited  by  the  positions  of  its  major 
oth^^  Pearl  Harbor,  Gibraltar,  Singapore,  Toulon,  or  Kiel.  An- 

the^^  disputed,  stated  that  no  landing  could  be  made  from 

sea  on  a  defended  shore.  These  ideas  on  the  nature  and  limits  of  sea 
had  received  only  minor  challenges  in  the  interwar  period,  except 
the  extreme  advocates  of  air  power  like  General  William  Mitchell 
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of  the  United  States  Army  Air  Force.  Such  extremists,  who  insisted  that 
land-based  planes  could  make  all  battleships  (or  even  all  navies)  obsolete, 
did  not  succeed  in  convincing  the  admirals  or  politicians.  In  the  Uniteo 
States  Mitchell  uas  subjected  to  a  court-martial  and  forced  to  resign- 
Although  the  e.xperiences  of  the  Second  W  orld  War  did  not  support  the 
e.xtreme  advocates  of  air  power,  either  in  respect  to  the  navy  or  to  stra¬ 
tegic  bombing,  the  ideas  of  land  warfare  and  especially  of  sea  warfare 
which  were  prevalent  in  1939  had  to  be  drastically  modified  by  i945- 


The  Battle  of  Poland, 
September  1939 

The  German  invasion  of  Poland  began  with  powerful  air  attacks  at 
4:40  A.M.  on  September  i.  These  attacks,  aimed  at  airfields,  assem  ; 
points,  and  railroads,  wiped  out  the  Polish  air  force  of  377  planes,  most, 
on  the  ground,  and,  in  combination  with  the  rapidly  advancing  German 
armored  spearheads  of  tank  divisions,  made  it  impossible  for  Poland  to 
mobilize  completely,  crippled  Polish  reconnaissance,  destroyed  any  ceti 
tralized  system  of  communications,  and  reduced  Polish  resistance 
numerous  fragments  of  uncoordinated  fighting  units.  The  Poles  had  3° 
infantry  divisions,  a  motorized  brigade,  38  companies  of  tanks,  and  latg® 
masses  of  cavalry,  but  could  bring  only  a  portion  of  these  into  action. 

Germany  struck  at  Poland  with  2,000  planes  (of  which  400  were  div 
bombers)  supporting  44  divisions  (of  which  6  were  armored  or  panz^t 
divisions  and  6  were  motorized).  These  forces  were  organized 
armies.  The  Fourth  .'\rmy  drove  down  from  Pomerania  in  the 
while  the  Eighth  and  Tenth  armies  drove  upward  from  Saxony, 
three  cont  erging  in  a  pincers  movement  at  a  point  west  of  W^arsaw.  ^ 
the  same  time,  a  much  larger  pincer  converging  on  the  Bug  Rive^’ 
hundred  miles  east  of  Warsaw,  was  formed  by  the  German  Third  Army> 
advancing  from  the  Polish  Corridor  and  East  Prussia,  and  the 
Fourteenth  Army  driving  northeastward  from  Galicia  and  Slovakia, 
armored  divisions,  supported  bv  dive-bombers,  raced  ahead  of  their  sup^ 
porting  infantry  and  disrupted  all  Polish  plans,  communications,  ^ 
supplies.  The  Polish  forces,  caught  in  too  advanced  positions,  vainly 
to  fight  their  way  eastward  to  the  Vistula  and  the  Bug  rivers  but  ' 
broken  up,  isolated,  and  destroyed.  X'iolent  but  hopeless  fighting 
tinned  in  the  pockets,  but  bv  September  15th.  when  Guderian  s 
entered  Brest-Litovsk  in  eastern  Poland,  the  country  had  been  destroy 
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Although  Britain  and  France  declared  war  on  Germany  on  September 
it  cannot  be  said  that  they  made  war  during  the  next  two  weeks  in 
^hich  fighting  raged  in  Poland.  British  airplanes  roamed  over  Germany, 
topping  leaflets  for  propaganda  purposes,  and  French  patrols  ventured 
the  space  between  the  .Vlaginot  Line  and  the  German  Westwall,  but 
no  support  was  given  to  Poland.  Although  France  had  three  million  men 
nder  arms  and  Hitler  had  left  only  eight  regular  divisions  on  his  western 
order,  no  attack  was  made  by  France.  Strict  orders  were  issued  to  the 
nush  Air  Force  not  to  bomb  any  German  land  forces,  and  these  orders 
"'fire  not  modified  until  .April  1940;  similar  orders  bv  Hitler  to  the  Luft- 
were  maintained  for  part  of  this  same  period.  \Mien  some  British 
ombers  of  Parliament,  led  by  Amery,  put  pressure  on  the  government 
^0  drop  bombs  on  German  munition  stores  in  the  Black  Forest,  the  air 
^■nister,  Sir  H.  Kingsley  Wood,  rejected  the  suggestion  with  asperity, 
cclaring;  “Are  you  aware  it  is  private  property?  Whv,  vou  will  be 
s  ing  me  to  bomb  Essen  nc.xt!”  Essen  was  the  home  of  the  Krupp  muni- 
tions  factories. 

Similar  efforts  to  force  the  French  to  take  some  action  against  Ger- 
•^imy  were  rejected  on  the  ground  that  this  might  irritate  the  Germans 
^0  that  they  would  strike  back  at  the  Western  Powers.  To  quiet  the  Eng- 
parliamentary  group  which  was  demanding  action,  its  leading  figure, 
^  inston  Churchill,  was  made  first  lord  of  the  Admiralty,  but  the  British 
wy  went  into  action  so  slowly  that  the  German  “pocket”  battleships 
escape  from  their  ports  and  from  the  North  Sea  out  on  to 

Jfie  high 

seas  where  they  could  become  commerce  raiders.  Blockade  of 
ctniany  was  established  in  .such  a  perfunctory  fashion  that  large  quan- 
to^^^  French  iron  ore,  as  well  as  other  commodities,  continued  to  go 
^ermany  through  the  neutral  Low  Countries  in  return  for  German 
^3  coming  by  the  same  route.  These  exchanges  continued  for  weeks, 
ms  part  Hitler  issued  orders  to  his  air  force  not  to  cross  the  Western 
^ntier  except  for  reconnaissance,  to  lus  navy  not  to  fight  the  French, 
his  submarines  not  to  molest  passenger  vcs.sels  and  to  treat  un- 
®^ed  merchant  sliips  according  to  the  established  rules  of  international 
th  r  disobedience  to  these  orders,  a  German  submarine  sank 

5  ■'icr  Atlx’iiith  westward  bound  in  the  .Atlantic,  witliout  warning  and 
V, ''  “  lives,  on  September  3rd. 

^'’hind  w  as  collapsinu  without  a  hand  being  raised  to  help  it,  tiie 
^^’"et  Union  w  as  invited  by  Hitler  to  invade  Poland  from  the  east  and 
^  ‘^^■Py  tile  areas  which  had  been  granted  to  it  in  the  Soviet-German 
ccnicnt  of  August  23rd.  The  Russians  were  eager  to  move,  in  order 
ensure  tiiat  tlie  Germans  stop  as  far  as  possible  from  the  .Soviet  fron- 
^hey  w  ere  desperately  afraid  that  if  they  did  enter  Poland  the 
ers  might  declare  w  ar  on  Russia  in  support  of  their  guaran- 
Boland  and  would  then  w  atte  w  ar  ayainsr  the  .Soviet  Union  while 
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not  fighting  Germanv’  or  even  while  allowing  economic  and  military 

to  go  to  Germany. 

Accordingly,  the  Kremlin  held  up  its  invasion  of  Poland  until  Septem¬ 
ber  17th.  On  that  day  the  Polish  government  petitioned  Romania  to 


allowed  to  seek  refuge  in  that  state.  The  Soviet  Union  felt  that 


it  could 


not  be  accused  of  aggression  against  Poland  if  no  Polish  government 


still 


existed  on  Polish  soil.  The  Soviet  leaders  sought  to  justify  their  advance 
into  Polish  territory"  with  the  excuse  that  they  must  restore  order  an 
provide  protection  for  the  Ruthenian  and  White  Russian  peoples  of  east¬ 
ern  Poland.  The  Soviet  and  Nazi  armies  met  without  incidents.  On  Sep¬ 
tember  28th  a  new  agreement  was  made  between  Molotov  and  Rihben 
trop,  dividing  Poland.  Accordingly,  Lithuania  was  sliifted  into  the  Soviet 
sphere,  while  in  Poland  itself  the  German  sphere  was  extended  eastw'ar 
from  the  Vistula  to  the  Bug  River  along  the  old  Curzon  Line  because 
Russia  wanted  to  follow'^  the  nationality  boundary. 


The  Sitzkrieg, 

September  1 93 9- May  1940 

The  period  from  the  end  of  the  Polish  campaign  to  the  German  at 
tack  on  Denmark  and  Norway-  on  April  9,  1940,  is  frequently  called  t  e 
Sitzkrieg  (sitting  war)  or  even  the  “phony-  war,”  because  the  Western 
Pow-ers  made  no  real  effort  to  fight  Germany.  These  Powers  were  eager 
to  use  the  slow-  process  of  economic  blockade  as  their  chief  weapon,  1 
order  to  avoid  casualties.  So  long  as  he  remained  in  office,  Chamberlain 
was  convinced  that  no  militarv-  decision  could  be  reached  and  that  Ge  ^ 
many-  could  be  beaten  only  by  economic  measures.  Even  after  ^ 
of  France,  the  British  chiefs  of  staff  declared,  “Upon  the  economic  fa^^ 
tor  depends  our  only  hope  of  bringing  about  the  downfall  of  Germany- 
Early  in  October,  Hitler  made  a  tentative  offer  to  negotiate  peace  'V 
the  Western  Powers,  on  the  grounds  that  the  cause  of  the  fighting,  ° 
land,  no  longer  existed.  This  offer  was  rejected  by-  the  Western 
w-ith  the  public  declaration  that  they  were  determined  to  destroy  Hit 
regime.  This  meant  that  the  w-ar  must  continue.  The  British  answ'cr 
Hitler’s  offer,  and  possibly-  the  French  answer  as  w-ell,  w-as  not  base 
much  on  a  desire  to  continue  with  the  war  as  it  was  on  the  belief  t  ® 
Hitler’s  rule  in  Germany-  was  insecure  and  that  the  best  way  to  re 
peace  would  be  to  encourage  some  anti-Hitler  movement  within 
many  itself.  Chamberlain  had  a  passionate  personal  hatred  of  Hitlct 
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having  destroyed  his  plans  for  appeasement.  He  hoped  that  a  long  eco¬ 
nomic  blockade  would  give  rise  to  such  discontent  inside  Germany  that 
Hitler  would  be  removed  and  peace  made. 


GER.MAN  MOBILIZATION  AND 
THE  ALLIED  ECONO.MICAL  BLOCKADE 

Germany  was  extremely  vulnerable  to  a  blockade,  but  its  effects  were 
'ndecisive.  In  spite  of  some  casual  threats  by  Hitler  that  Germany  was 
prepared  for  a  war  of  any  duration,  no  plans  had  been  made  for  a  long 
'''3r,  and  there  was  no  real  effort  toward  economic  mobilization  by  Ger- 
niany  before  1943.  The  country’s  industrial  plant  for  making  armaments 
''’as  increased  only  slightly  in  the  five  years  1937-1942,  so  that,  contrary 
general  opinion,  Germany  was  neither  armed  to  the  teeth  nor  fully 
''mobilized  in  this  period. 

Jn  each  of  the  four  years  1939-1942,  Britain’s  production  of  tanks,  self- 
Propelled  guns,  and  planes  was  higher  than  Germany’s.  In  the  first  four 
'''onths  of  the  war  (Septcmber-December  1939),  for  example,  England 
produced  314  tanks,  while  Germany  produced  247.  The  Germans  ex¬ 
pected  each  military  campaign  to  be  of  such  brief  duration  that  no  real 
economic  mobilization  would  be  necessary.  This  policy  was  successful 
'intil  Hitler  bogged  down  in  Russia  in  1941,  but,  even  there,  the  Fiihrer’s 
conviction  that  Russia  would  collap  se  after  just  one  more  attack  delay^ed 
economic  mobilization  for  months. 

late  as  September  1941,  Hitler  issued  an  order  for  a  substantial 
reduction  in  armaments  production,  and  the  counterorder  calling  for  full 
jriobilization  of  the  German  economic  system  was  not  issued  until  the 
day  of  that  year.  Even  then  the  mobilization  v\'as  never  total  or  any- 
'"Tg  like  it.  The  captured  records  of  the  German  War  Ministry  for  the 
.'ear  effort,  show  that  only  about  33  percent 

^  Germany’s  output  in  that  year  went  for  direct  war  purposes  com¬ 
pared  to  40  percent  in  the  United  States,  and  almost  45  percent  in  Brit- 
The  results  of  this  effort  in  airplane  production  can  be  seen  in  the 
rhat  Germany  produced  almost  40,000  aircraft  of  all  kinds  in  that 
)car  19^^^  while  England  produced  almost  30,000  and  the  United  States 
produced  over  96,000  military  aircraft  in  the  same  year; 

'Germany’s  economic  mobilization  which  began  in  1942  was  to  have 
carried  out  by  Fritz  Todt,  the  engineer  who  had  been  in  charge  of 
^  construction  of  the  M'estwall.  Todt,  however,  was  killed  in  an  air- 
Paiie  crasli  on  February  12.  1942.  His  successor,  .Albert  Speer,  was  an 
”*'pnizer  of  great  ability,  but  he  had  to  share  his  functions  with  several 
^r  offices,  including  Gbring’s  Four- Year-Plan  organization,  and  he 
.pent  most  of  his  time  negotiating  agreements  to  obtain  needed  resources 
cni  these.  A  Central  Planning  Board,  on  which  Speer  was  one  of  four 
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men,  had  powers  of  top  allocation  of  material  resources,  but  no  control 
over  labor.  On  September  2,  1943,  Speer’s  office  was  amalgamated  with 
the  raw-materials  department  of  the  Ministry  of  Economics  to  form  a 
Ministry  of  Armaments  and  War  Production.  This  new  organization  ob¬ 
tained  control  of  more  and  more  of  the  production  program  without 
ever  obtaining  important  parts  of  it.  It  took  eighteen  months  to  get  con¬ 
trol  of  naval  construction,  including  submarines  and  guns  (July  1943  to 
December  1944),  while  Speer  took  over  production  of  fighter  planes 
only  in  March  1944,  and  of  all  other  planes  e.xcept  “jets”  in  June  1944- 
At  the  same  time,  more  and  more  war  production  was  getting  into  the 
hands  of  the  S.S.  because  its  control  of  concentration  camps  g.ivc  it  the 
largest  available  supply  of  labor.  As  a  result,  Speer’s  office  never  had 
anything  like  complete  control  of  economic  mobilization.  It  is  amazing 
that  Germany  could  have  carried  on  such  a  great  war  effort  with  such 
a  ramshackle  organization  of  its  economic  life. 

Mffien  Germany  began  the  war  in  September  1939,  less  than  a  third 
of  its  oil,  rubber,  and  iron  ore  were  of  domestic  origin;  it  had  only  two 
months’  supply  of  gasoline  at  the  peacetime  rate  of  consumption  and 
about  three  months’  supply  of  aviation  fuel.  Germany  e.xpended  less  than 
100,000  tons  of  gasoline  and  oil  in  Poland  and  less  than  500,000  tons  in 
the  conquest  of  Denmark,  Norway,  the  Low  Countries,  and  France  in 
the  period  April-June  1940,  but  captured  in  the  process  about  two  mil¬ 
lion  tons,  mostly  in  France. 

At  first  the  British  economic  warfare  against  Germany  was  quantita¬ 
tive  rather  than  qualitative,  seeking  to  reduce  the  supply  of  all  war  ma¬ 
teriel  rather  than  concentrating  attention,  as  was  done  later,  on  inter- 
rupring  the  supply  of  a  few  vital  commodities  such  as  ball  bearings  oT 
aviation  fuel.  The  blockade,  with  little  real  effort,  was  able  to  cut  off 
immediately  over  half  of  Germany’s  supply  of  petroleum  products  an 
almost  half  of  its  iron  ore,  but,  in  general,  the  blockade  was  established 
slowly.  There  was  verx’  poor  Anglo-French  coordination  for  the  who  e 
period  before  the  fall  of  France  In  June  1940,  and  there  was  a  general 
agreement  not  to  use  aerial  bombardment,  preemptive  buying,  expo^^ 
control  of  enemy  products,  or  rationing  of  neutral  purchases.  1 1*^*® 
special  techniques  of  economic  warfare  began  to  be  applied  only  in 
spring  of  1940,  just  before  they  were  disrupted  by  the  fall  of  France. 

The  early  British  efforts  to  control  contraband  and  to  obtain  a  quann' 
tative  restriction  on  German  imports  placed  a  burden  on  the  navy  which 
It  was  unable  to  bear,  particularly  because  of  the  demand  for  naval  ves¬ 
sels  for  convoy  duty.  In  this  last'  respect  Britain  w  as  very  fortunate,  fo^ 
here,  also,  Germany  was  woefully  unprepared  for  a  major  war.  b*  th® 
W'hole  period  from  the  launching  of  the  first  German  submarine  in  i93) 
to  the  outbreak  of  war,  the  German  Navy  built  only  57  submarines- 
Only  26  of  these  were  equipped  for  service  in  the  Atlantic.  These  were 
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subject  to  sucli  limitations,  especially  in  regard  to  their  cruising  range, 
3t  less  than  ten  could  be  kept  in  the  shipping  zone  at  any  one  time, 
ntish  minefields  in  the  English  Channel,  which  destroyed  three  U-boats 
■’iuncdiately,  made  it  necessary  for  these  vessels  to  go  out  by  the  route 
’^orth  of  Scotland,  with  the  result  that  they  could  not  operate,  by  rea- 
son  of  limited  cruising  range,  farther  west  than  12°  30'  VV.  (about  80 
niilcs  west  of  Ireland),  so  that  the  British  Navy  did  not  have  to  convoy 
farther  west  than  this  line. 

far  as  the  U-boats  were  concerned,  there  was  no  improvement  in 


this 


situation  until  the  latter  half  of  1941.  The  number  of  U-boat  sink- 


Jffgs  reached  seven  a  month,  and  Germany’s  replacement  capacity  for 
ilding  these  ^veapons  reached  15  a  month  (compared  to  25  a  month  in 
f  e  First  World  ^Var).  This  production  margin  made  it  possible  to  raise 
^  number  of  German  submarines  at  sea,  by  steady  steps,  from  15  in 
^Pril  1 941  to  60  at  the  end  of  the  year.  This  improvement,  from  the 
^®rman  point  of  view,  was  counterbalanced  by  an  improvement  in  the 


British 

Became 

Our 


antisubmarine  defense  tactics,  as  we  shall  see,  but  the  struggle 
so  severe  that  it  is  deservedly  knowm  as  the  Battle  of  the  Atlantic. 


present  concern  with  this  subject  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  inade- 
Sff3cy  of  the  German  submarine  attack  in  1939-1941  made  it  considerably 
®®S'er  for  the  British  Navy  to  cope  with  the  blockade  problem. 

*r>  contraband  control  work,  suspicious  merchant  vessels  were  forced 
°  Pnt  into  a  control  harbor  for  search  of  their  cargoes.  Control  points 
^re  placed  in  Canada,  in  the  Mediterranean,  in  the  north  of  Scotland, 
“rid  elsewhere,  hut  the  United  States  would  not  permit  one  in  the  Carib- 
can  Sea  area.  Wlicn  vessels  being  detained  began  to  clog  up  these  ports, 
ole  categories  of  vessels  were  e.xempt  from  control.  This  applied,  for 
example,  to  American  ships  after  January  1940.  In  order  to  reduce  con- 
S^stion  and  delay,  vessels  which  certified  that  they  had  no  contraband 
“rid  gave  detailed  reports  of  their  lading  were  issued  commercial  pass- 
P°rts,  called  navicerts,  by  British  representatives  in  their  ports  of  de- 
P“rture  and  were  generally  exempt  from  search  or  delay.  This  use  of 
navicerts,  voluntary  at  first,  was  made  compulsory  in  July  1940.  At  the 
^“rrie  time,  the  use  of  British  credit,  repair  facilities,  insurance,  refueling 
^*^ati()ns,  charts,  and  all  kinds  of  shipping  aids  were  denied  to  vessels 
'ch  did  not  have  a  British  “ship-warrant.”  This  system,  ^vith  the  un¬ 
cial  support  of  the  United  States,  gradually  made  it  possible  to  control 
n^nst  of  the  shipping  of  the  world.  The  United  States  and  other  coun- 
also  cooperated  from  1940  in  rerouting  passengers  and  mails  through 
Pniiats  like  Bermuda  or  Gibraltar  where  they  could  be  searched  by  the 
itish.  This  gave  Britain  control  of  information  and  enemy  funds  for 
lockade  purposes. 

n  order  to  reduce  the  enemy’s  ability  to  buy  abroad,  financial  con- 
•“^ctions  were  cut,  his  funds  abroad  were  frozen,  and  his  exports  were 
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blocked.  The  United  States  cooperated  in  these  efforts  as  well,  freezing 
the  financial  assets  of  various  nations  as  they  were  conquered  by  the  ag¬ 
gressor  Powers  and  finally  the  assets  of  the  aggressors  themselves  in  June- 
July  1941.  One  of  the  chief  steps  in  this  effort  was  the  interruption  of 
the  export  of  German  coal  by  sea  from  the  Baltic  to  Italy  on  March 
5,  1940,  three  months  before  Italy  itself  became  a  belligerent.  This  dis- 
rapted  the  Italian  economy.  Efforts  to  supply  only  half  of  Italy’s  needs 
rom  Germany  by  rail  almost  disrupted  the  Gernian  transportation  sys¬ 
tem  (since  It  required  the  use  of  15,000  railroad  cars).  At  the  same  time, 
curtailment  of  Italian  exports  and  the  need  to  buy  British  coal  reduced 
the  Italian  gold  reserve,  almost  at  once,  from  2.3  to  1.3  billion  lire. 

Because  the  British  Navy  lacked  ships  to  enforce  any  complete  con- 
trol  of  contraband  by  stopping  vessels  for  search,  various  devices  were 
adopted.  Bepnmng  m  December  1939,  agreements  were  signed  with  neu¬ 
trals  by  \\'hich  these  latter  agreed  not  to  reexport  their  imports  to  Brit¬ 
ain  s  enemies.  Compulsory  rationing  of  neutral  imports  was  established 
at  the  end  of  July  1940.  At  the  same  time,  preemptive  buying  of  vital 
commodities  at  their  source  to  prevent  Germany  and  its  allies  from  ob- 
taimng  them  began.  Because  of  limited  British  funds,  most  of  this  task 
of  preemptive  buying  M^as  taken  over  by  the  United  States,  almost  com¬ 
pletely  so  by  February  1941. 

After  1941,  the  blockade  became  increasingly  effective,  especially  by 
*e  elimination  of  neutrals  (like  the  Soviet  Union,  Japan,  and  the  United 
btates)  and  by  the  shift  from  quantitative  to  qualitative  controls.  Under 
this  new  system  the  blockade  concentrated  on  a  few  vital  materials  and 
commodities,  trying  to  increase  the  rate  of  German  usage  of  these  or  to 
reduce  their  stocks  by  bombardment  or  sabotage,  and  seeking  out  such 
materials  (like  industrial  diamonds)  at  their  sources,  frequently  in  re¬ 
mote  regions  of  the  earth,  then  following  them  by  economic-intelligence 
information  to  a  point  where  Britain  could  get  them  by  seizure  or  by 
preemptive  purchase.  ^ 

The  blockade  was  enforced  by  Britain  with  little  regard  for  interna¬ 
tional  law  or  for  neutral  rights,  but  there  was  relatively  little  protest  from 
the  neutrals,  because  the  most  influential  neutrals  were  already  so  deeply 
committed  to  one  side  or  to  the  other  that  they  could  hardly  be  regarded 
as  neutrals  and  were  not  prepared  to  defend’ such  a  status.  The  United 
States  openly  favored  Britain,  while  Italy  and  Japan  equally  openly  fa¬ 
vored  Germany.  The  Soviet  Union  favored  neither  side  but  was  very 
fearful  of  attack  from  both;  until  April  1940,  it  was  more  fearful  of 
Britain  and  France,  while  after  the  fall  of  Norway  and  France  it  became 
increasingly  fearful  of  Germany.  Both  of  these  fears,  through  geographic 
and  political  circumstances,  inclined  it  to  a  wholehearted  economic  sup¬ 
port  of  Germany.  This  continued  to  the  day  of  the  German  attack  on 
the  Soviet  Union  on  June  22,  1941. 


WORLD  WAR  II:  TIDE  OF  AGGRESSION,  I939-I94I  673 

The  Nazi-Soviet  Trade  Agreement  of  August  19,  1939,  promised  that 
Germany  would  provide  200  million  marks’  credit  to  be  used  for  ma¬ 
chinery  and  industrial  installations  for  Russia  in  return  for  Russian  raw 
niaterials  to  the  value  of  180  million  marks.  On  February  1 1,  1940,  a  new 
agreement  increased  these  e.xchanges  to  750  million  marks’  value  and 
provided  that  Russian  deliveries  should  be  made  in  18  months  and  be 
paid  for  by  German  deliveries  covering  27  months,  the  accounts  to  be 
balanced  in  this  2:3  ratio  at  six-month  intervals.  At  the  same  time,  Rus- 
®a  promised  to  facilitate  transshipment  of  goods  to  Germany  from  Iran, 
Afghanistan,  and  the  Far  East,  across  Siberia. 

This  Trans-Siberian  leak  in  the  blockade  of  Germany  could  have  been 
cf  great  significance  because  it  allowed  Germany  to  keep  contact  with 
allied  Japan  and  provided  a  route  to  the  tin,  rubber,  and  oil  of  the 
Netherlands  Indies  and  southeast  Asia.  However,  transportation  diffi¬ 
culties,  lack  of  full  cooperation  by  the  Russians  and  Japanese,  as  well  as 
payment  problems,  kept  the  1940  total  for  Trans-Siberian  freightage  to 
Germany  down  to  about  166,000  tons,  of  which  58,000  were  soybeans 
45,000  were  whale  oil.  In  the  five  months  of  1941,  before  the  out- 
reak  of  war  in  Russia,  this  transit  of  goods  to  Germany  reached  212,000 
tons  with  soybeans  and  whale  oil  accounting  for  142,000  tons  of  the  total, 
buch  essential  items  as  rubber,  tin,  copper,  wool,  or  lubricating  oils 
^niounted  to  only  a  small  fraction  of  the  total. 

Germany  did  much  better  in  obtaining  goods  from  the  Soviet  Union 
'tself,  for  rhe  total  on  this  score  reached  4,541,202  tons  over  the  22 
tUonths  from  September  i,  1939  to  June  22,  1941.  The  largest  items  in 
his  figure  were  1,594,530  tons  of  grain,  777,691  tons  of  wood  and  tim- 
641,604  tons  of  petroleum  products,  165,157  tons  of  manganese  ore, 
®ud  139,460  tons  of  cotton,  but,  once  again,  there  were  relatively  small 
'^mounts  of  vital  defense  materials  which  Germany  urgently  needed.  On 
c  other  hand,  the  items  Germany  did  obtain  w'ere  very  profitable  to 
h  because  Germany  was  far  behind  on  its  repayments  to  Russia,  a  situa- 
hon  which  became  w'orse  as  June  1941  approached.  The  materials  Ger- 
'^^uy  had  promised  in  payment  were  industrial  products  of  great  value 
the  Soviet  defense,  and  Germany  delayed  in  its  shipments  as  much  as 
possible  because  of  Hitler’s  plans  to  attack  eastward.  The  Soviet  demands 
^t  the  Germans  should  catch  up  on  their  arrears  of  payment  became 
of  the  irritants  which  hastened  the  Nazi  attack  on  Russia  in  1941. 

On  the  whole,  the  blockade  had  no  decisive  effect  on  Germany’s  abil- 
'G  to  wage  war  until  1945.  After  examining  the  evidence  on  this  prob- 
^01,  the  cliicfs  of  the  blockade  of  the  Foreign  Economic  Administration 
Washington  wrote,  “Germany’s  war  production  and  military  opera- 
hons  were  never  seriously  hampered  b\'  a  shortage  of  any  essential  raw 
^3terials  or  industrial  products,  with  the  single  exception  of  petroleum— 
even  that  shonage  resulted  from  the  combined  effect  of  the  Soviet 
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Army’s  capture  of  Romanian  oil  fields  and  the  concentrated  bombing  oi 
Germany’s  synthetic  production  rather  than  directly  from  economic 
warfare.”  The  same  writers  point  out  that  Germany’s  food  supply,  it^ 
calories  per  capita,  was  at  the  prewar  level  until  the  very  last  months  of 
the  war. 

The  ability  of  the  Germans  to  cope  with  the  blockade  was  largely 
due  to  their  high  level  of  engineering  skill  aod  their  ruthless  e.xploitation 
of  conquered  Europe,  especially  of  the  manpower  of  dominated  areas. 
German  engineering  ability  made  it  possible  to  get  around  material  short¬ 
ages  or  to  repair  industrial  plants  damaged  by  air  raids,  but  these  efforts 
required  more  and  more  manpower,  which  Germany  lacked.  An  increase 
in  the  labor  supply  was  obtained  by  enslaving  the  captured  peoples  of 
Poland,  Czechoslovakia,  Russia,  and  other  countries.  In  the  same  xvay, 
the  German  food  supply  was  kept  up  by  starving  these  enslaved  peoples. 

In  the  early  part  of  the  war,  the  blockade  was  not  effective  because 
of  the  low  level  of  German  mobilization,  the  slow  and  faulty  fashion  m 
which  the  blockade  was  (perhaps  necessarily)  applied,  the  large  number 
of  neutral  and  nonbelligerent  countries,  the  leaks  to  Germany  across 
Soviet  Russia  and  Vichy  France,  the  ineffectiveness  of  quantitative  con¬ 
trols  under  a  limited  naval  patrol,  and  the  succession  of  German  con¬ 
quests  which  brought  such  valuable  assets  as  the  Norwegian  iron-ore 
route,  the  French  iron  mines  and  aluminum  industry,  the  Romanian  oi 
wells,  or  the  Yugoslav  copper  mines  under  direct  German  control. 

THE  SOVIET  BORDERLANDS, 

SEPTE.MBER  1939-APRIL  I94O 

During  the  “phony  war”  from  September  1939  to  April  1940, 
were  persons  in  Britain,  France,  and  Germany  who  were  willing  to  ng 
to  the  bitter  end  and  other  persons  who  were  eager  to  make  peace,  bne 
persons  engaged  in  extensive  intrigues  and  cross-intrigues  in  order  to  nego 
tiate  peace  or  to  prevent  it.  One  of  the  most  publicized  of  these  eftor 
gave  rise  to  the  so-called  “Venlo  incident”  of  November  1939.  On 
tober  9th  Hitler  ordered  his  commanding  generals  to  prepare  for  ® 
immediate  attack  on  the  Low  Countries  and  France.  Shortly  afterua^j 
two  members  of  British  military  Intelligence  in  the  Netherlands,  x'' 
were  officially  attached  to  the  British  diplomatic  mission  at  The 
were  approached  by  a  man  whom  they  believed  to  be  an  agent  or 
contented  generals  of  the  German  General  Staff.  This  man,  who  niay 
have  been  a  “double  apnt”  working  for  both  sides,  wished  to 
possibility  of  negotiating  peace  if  the  German  generals  removed  Hit 
and  his  chief  associates  by  a  coup  d'etat.  The  proposal  sounded  authe 
because  the  British  leaders  had  been  approached  with  similar  o 
which  were  known  to  be  authentic,  since  August  1938,  and  there  w 
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that  very  niomeiit,  late  in  1939,  a  member  of  the  German  General 
taff  who  was  passing  information  (including  the  date  of  Hitler’s  pro¬ 
jected  attack  on  Holland)  to  the  Netherlands  military  attache  in  Berlin, 
with  Lord  Halifax’s  permission,  the  two  British  officers.  Major  Richard 
enry  Stevens  and  Captain  Sigismund  Pa)-ne-Best,  w  ith  an  observer 
toiii  the  Netherlands  government,  Lieutenant  Klop,  held  five  meetings 
on  Dutch  territory  v  ith  the  German  negotiators.  At  the  fifth  meeting, 
^  enlo  on  November  9th,  the  negotiators,  who  were  really  members 
0  the  Security  Police  of  the  S.S.,  shot  Lieutenant  Klop,  and  escaped  into 
’Criiiany  \\  ith  his  body,  the  two  British  agents,  a  Dutch  chauffeur,  and 
tc  automobile  in  \\  hich  they  had  been  traveling.  The  incident  aroused 
great  notoriety  at  the  time  and,  in  some  circles,  was  taken  to  indicate 
Gat  Britain  was  really  eager  to  find  some  wav  out  of  the  conflict,  in 
spite  of  its  proclaimed  determination  to  fight  to  a  finish. 

The  Venlo  incident  was  but  one,  and  on  the  whole  a  rather  unim¬ 
portant  one,  of  a  number  of  unsuccessful  efforts  to  make  peace  between 
Ge  \Vestern  Powers  and  Germany  in  the  six  months  following  the  de- 
,Gt  of  Poland.  These  efforts  combined  with  the  lack  of  fighting  in  the 
phony  war”  to  convince  the  leaders  of  the  Soviet  Union  that  the  West¬ 
ern  Powers  had  little  heart  in  fighting  Germany  and  would  prefer  to  be 
oghting  Russia.  As  w-e  shall  see,  this  was  probably  true  of  Chamberlain 
his  clo,se  associates  and  of  Daladier  and  his  successor  as  prime  min¬ 
ister  of  France,  Paul  Reynaud.  To  avoid  or  at  least  postpone  an  attack, 
torn  either  the  M^estern  Powers  or  Germany,  became  the  chief  aim  of 
°''iet  policy,  and  every  effort  was  made  to  strengthen  Russia’s  military, 
strategic,  and  political  position.  It  was  felt  in  the  Kremlin,  in  the  period 
tom  September  to  ,May,  that  the  danger  of  attack  was  greater  from  the 
Western  Powers  than  it  -was  from  Germany,  since  Germany  was  in  such 
great  need  of  Russian  raw  materials  that  it  w'ould  probably  keep  the 
peace  if  the  Soviet  Union  made  serious  efforts  to  fulfill  the  economic 
ngreenients  it  had  signed  with  Germany.  Moreover,  the  political  agree¬ 
ments  of  August  23rd  and  September  28th,  by  giving  the  Soviet  IJnion 
^  free  hand  east  of  a  specified  line,  made  it  possible  for  Russia  to 
strengthen  its  defenses  against  Germany  by  advancing  its  frontiers  and 
11  itary  bases  up  to  that  line.  Furthermore,  the  Soviet  leaders  believed 
^  ^t  full  economic  cooperation  with  Germany  might  persuade  Hitler  to 
itig  pressure  on  Japan  to  reduce  its  pressure  on  the  Sovfiet  Far  Eastern 

frontier. 

The  Japanese  pressure  on  the  Soviet  Far  East  reached  its  peak  in  the 
-  ^3rs  and  1939  with  two  attacks  by  the  Japanese  Army  on  Soviet 
.  The  second  of  these  attacks,  at  Nomonhan  on  the  Manchurian- 

^rigolian  frontier,  resulted  in  a  major  Japanese  defeat  in  which  Nippon 
16  5J,ooo  casualties;  it  was  ended  by  a  truce  signed  on  September 
’  i939>  only  one  day  before  Russian  forces  began  to  move  into  Po- 
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land.  From  the  diplomatic  point  of  view  the  Soviet  Far  Eastern  policy 
was  a  success,  for  Hitler,  in  the  years  1939-1941,  put  pressure  on  Japan 
to  relax  its  efforts  to  expand  on  the  northern  part  of  the  .Asiastic  main¬ 
land  and  to  replace  this  with  a  movement  against  British  Malaya  an 
the  Netherlands  East  Indies.  The  Japanese  defeat  at  Nomonhan  and  the 
fact  that  the  raw  materials  which  Japan  needed  were  to  be  found  in  the 
south  rather  than  in  Mongolia,  Siberia,  or  even  northern  China, 
suaded  Japan  to  accept  the  change  of  direction.  A  Soviet  ambassador 
returned  to  Tokyo  in  Novemlier  1939,  for  the  first  time  since  June 
1938. 

During  the  period  1929  to  October  1941,  the  Soviet  Union  had  e.\- 
cellent  information  about  Japanese  affairs  from  its  “master  spy”  in  the 
Ear  East,  Richard  Sorge.  Sorge,  a  member  of  the  Nazi  Party  from  1933’ 
representative  of  many  German  newspapers  in  Tokyo  from  the  same 
year,  and  press  attache  in  the  German  Embassy  in  Tokyo  in  i939-*94'’ 
had  an  e.xcellent  knowledge  of  the  most  secret  matters  in  the  Far  East 
because  of  his  own  intimate  relations  with  the  German  ambassador  an 
because  of  his  secret  agents  (including  Saionji,  adopted  son  of  the  las^ 
Genro,”  and  Ozaki,  adviser  to  Prince  Konove)  in  Japanese  governing 
circles.  By  reporting  to  .Moscow'  on  the  condition  of  the  Japane.se  mi  i' 
tary  forces  and  the  gradual  triumph,  within  the  Japanese  government, 
the  anti-British  over  the  anti-Russian  influence,  Sorge  made  it  possi 
for  the  Soviet  Union  to  weaken  its  defenses  in  the  Far  East  in  order  to 
strengthen  them  in  Europe. 

In  Europe,  after  the  occupation  of  Poland  (which  shielded  the  Ru* 
sian  center),  the  Soviet  leaders  were  worried  about  two  areas.  In  t 
south,  including  the  Balkans,  the  Dardanelles,  or  the  Caspian  oil  he  > 
they  were  very  fearful  of  an  Anglo-French  attack,  while  in  the  Ba 
they  were  fearful  of  both  the  Western  Pow'ers  and  Germany. 

The  Soviet  fears  of  the  Western  Powers  in  the  south  appear 
unfounded  to  us,  but  seemed  very  real  to  them  in  1939.  The  inforrnanu^ 
which  has  been  released  since  1945  shows  that  there  was  some  basis 
this  fear  but  that  the  Anglo-French  threat  to  Russia  w'as  much  greate 
in  the  Baltic  than  it  was  in  the  south.  In  the  latter  area  the  Kremlin  v'**® 
suspicious  of  the  French  Army  of  the  Orient  in  Syria.  The  Russians 
lieved  that  General  .Ma.xime  Weygand  had  a  force  of  several  Inindre^ 
thousand  men  which  he  wished  to  use  across  Iran  or  Turkey  in 
tack  on  the  Russian  oil  fields  in  the  Caspian  region.  In  January  i94”’ 
Germany  obtained  reports  from  Paris  that  Weygand  proposed  to 
the  Soviet  Union  from  Romania.  .As  a  matter  of  fact,  Weygand  had 
three  poorly  equipped  divisions  totaling  about  40,000  men,  and  ins  p* 
w'ere  largely  defensive.  He  hoped  to  support  the  Allied  gnarantecs^^^ 
Turkey,  Greece,  and  Romania  (given  in  April  1939),  and  to  protect 
Romanian  oil  fields  by  moving  northward  from  Salonika  if  German')’ 
Hungary,  or  Bulgaria  made  any  warlike  move  in  the  Balkans. 
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The  political  situation  in  the  Balkans  was  of  such  precarious  stability 
that  the  ^^'estern  Pow’crs  did  not  dare  to  make  a  move  in  the  area  for 
fear  ever\'thing  would  collapse.  Turkey,  Greece,  Romania,  and  Yugo¬ 
slavia  were  joined  in  a  Balkan  Entente  aimed  at  preventing  any  Bulgarian 
aggression.  Since  these  four  states  could  mobilize  over  a  hundred  divi- 


sions,  although  lacking  all  modern  or  heavy  equipment,  they  could  keep 
Bulgaria  quiet.  Unfortunately,  the  Balkan  Entente  w’as  not  designed  for 
protection  against  Italy  or  Germany,  where  the  real  danger  lay. 

Italy  had  various  projects  to  attack  Greece  from  the  Albanian  terri- 
tory  it  itad  seized  in  April  1939.  It  also  had  fully  matured  plans  to  dis- 
ttipt  Yugoslavia  by  subsidizing  and  supporting  a  Croat  revolt,  under 
A-nte  Pavelic,  against  the  dominant  Serb  majority  in  that  stat^.  During 
“phony  war”  the  Italians  hoped  that  the  Western  Powers  would 
allow  Italy  to  carry  out  its  project  against  Yugoslavia  in  order  to  block 
any  German  movement  into  that  area.  Such  permission  seemed  possible 
from  the  fact  that  the  democratic  states  had  not  guaranteed  Yugoslavia 
“s  they  had  the  other  three  states  of  the  Balkan  Entente.  Italy’s  project 
"'as  set  for  early  June  1940,  but  was  interrupted  by  Hitler’s  attack  in 
the  West,  tvhich  was  made,  without  notifying  his  Italian  partner,  on 
^'lay  10th. 

Another  element  of  instability  in  southeastern  Europe  was  the  posi- 
hon  of  Hungary,  which  aspired  to  detach  Transylvania  from  Romania, 
hmee  Hungary  could  not  take  this  area  by  its  own  pow’er,  it  sought 
^rjpport  from  Italy  rather  than  from  Gennany  (which  the  Hungarians 
eared).  With  Italian  support,  Hungary  refused  to  allow'  German  troops 
cross  its  territory  to  attack  Poland  in  September  1939,  and  began  to 
negotiate  an  agreement  with  Italy  by  w-hich  the  Duke  of  Aosta  would 
e  offered  the  crown  of  Hungary,  as  an  anti-German  solution  to  Hun- 
gsty  s  ambiguous  constitutional  position.  This  project,  like  the  one  in 
oatia,  w  as  upset  by  the  grow  ing  rivalry  of  Germany  and  Russia  in 


During  the  period  from  September  1939  to  June  1940,  Hitler  had  no 
j  ''^'^31  ambitions  with  respect  to  the  Balkans  or  the  Soviet  Union.  From 
’oth  he  W'anted  nothing  more  than  the  maximum  supply  of  raw'  materials 
3  political  peace  w  hich  w  ould  permit  these  goods  to  flow'  to  Ger- 
|"®uy.  Both  areas  cooperated  fully  with  Germany  in  economic  matters, 
fear  of  Germany  w'as  so  great  that  both  areas  also  sought  political 
auges  which  might  strengthen  their  ability  to  resist  Germany  at  a 
cr  date.  Hungarian  efforts  to  obtain  support  from  Italy  w'ere  not  suc- 
J*  ul,  as  we  have  seen,  because  Italy  wavered  between  fear  of  Germany 


-cognition  of  the  fact  that  i 


wn  ambitions  in  the  Balkans,  the 


‘terranean,  or  Africa  could  be  obtained  only  with  German  support, 
'c  Balkan  Entente  sought  support  and  military  supplies  from  the  \Vest- 
j  owers  but  could  obtain  little,  since  these  Powers  believed  that  they 
uot  have  the  equipment  to  defend  themselves.  The  only  important 
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Step  they  took  was  a  military  alliance  with  Turkey.  This  was  signed  with 
France  and  England  on  October  19,  1939  't*  the  form  of  a  mutual- 
assistance  pact,  e.xcept  that  Turkey  could  not  be  compelled  to  take  up 
arms  against  Russia.  This  last  clause  was  inserted  on  Turkish  insistence 
but  was  kept  secret  and,  in  consequence,  the  Soviet  Union  was  not  re¬ 
assured  by  the  agreement. 

In  the  meantime  the  Soviet  Union  took  steps  to  defend  itself  against 
an_v  attack  from  the  Baltic.  In  the  period  September  29-October  10,  i939’ 
three  of  the  Baltic  states,  Estonia,  Latvia,  and  Lithuania,  were  forced  to 
sign  military-assistance  pacts  wdth  Russia.  Estonia  and  Latvia  provided 
naval  and  air  bases  for  Russian  forces,  while  the  city  of  Vulna  was  given 
to  Lithuania  by  Russia.  About  25,000  Russian  troops  were  stationed  in 
each  of  the  three  countries.  Appeals  from  these  countries  to  Germany 
for  support  against  Russia  were  summarily  rejected,  and  thev  were  ad¬ 
vised  to  yield  to  the  Soviet  demands.  As  part  of  the  reorganization  of 
this  area.  Hitler  on  September  27th  ordered  that  the  so-called  “Balts” 
(German-speaking  residents  of  the  Baltic  states)  should  be  moved  to 
Germany  as  quickly-  as  possible.  This  was  done  within  a  month. 

From  the  Soviet  point  of  view  Finland  provided  a  much  more  im¬ 
portant  pn)blem  than  any  of  the  Baltic  states.  The  city  of  Leningrad, 
one  of  Russia’s  greatest  industrial  centers  with  a  population  of  3,191,000 
persons,  was  joined  to  the  Baltic  Sea  by  the  Gulf  of  Finland,  fliis  gulf- 
about  150  miles  long  and  50  miles  wide,  ran  west  to  east,  with  its  north¬ 
ern  and  eastern  shores  occupied  by  Finland  and  its  southern  shore  largely 
Estonian.  Leningrad,  at  the  e.xtreme  southeastern  corner  of  tlie  gulf,  was 
at  the  southern  end  of  the  Karelian  Isthmus,  a  neck  of  land  running  north 
and  south  between  the  gulf  and  Lake  Ladoga,  some  20  miles  farther  east. 
The  Finnish  frontier  crossed  this  isthmus  from  the  gulf  to  Lake  Ladoga 
only  20  miles  nonh  of  Leningrad. 

On  October  14th  the  Soviet  Union  demanded  that  the  Finnish  fron¬ 
tier  north  of  Leningrad  be  pushed  back  along  the  shore  of  the  gulf  ^o 
that  the  frontier  would  run  wesnvard  from"  Lake  Ladoga  instead  of 
southward  as  formerly.  This  would  put  the  Finnish  frontier  about  5“ 
miles  from  Leningrad,  leaving  Finland  about  half  of  the  Karelian  Isthmus- 
In  addition,  the  Bolsheviks  demanded  a  30-vear  lease  on  the  Finnish  naval 
base  at  Hangd  at  the  entrance  to  the  Gulf  of  Finland,  a  strip  about  100 
miles  long  and  10  miles  wdde  in  central  Finland  (where  the  Finnish  fron¬ 
tier  came  closest  to  the  railroad  line  between  Leningrad  and  Russia’s 
ice-free  port  of  Murmansk  on  the  Arctic  Sea),  and  a  small  area  of 
about  25  square  miles  where  the  Finnish  frontier  reached  the  Arctic 
Ocean  w'e.st  of  .Murmansk.  In  return  for  these  concessions  Moscow  0 
fered  a  nonaggression  pact,  about  2,100  st]uare  miles  of  w'ooded  area  m 
central  Finland,  and  permission  to  Finland  to  fortify  the  Aaland  Islantis 
between  Finland  and  Sw'eden,  something  which  had  been  forbidden 
since  1921. 
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It  is  not  yet  clear  why  Finland  rejected  the  Russian  demands  of  Octo- 
Germans  and  Russians  believed  that  it  was  done  under 
t'tisli  influence,  hut  the  evidence  is  not  available.  At  any  rate,  the  Finns 
2sked  for  German  support  and  were  rebuffed  as  early  as  October  6-7, 
*939  (before  the  Russian  demands  were  received);  they  ordered  mobili¬ 
sation  of  their  armed  forces  against  the  Soviet  Union  on  October  9th, 
atid  were  reported  by  the  German  minister  to  be  “completely  mobi¬ 


lized” 


ten  days  later.  In  the  negotiations  Stalin  abandoned  the  Soviet 


eniand  for  Hangd  if  he  could  get  the  Island  of  Russard  nearby  and  the 
jsland  of  Suursaari  farther  up  the  gulf,  but  insisted  on  most  of  the  Kare- 
*an  demand;  the  Finns  offered  about  a  third  of  the  Karelian  demand  but 
refused  to  grant  any  naval  bases  in  the  gulf.  On  November  9th  the  dis- 
^tissions  broke  down;  four  days  later  the  Finnish  negotiators  went  home. 

or  some  une.xplained  reason,  the  Finns  seem  to  have  felt  that  the  Rus¬ 
sians  Would  not  attack  their  country,  but  the  Soviets  attacked  at  several 
points  on  November  29th. 

If  the  Finns  had  ministerpreted  the  Soviet  determination  to  attack,  the 
oviets  misinterpreted  the  Finnish  determination  to  resist.  Although  at- 
^oked  at  five  major  points  by  large  forces  with  heavv  equipment,  the 
^^inns  made  very  skillful  use  of  the  terrain  and  the  winter  weather.  In 
0  first  t\\  o  months  (December-January)  a  half-dozen  or  more  Soviet 
•Visions  were  torn  to  pieces.  Only  in  February  1940  did  the  Soviet 
ensive  begin  to  move,  and  by  the  end  of  the  month  Finland’s  forces 
"'^re  so  c.xhausted  by  superior  numbers  that  the\-  accepted  the  Soviet 
Peace  was  signed  on  March  12,  1940. 

.  soon  as  Finland  realized  that  Russia  seriously  intended  to  attack, 
set  up  a  new  Cabinet  under  Risto  Ryti  to  wage  the  war  and  simul¬ 
taneously  seek  peace  by  negotiation.  This  latter  proved  to  be  difficult 
veause  on  December  2nd,  .Moscow  set  up  a  puppet  Finnish  government 
a  minor  and  discredited  Finnish  Communist  in  exile,  Kuusinen; 
^  niutual-aid  pact  was  signed  with  this  puppet  state  at  once.  Tlie  existence 
this  regime  discouraged  Germanv  from  offering  an\'  mediation  seek- 
P‘^i't:e,  in  spite  of  its  eagerne.ss  to  see  the  end  of  the  fighting  in  Fin- 
1  but  on  March  12th,  when  peace  was  made  with  the  authentic 
^ish  government,  Kuusinen  was  simply  left  in  the  lurch  by  .Moscow. 
,  he  Soviet  attack  on  Finland  provided  the  leaders  in  the  Entente  coun- 
W’a*  "  ^  heaven-sent  opportunity  to  change  the  declared  but  unfought 

vvith  Germany,  which  the\'  did  not  want,  into  an  undeclared  but 
^Siting  War  against  the  Soviet  Union.  The  fact  that  a  Russian  war  would 
undreds  of  miles  away,  while  the  war  with  Germanv  w  as  on  their 
“vstep,  an  added  advantage,  especially  in  Paris,  which  had  been 
'•y  resisting  British  suggestions  for  anv  unfriendly  action  against  Ger- 
along  the  Rhine.  .Accordingly,  Britain  and  France  resurrected  the 
vihund  League  of  Nations,  violated  the  Ct)venant  to  put  Finland, 
Pt,  and  South  Africa  on  the  Council,  and  illegally  (according  to  the 


68o  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

American  Journal  of  International  Law)  expelled  Russia  from  the  League 
as  an  aggressor. 

That  Russia  was  an  unprovoked  aggressor  is  beyond  question,  but 
there  was  at  least  a  surface  inconsistency  between  the  violence  of  the 
Anglo-French  reaction  against  Russian  aggression  in  1939  and  the  coiU" 
placency  with  which  they  had  viewed  other  aggressions  in  i93i->939- 
This  last  act  of  the  League  of  Nations  was  its  most  efficient.  Although 
the  League’s  consideration  of  the  Japanese  aggression  in  China  had  re¬ 
quired  fifteen  months  and  resulted  in  no  punishment,  Russia  was  con¬ 
demned  in  eleven  days  in  December  1939.  The  German  aggressions  0 
1936-1939  had  not  even  been  submitted  to  the  League  of  Nations,  and  the 
Italian  seizure  of  Albania  had  been  recognized  by  Britain  with  unseemly 
haste  earlier  in  1939,  but  the  Anglo-French  leaders  now  prepared  to  attac 
the  Soviet  Union  both  from  Finland  and  from  Syria. 

In  the  north,  everv  effort  was  made  by  France  and  Britain  to  turn  the 
Soviet  attack  on  Finland  into  a  general  war  against  Russia.  On  December 
19,  1939,  the  Supreme  War  Council  decided  to  provide  Finland  with  a 
indirect  assistance  in  their  power”  and  to  use  diplomatic  pressure  on  Nor¬ 
way  and  Sweden  to  aid  Finland  against  Russia.  The  Scandinavian  coun¬ 
tries  were  informed  of  this  on  December  27th.  On  February  5,  04°’ 
the  Supreme  War  Council  decided  to  send  to  Finland  an  expeditionary 
force  of  100,000  heavilv  armed  troops  to  fight  the  Soviet  hordes.  Ger¬ 
many  at  once  warned  Norway  and  Sweden  that  it  would  take  action 
against  them  if  the  two  Scandinavian  countries  permitted  passage  of  this 
force. 

Germany  and  Russia  were  both  eager  to  end  the  Finnish  fighting 
before  any  Anglo-French  intervention  could  begin,  the  former  because 
it  feared  that  Anglo-French  forces  in  Scandinavia  would  be  able  to  stop 
shipments  of  Swedish  iron  ore  across  Norway  to  Germany  through  the 
seaport  of  Narvik,  the  Russians  because  they  were  convinced  of  an  Angl°' 
French  desire  to  attack  them.  The  evidence  supports  both  of  these 
fears. 

Because  of  its  ver\’  high  quality,  Swedish  iron  ore  was  essential  to  t 
pemian  steel  industry.  In  1938  Germany  imported  almost  22  milliott  tons 
of  ore,  of  which  almost  nine  million  tons  came  from  Sweden  and  over 
million  came  from  France.  .A  German-Swedish  trade  agreement  of  D®' 
cember  22,  1939,  promised  that  Sweden  would  ship  ten  million  tons  0 
ore  in  1940,  of  which  two  or  three  million  would  go  by  way  of  Narvi 
As  early  as  September  1939,  the  British  were  discussing  a  project  to 
interrupt  the  Narvik  shipments  either  by  an  invasion  of  Norway  of 
mining  Norwegian  territorial  waters.  When  Germany  heard  of 
Anglo-French  expeditionary  force  being  prepared  to  cross  Norway  to 
Finland,  it  assumed  that  this  was  merely  an  excuse  to  cut  off  the  ote 
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shipments.  Accordingly,  Germany  began  to  prepare  its  o^vn  plans  to 
seize  Norway  first. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Anglo-French  expeditionary  force  was  really 
to  attack  Russia,  but  it  was  unable  to  arrive  on  time,  although 
ntain  and  France  did  all  they  could  to  force  Finland  to  continue  to  fight 
^ntil  they  could  arrive  on  the  scene.  In  February  w-ord  was  sent  that  if 
inland  made  peace  the  two  Western  Powers  would  not  be  bound  to 
support  Finnish  independence  after  the  great  war  ended.  On  January 
3rd  the  British  ambassador  was  withdrawn  from  Moscow.  On  February 
^*5th  Lord  Halifax  rejected  a  Soviet  request  that  Britain  convey  its  peace 
*^^rms  to  Finland;  they  had  to  be  sent  through  Sweden  instead.  On  March 
4fh  Daladier  and  Lord  Ironsides  formally  promised  Finland  an  ex¬ 
peditionary  force  of  57,000  men.  The  Scandinavian  countries  put  pres- 
on  Finland  not  to  ask  for  troops,  and  informed  Britain  that  they 
'vould  tear  up  their  railroad  tracks  if  the  expeditionary  force  tried  to 


When  the  request  from  the  Finns  did  not  arrive,  Daladier,  on  March 
h,  sent  them  a  threatening  message  which  said:  “I  assure  you  once 
"lore,  we  are  ready  to  give  our  help  immediately.  The  airplanes  are  ready 
lo  take  off.  The  operational  force  is  ready.  If  Finland  does  not  now  make 
er  appeal  to  the  Western  Powers,  it  is  obvious  that  at  the  end  of  the 
ivar  the  Western  Powers  cannot  assume  the  slightest  responsibility  for 
0  final  settlement  regarding  Finnish  territory.” 

According  to  the  Finnish  foreign  minister,  V.  Tanner,  Daladier  at  this 
hine  told  the  Finnish  military  attache  in  Paris  that  if  Finland  stopped 
ghting  Russia,  the  Western  Powers  would  make  peace  with  Germany, 
ci^ording  to  the  same  authority,  Anglo-French  agents  did  all  they  could, 
"P  to  the  final  moment,  to  prevent  or  to  disrupt  the  Soviet-Finnish  peace 
negotiations,  and  had  made  plans  to  cross  Scandinavia,  even  without 
permission,  and  to  use  any  Finnish  appeal  for  an  expeditionary  force  as  a 
"'eapon  to  arouse  the  Scandinavian  people  to  overthrow  their  own  gov¬ 
ernments.  The  Swedish  prime  minister,  in  return,  threatened  to  fight  on 
^  e  side  of  Russia  against  any  Entente  effort  to  force  a  transit.  When  the 
I'equest  did  not  come,  Britain,  on  March  nth,  informed  Norway 
Sweden  that  it  had  arrived,  and  made  a  formal  request  for  transit 
•"OSS  the  two  countries.  This  w'as  refused,  and  Finland  made  peace  the 
='ame  day. 

^®'^*ct-Finnish  Peach  Treaty  of  March  12,  1940  was  made  at  the 
stence  of  the  Finnish  commander  in  chief,  Baron  Mannerheim,  al- 
In  niuch  more  severe  than  the  Russian  demands  of  October. 

®  dition  to  the  areas  in  the  north  and  the  naval  base  at  Hangd,  the 
^Sgtessors  took  manv  of  the  islands  of  the  Gulf  of  Finland  and  the 
Th°  ^  Karelian  Isthmus,  including  all  the  shores  of  Lake  Ladoga, 

gains  made  it  possible  for  Russia  to  bring  both  official  and  unofficial 
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pressure  on  Finland  to  influence  its  foreign  and  domestic  policy.  To  resist 
this  steady  pressure,  Finland  began,  in  August  1940,  secret  military  con¬ 
versations  with  Germany. 

The  failure  of  the  Anglo-French  expeditionary  force  to  reach  Finland 
does  not  mean  that  no  aid  reached  the  Finns.  Germany  refused  all  aid,  and 
intercepted  most  of  Italy’s  aid,  releasing  it  again  once  peace  had  been 
made.  The  W’estern  Powers,  however,  encouraged  volunteers  to  go  and 
sent  much  valuable  equipment.  Early  in  .March,  Chamberlain  wrote  to 
his  sister  about  Finnish  aid  as  follows:  “They  began  by  asking  for  fighter 
planes,  and  we  sent  all  the  surplus  we  could  lay  hands  on.  They  asked 
for  AA  guns,  and  again  we  stripped  our  own  imperfectly-armed  home 
defences  to  help  them.  They  asked  for  small  arms  ammunition,  and  we 
gave  them  priority  over  our  own  army.  They  asked  for  later  types  o 
planes,  and  we  sent  them  i  z  Hurricanes,  against  the  will  and  advice  of 
Air  Staff.  They  said  that  men  were  no  good  now,  but  that  they  would 
want  30,000  in  the  spring.” 

The  Soviet-Finnish  treaty  of  March  12th  did  not  put  an  end  to  the 
Anglo-French  projects  to  attack  Russia  or  to  cross  Scandinavia.  Angst 
against  both  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  Scandinavian  countries  remaine 
high  in  Paris  and  London.  The  Finnish  e.xpeditionary  force  was  kept 
together  in  England,  w  here  its  existence  gave  a  powerful  incentive  to  t 
German  project  to  invade  Norway  before  Britain  did  so.  On  April  5t  > 
only  four  days  before  the  German  attack  on  Norw'ay,  Lord  Halifax  sent  a 
note  to  Norway  and  Sweden  threatenting  these  countries  with  dire,  1 
unstated,  consequences  at  the  hands  of  Britain  if  they  refused  to  cooperate 
with  the  Western  Powers  in  sending  aid  to  Finland  “in  whatever  manner 
they  may  see  fit”  in  any  future  Soviet  attack  on  Finland.  , 

Six  days  later,  two  days  after  Germany’s  aggression  against  Deiima 
and  Norway,  General  Weygand  was  ordered  to  attack  the  Soviet 
from  Syria.  This  project  had  been  initiated  on  January  19,  i94"’  '' 
Daladier  ordered  General  Gamelin  and  Admiral  Jean  Darlan  to  dra^^ 
up  plans  to  bomb  Russia’s  Caucasian  oil  fields  from  Syria.  These  p* 
were  submitted  on  February  22nd  but  were  held  up  in  favor  of  the 
nish  project;  on  April  nth,  a  month  after  the  Soviet-Finnish  peace, 
new  French  premier,  Reynaud,  ordered  General  Weygand  to  carry 
the  raid  on  the  Soviet  oil  wells  of  the  Caucasus  as  soon  as  possible, 
gand  was  unable  to  do  this  before  the  end  of  June.  By  that  time  rf^ 
had  been  defeated  by  Germany,  and  Britain  w'as  in  no  position  to  at 
any  new  enemies. 

THE  GERMAN  ATTACK  ON  DENMARK  AND  NORWAY,  APRIL  194° 

Hitler’s  orders  to  attack  France  through  the  Netherlands  and  Belgi°^ 
were  issued  on  October  9,  1939,  and  the  date  of  the  attack  was  set 
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November  8th.  This  was  postponed  on  November  7th;  between  that  date 
and  May  loth,  the  order  to  attack  was  given  and  revoked  a  half-dozen 
firnes  because  of  adverse  weather  conditions  and  lack  of  munitions.  Each  of 
these  order  was  reported  to  the  West  through  the  Dutch  military  attache 
>0  Berlin,  but,  as  no  attack  eventuated,  it  is  probable  that  faith  in  this  in¬ 
formant  declined. 

Information  also  came  from  other  sources.  One  order  to  attack  was 


reported  to  the  West  by  Count  Ciano,  the  Italian  foreign  minister,  but 
yhe  Italians  were  dependent  on  their  own  spies,  since  they  could  get  no 
■nforniation  from  Hitler,  and  did  not  know  of  the  date  which  was  finally 
rised  on  May  loth.  In  January  a  German  plane  with  operational  orders  for 
rhe  attack  made  an  emergency  landing  in  Belgium;  the  orders  were  cap¬ 
tured  before  they  could  be  destroyed  completely.  This  caused  great 
®  atm  in  the  West,  but  no  one  could  be  sure  if  the  captured  docu- 
uients  were  authentic  or  part  of  a  Nazi  false  alarm. 

lu  the  meantime,  from  December  1939,  onward,  plans  to  invade  Nor- 
"'ay  were  prepared  at  the  insistence  of  the  German  admirals.  These  plans 
"’ere  made  in  cooperation  with  .Major  Vidkun  Quisling,  a  former  Nor¬ 
wegian  minister  of  war  and  leader  of  the  insignificant  Nazi  Party  in 
orw'ay.  Formal  orders  were  issued  by  Hitler  on  March  i,  1940  to 
occupy  both  Denmark  and  Norway.  Violations  of  Norwegian  neutrality 
y  both  sides  in  the  early  months  of  1940  influenced  these  plans  very  lit- 
February  the  British  Navy  intercepted  the  German  prison  ship 
tmark  in  Norwegian  waters  and  released  about  three  hundred  British 


ors  M’ho  had  been  captured  by  the  German  commerce  raider  Graf 
,  pee;  on  April  7th  the  British  placed  a  minefield  in  Norwegian  waters  to 
interrupt  the  flow  of  Swedish  iron  ore  down  the  western  coast  of  Nor- 


W‘iy  from  Narvik  to  Germany.  But  by  tha 
had  begun. 

,  I^cnniark  yielded  to  a  German  ultimatum 


:  time  the  German  operations 
on  April  9th  as  German  divi- 


us  overran  the  country;  and  seaborne  forces  landed  in  Copenhagen 
®tbor.  The  same  morning  secret  German  agents  inside  Norway  and 
uops  smuggled  into  Norwegian  harbors  in  merchant  vessels  seized  Nor- 
"cgian  airfields,  radio  stations,  and  docks.  They  were  supported  at  once 
.  airborne  infantry  in  Oslo  and  Stavanger  and  by  seaborne  forces  at 
^  Trondheim,  Bergen,  and  Narvik.  Although  German  naval  losses 
Were  large,  including  three  cruisers  and  eleven  destroyers,  the  operation 
s  a  Complete  success.  Oslo  was  captured  in  its  sleep  the  first  day,  and 
c  Luftwaffe  had  air  supremacy  over  most  of  Norway  by  the  end  of 
^nat  day.  '  ' 


w'  Allied  e.vpeditionary  force  which  had  been  prepared  for  Finland, 
^  1  some  additional  forces  from  France,  was  committed  to  Norway  in 

^^cattered  and  piecemeal  fashion,  chiefly  around  Trondheim  and  Narvik. 
^  1  rondheim  expedition  was  badly  bungled  and  had  to  be  evacuated  to 
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sea  on  May  1st;  the  Narvik  expedition  captured  that  citv  on  May 
but  began  to  evacuate,  taking  the  Norwegian  royal  family  with  it,  * 
week  later.  In  the  operation,  British  naval  losses  were  heavy,  and  if" 
eluded  the  aircraft  carrier  Glorious. 

The  Norwegian  fiasco  brought  Britain’s  increasingly  restive  public 
opinion  to  the  boiling  point.  In  the  parliamentary  debate  of  May  7-'°’ 
Chamberlain  feebly  defended  his  policies,  but  was  subjected  to  a  devastat¬ 
ing  attack  from  all  sides.  The  high  point  was  reached  when  Leopolt* 
Amery,  repeating  Cromwell’s  words  to  the  Long  Parliament,  cried  at 
Chamberlain:  “You  have  sat  too  long  here  for  any  good  you  have  been 
doing.  Depart,  I  say— let  us  have  done  with  you.  In  the  name  of 
go!”  In  the  following  vote  of  confidence  Chamberlain  was  victorious, 
281-200,  but  his  nominal  majority  of  200  had  fallen  to  81,  equivalent  to 
a  defeat.  The  next  day,  .May  9,  1940,  the  Speaker  was  very  busy  prevent¬ 
ing  the  Honorable  Members  from  continuing  their  attack  on  Chamberlaif- 
On  .May  loth,  at  dawn,  the  German  annies  struck  westw'ard  against  the 
Netherlands,  Belgium,  Luxembourg,  and  France.  Chamberlain  resign®  ’ 
and  was  replaced  by  a  national  government  under  Winston  Churchi  • 

After  forty  years  of  parliamentary  life,  during  much  of  which  he  ha 
been  the  best-hated  man  in  the  House  of  Commons,  Churchill’s  arrival  to 
the  highest  political  office  was  received  by  Englishmen  with  a  sigh  0 
relief.  Right  or  wrong,  fairly  or  unfairly,  Churchill  had  always  been 
fighter  and,  in  .May  1940,  as  the  German  annies  swept  westward, 
the  forces  of  decency  and  democracy  needed  was  a  fighter,  to  providers 
nucleus  about  which  those  who  wished  to  resist  tyranny  and  horror  cou 
rally.  In  his  first  speech,  the  new  prime  minister  provided  such  a  nudeuS' 
all  he  had  to  offer  was  “blood,  toil,  tears  and  sweat.  .  .  .  Our  only  aim 
victory,”  he  said,  “for  without  victory  there  is  no  survival.” 


The  Fall  of  France 
(May-June  1940) 
and  the  Vichy  Regime 

In  the  ne.vt  six  months  neither  victorv^  nor  survival  seemed  very  liJ^®^^ 
for  the  West.  The  German  forces  which  attacked  on  May  loth  were 
ferior  in  manpouer  to  the  forces  which  faced  them  but  were  much  mo^^ 
unified,  used  their  equipment  in  an  effective  fashion,  and  liad  a 
plan  which  they  proceeded  to  cany'  out.  Amounting  to  aliout  * 
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^•ons,  they  were  opposed  by  156  divisions,  but  the  defenders  were  divided 
'nto  four  different  national  armies,  were  arranged  improperly,  were  given 
t3sks  too  difficult  for  their  size  and  equipment  and,  in  general,  were  so 
managed  that  their  weakest  points  coincided  completely  with  the  most 
powerful  German  attacks. 

The  French  plan  of  campaign  was  dominated  by  two  factors:  the 
Maginot  Line  and  Plan  D.  The  iMaginot  Line,  an  elaborate  and  expensive 
system  of  permanent  fortifications,  ran  from  Switzerland  to  Montmedy. 
Behind  chis  line,  where  they  could  not  be  used  in  the  great  battle  draw- 
mg  near,  were  stationed  62  of  102  French  divisions  on  this  frontier.  From 
^ontmedy  to  the  sea,  France  had  40  divisions,  plus  the  British  Expedi¬ 
tionary  Force  of  ro  divisions.  According  to  Plan  D,  the  anticipated 
German  attack  on  the  Low  Countries  was  to  be  met  by  the  Allied  forces 
ttorth  of  Montmedy  advancing  as  rapidly  as  possible  to  meet  the  enemy, 
it  the  Belgian  Army  of  20  divisions  were  successful  in  holding  up  the 
German  advance,  it  was  hoped  that  a  new  Belgian-British-French  line 
Could  be  formed  along  the  Dyle  River  or  even  forty  miles  farther  north 
along  the  Albert  Canal;  if  the  Belgian  defense  were  less  successful,  the  new 
mie  Was  to  be  formed  along  the  Scheldt  River,  fifty  miles  behind  the  Dyle. 
1 0  carry  out  this  rapid  movement  as  soon  as  the  German  attack  was  an- 
I'ounced,  the  French  placed  their  best  and  fastest  divisions  on  the  extreme 
eft  (in  Henri  Giraud’s  Seventh  Army)  and  their  poorest  divisions  close 
to  the  end  of  the  .Maginot  Line  (in  Andre  Corap’s  Ninth  Army),  where 
hey  were  expected  to  make  a  relatively  short  advance  to  take  a  position 
etween  Sedan  and  Namur  along  the  Meuse  River.  Once  this  Plan  D 
advance  into  the  Low  Countries  had  been  achieved,  it  was  expected  that 

c  new^  line,  from  the  sea  to  LonEn\'y  (deep  in  the  Maginot  Line),  would 
«>>nd  as  follows: 


Netherlands  forces  —  10  divisions 
Giraud’s  Seventh  Army— 7  divisions 
Belgian  forces— 20  divisions 

Lord  Gort’s  British  Expeditionary  Force— 10  divisions 
Jean  Blanchard’s  First  Army— 6  divisions 
Corap’s  Ninth  Army— 9  divisions 
Charles  Huntziger’s  Second  Army— 7  divisions 


German  plans  w'ere,  as  the  French  anticipated,  a  modi- 
version  of  the  Schliefen  Plan  of  1905,  involving  a  wide  sweep  through 
e  Low  Countries.  The  false  alarms  of  a  German  attack  in  the  winter  of 
revealed  to  the  Germans,  however,  that  the  Allies  would  meet 
tio^  By  a  rapid  advance  into  Belgium.  Accordingly,  at  the  sugges- 

ou  of  General  Erich  von  Manstein,  the  Germans  modified  their  plans  to 
outage  the  Allied  advance  into  Belgium  w'hile  the  Germans  planned 
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to  Strike  with  their  greatest  strength  at  Sedan,  the  pivot  of  the  Allied 
turning  movement.  Such  an  assault  at  Sedan  made  it  necessary  for 
German  forces  to  pass  over  the  narrow,  winding  roads  of  the  Ardennes 
Forest,  then  to  cross  the  deep  and  swift  Meuse  River,  and  to  break 
between  Corap’s  and  Huntziger’s  forces,  but,  if  this  could  be  done  and 
Sedan  taken,  excellent  roads  and  a  railroad  ran  from  Sedan  westward 
across  France  to  the  sea. 

Under  the  “Manstein  Plan”  the  German  attack  from  the  North  Sea 
to  Sedan  was  organized  in  four  armies.  In  the  north,  the  Netherlands  was 
attacked  by  the  German  Eighteenth  Army  (one  panzer  and  four  infantry 
divisions);  in  the  middle,  Belgium  was  attacked  by  the  German  Sixth 
Army  (two  panzer  and  15  infantry  divisions)  and  the  German  Fourth 
Army  (two  panzer  and  12  infantry  divisions);  farther  south,  in 
Ardennes  area,  France  was  attacked  by  the  German  Twelfth  Army 
panzer  and  four  other  divisions);  from  Sedan  to  Switzerland,  although 
Germany  had  about  30  divisions,  all  were  infantry  formations  and  no 
major  offensive  was  made. 

The  “Manstein  Plan”  was  a  total  surprise  to  the  French.  They  were  so 
convinced  that  the  Ardennes  were  impassable  for  large  forces,  especially 
for  tanks,  that  evenThing  was  done  to  make  the  German  task  easier. 
Corap  and  Huntziger  placed  their  poorest  forces  (six  Series  B  divisions, 
undermanned,  with  little  training)  on  either  side  of  Sedan  and  their  best 
forces  on  their  fronts  most  remote  from  the  Ardennes  (that  is, 
Sedan).  In  Huntziger’s  case  these  better  divisions  were  behind  rh^ 
Maginot  Line  itself.  Because  of  the  Ardennes,  Corap  gave  his  four  pno^' 
divisions  near  Sedan  no  antitank  guns,  no  antiaircraft  guns,  and  no 
support  (reserving  these  for  his  high-quality  divisions  forty  miles  farther 
north),  and  expected  them  to  defend  a  front  of  ten  miles  per  division 
(while  the  French  Third  Army,  deep  behind  the  Maginot  Line,  ha  2 
front  of  1.8  miles  per  division).  .Moreover,  Corap’s  poor  divisions  were 
not  stationed  on  the  Meuse,  but  two  days’  march  to  the  west  of  ir, 
were  required,  once  the  German  attack  began,  to  race  the  Germans  to 
intervening  river. 

The  German  attack  began  at  5:35  on  .May  loth.  Two  days  later 
panzer  division  with  the  German  Eighteenth  .Army  broke  through  r  ^ 
Dutch  defenses  and  began  to  join  up  with  parachute  and  airborne 
which  Had  been  dropped  behind  these;  the  Netherlands  collapsed. 
Dutch  field  forces  surrendered  on  Mav  14th,  after  much  of  the  center 
Rotterdam  had  been  destroyed  in  a  twenty-minute  air  attack.  1  he  Ne 
erlands  royal  family  and  the  government  moved  to  England  to  conti 
the  war.  . 

The  great  mass  of  the  German  attack  fell  on  Belgium,  and  was  gre^ 
aided  bv  the  failure  of  manv  ordinary  defensive  precautions.  Vital 
over  the  Meuse  and  the  Albert  Canal  were  destroyed  only  partly  or 
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all.  The  defenders  on  the  Albert  Canal  were  attacked  from  the  rear 
parachutists  and  glider  forces  which  had  been  landed  behind  them. 
The  powerful  fort  of  Eben  Emael,  covering  the  canal  bridges,  was  cap¬ 
tured  by  airborne  volunteers  who  landed  on  its  roof  and  destroyed  its 
gun  apertures  with  e.xplosives.  Belgium’s  forces  fell  backward  toward  the 
l^yle  as  the  French  and  British  units,  according  to  Plan  D,  wheeled  north¬ 
eastward,  on  Sedan  as  a  pivot,  to  meet  them.  As  the  Belgian  forces  with- 
drew^  northwest,  while  the  German  attack  swung  southwest,  the  main 
.den  of  the  German  assault  now'  fell  on  the  French  First  Army,  to  pin 
dow'n  and  thus  prevent  it  from  reinforcing  Corap  farther  south.  In 
the  Germans  w  ere  successful;  on  May  15th,  as  news  of  the  break- 
mrough  at  Sedan  became  known,  Gamelin  ordered  all  forces  in  Belgium 
*^0  fall  backward  from  the  Dvle  Line  tow-ard  the  Scheldt. 


The  attack  through  the  Ardennes  on  Corap’s  Ninth  Army  was  made  by 
^special  German  force  of  five  panzer  and  three  motorized  divisions  under 
general  Paul  von  Kleist.  These  passed  through  the  forest  and  crossed  the 
leuse  to  fling  themselves  on  the  right  side  of  Corap’s  inexperienced 
ivisions.  By  the  evening  of  May  15th,  Corap’s  army  had  been  “vola- 
’  and  the  German  spearhead  w'as  racing  forward  thirty-five  miles 
'^'sst  of  Sedan.  The  misplaced  French  Si.xth  Army,  in  reserve  300  miles 
^uth  near  Lyon,  began  to  move  tow'ard  the  breach,  while  General 
•taud,  with  three  divisions  from  the  Seventh  Army,  was  ordered  from 
e  extreme  northw'est,  and  seven  other  divisions  were  taken  from  the 
urces  behind  the  Maginot  Line.  All  these  arrived  too  late,  because  von 
list’s  advance  units  crossed  France  and  reached  the  sea  at  Abbeville  on 
‘'^ay  20th,  having  covered  220  miles  in  eleven  days.  No  coordinated 
attack  Was  ever  made  on  this  thin  extended  line,  although  orders  w'ere 
•ssued  for  it  to  be  attacked  both  from  the  north  and  the  south. 

^he  Allied  forces  retreating  southw'ard  from  Belgium  w'ere  greatly 
uipered  by  masses  of  refugees  clogging  the  roads,  were  constantly 
atassed  by  Stukas,  and  had  lost  communication  between  units.  There 
^as  almost  no  contact  or  cooperation  between  the  French,  British,  and 
gians  in  the  north,  or  between  these  and  the  French  forces  south  of 
eists  breakthrough.  Panic  swept  Paris.  On  May  i6th  sixteen  French 
S^uerals,  including  Gamelin,  w'ere  dismissed,  and  the  command  given  to 
^ygand,  w  ho  did  not  arrive  from  Syria  until  May  20th.  During  this 
Period,  evacuation  of  the  government  to  Tours  W'as  ordered,  and  the 
^^cret  archives  of  the  Foreign  Aiinistry  were  burned  in  bonfires  on  the 
d’Orsay. 

fen  Reynaud  replaced  Daladier  as  minister  of  national  de- 

and  generally  shook  up  the  government,  replacing  many  weak 
by  defeatists,  appeasers,  and  Fascist  sympathizers.  The  chief  new  face 
'•s  that  of  Marshal  Petain,  eighty-three  years  old,  the  man  chiefly  re- 
r  nsible  for  the  inadequacy  of  French  military  planning  in  the  inter- 
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war  period.  Petain  was  recalled  from  the  ambassadorship  in  Madrid  to  be 
vice-premier  in  the  new  Cabinet.  Certain  French  politicians,  including 
Pierre  Laval,  hoped  that  Petain  might  play  a  role  in  French  domestic 
politics  such  as  Hindenburg  had  played  in  Germany:  to  protect  the 
organized  vested  interests  of  industry  and  business  from  changes  by  the 
Left  in  a  period  of  defeat. 

Weygand  spent  five  days  (May  ioth-25th)  in  an  unsuccessful  effort  W 
get  a  coordinated  attack  on  Kleist’s  salient.  On  May  2  5th-26th,  Kle'St, 
moving  up  the  coast  from  the  Somme,  on  the  rear  of  the  northern  Allied 
forces,  captured  Boulogne  and  Calais,  leaving  Dunkerque  as  the  only 
major  port  on  the  Allied  rear.  Withdrawal  to  this  port  was  threatened 
by  a  German  break  through  the  Belgian  Army  toward  Ypres.  On 
27th,  King  Leopold  of  Belgium  made  an  unconditional  surrender  of  his 
armies  to  the  Germans,  over  the  objections  of  the  Belgian  civil  govern¬ 
ment  and  without  making  certain  that  the  Allied  Command  had  been 
informed.  The  British  E.\peditionary  Force  at  once  began  to  evacuate  the 
Continent  through  Dunkerque. 

In  seven  days,  using  887  water  craft  of  all  types  and  sizes,  3371 '3' 
were  taken  off  the  beaches  at  Dunkerque  under  relentless  air  bombaf  ' 
ment  (May  zSth-June  4th).  By  Hitler’s  direct  order,  no  intensive  groun 
attack  was  made  on  the  Allied  forces  within  the  Dunkerque  perimeter,  a® 
Hitler  was  convinced  that  Britain  would  make  peace  as  soon  as  France 
was  defeated,  and  w  ished  to  save  his  dwindling  armored  forces  and  mum 
tions  for  the  attack  on  the  rest  of  France.  In  the  interval  before  tliis  ne" 
attack,  Weygand  tried  to  form  a  new'  line  along  the  Somme  and  Aisne 
rivers  from  the  sea  to  the  .Maginot  Line  and  to  eliminate  three  bridge 


heads  the  Germans  already  held  south  of  the  Somme. 

The  Battle  of  France  began  on  June  5th  with  German  attacks  on  t 
western  and  eastern  ends  of  the  “Wev'gand  Line.”  By  June  8th  t 
western  end  had  been  broken,  and  German  forces  began  to  move  to 
the  rear  of  the  Somme  defenses.  .As  the  line  collapsed  and  the  milit^X 
forces  fell  back,  they  disintegrated  among  packed  masses  of 
refugees,  hurried  onw'ard  by  Gennan  dive-bombers.  Paris  and  later 
cities  of  France  were  declared  open  cities,  not  to  be  defended.  Just  ^ 
Kleist’s  original  breakthrough,  no  effort  was  made  to  hold  up  the 
mans  by  road  obstacles,  civilian  resistance,  house-to-house  figlitmg- 
struction  of  supplies,  or  (above  all)  destruction  of  abandoned  gaso  t 


The  Gennan  armored  units  roamed  at  will  on  captured  fuel. 

On  June  12th  W’eygand  requested  the  French  government  to  see 
armistice;  Reynaud  refused  to  permit  any  civilian  surrender,  .since 
was  forbidden  by  an  Anglo-French  agreement  of  .March  1:,  '94^ 
stead,  he  gave  pennission  for  a  military  capitulation,  if  the  civil  gnvt 
ment  continued  the  war  from  French  North  Africa  or  from  ovets 
bases,  as  Norway,  the  Netherlands,  and  Belgium  were  doing-  ‘ 
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^eygand,  and  their  supporters  refused  to  leave  France.  They  also  flatly 
rejected  any  military  capitulation,  for  they  wanted  to  end  the  fighting 
'''ith  an  armistice  which  would  allow  France  to  maintain  a  French  Army 
a  guarantee  against  any  economic  or  social  changes  in  France. 

There  was  also  considerable  pressure  behind  the  scenes  from  anti¬ 
democratic  French  industrialists  in  monopolistic  lines  such  as  chemicals, 
light  metals,  synthetic  fibers,  and  electrical  utilities.  These  industrialists, 
rogether  with  politicians  like  Laval  and  private  or  commercial  banks,  like 
rhe  Banque  Worms,  or  the  Banque  de  I’lndochine,  had  been  negotiating 
cartel  and  other  agreements  with  Germany  for  ten  years,  and  felt  an 
armistice  would  offer  a  splendid  opportunity  to  complete  and  enforce 
these  agreements. 

As  the  military  collapse  continued,  piteous  appeals  for  help  were  sent 
to  London  and  to  Washington.  Reynaud  sent  eighteen  messages  to 
Churchill  asking  for  more  air  support,  but  could  obtain  none,  as  the 
British  War  Cabinet  wished  to  save  all  the  planes  it  still  had  for  the 
defense  of  Britain  after  the  French  collapse.  Appeals  to  Roosevelt  were 
to  more  successful;  1 50  planes  and  2,000  75-mm.  cannons  were  sent,  but 
^itey  sailed  from  Halifax  only  on  June  17th  and  were  at  sea  when  the 
fighting  ceased. 

The  chief  concern  in  London  and  Washington  w'as  over  the  fate  of  the 
^ench  fleet  and  of  French  North  and  West  Africa,  especially  Dakar.  If 
Hitler  obtained  the  French  fleet  or  any  considerable  portion  of  it,  British 
3td  American  security  would  be  in  acute  jeopardy.  The  French  fleet  was 
of  high  quality  and  included  two  new  battleships  (Richelieu  and  Jean 
^*^0  which  had  just  been  built  but  were  not  yet  in  service.  Such  a 
”ayy,  in  combination  with  the  German  and  Italian  navies,  might  destroy 
ntain’s  sea  defenses  and  force  a  British  surrender.  This  would  place 
America  in  great  danger,  as  American  security  in  the  Atlantic  had  been 
preserved  by  the  British  fleet  since  1818  and,  by  1940,  the  whole  American 
3ttle  fleet  had  to  be  kept  in  the  Pacific  to  face  Japan. 

Only  less  immediate  than  these  dangers  w'as  the  threat  to  both  British 
^nd  American  security  from  a  German  occupation  of  French  North  and 
'^est  Africa.  This  would  close  the  British  route  through  the  Mediter¬ 
ranean  immediately  and  allow-  the  Italian  forces  in  Libya  to  invade  Egypt 
^nh  relative  impunity.  The  possession  of  Dakar  by  German  forces  would 
provide  a  base  from  w  hich  submarines  could  attack  the  British  route  to 
rhe  East  by  w  ay  of  South  Africa  and  might  permit  an  attack  on  Brazil, 
°nly  1,700  miles  w-est  of  Dakar. 

With  these  considerations  in  mind,  Washington  and  London  did  all  they 
Could  to  dissuade  Mussolini  from  attacking  France  and  to  persuade  the 
rench  to  avoid  any  armistice  which  might  yield  either  French  Africa  or 
rhe  French  fleet  to  Hitler.  Eventually  Britain  gave  permission  to  France 
*^0  seek  an  armistice  if  the  fleet  sailed  to  British  ports.  This  was  rejected  by 
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the  French  military  and  naval  authorities.  As  a  final  effort,  Churchill,  on 
June  1 6th,  offered  France  a  political  union  with  Britain,  involving  joint 
Anglo-French  citizenship  and  a  joint  Cabinet.  This  was  never  considered 
by  the  French. 

As  the  militaiy’^  debacle  continued  to  grow  and  Reynaud  would  not 
make  a  separate  peace  and  could  not  get  a  Cabinet  agreement  to  with¬ 
draw  overseas,  he  resigned  (June  i6th)  and  was  replaced  by  a  new  gov¬ 
ernment  headed  by  Marshal  Retain.  The  old  man,  surrounded  by 
defeatists  and  appeasers  who  had  been  intriguing  for  deals  ^vith  the 
Nazis  for  years,  at  once  asked  for  an  armistice,  and  issued  an  ambiguous 
public  statement  which  led  some  French  units  to  cease  fighting  imme¬ 
diately.  On  June  loth  Italy  had  declared  war,  but  v\  as  unable  to  make 
any  important  military  advances  against  French  resistance.  On  June  14'^'* 
the  Germans  entered  Paris,  the  French  government  having  moved  to 
Tours  on  June  iith  and  continuing  to  Bordeaux  on  June  15th. 

The  armistice  negotiations  were  conducted  in  the  same  railway  carriage 
at  Compiegne  in  the  forest  of  Rethondes  where  Germany  had  sur¬ 
rendered  in  1918;  they  took  three  days,  and  went  into  effect  on  June  25th' 
Hitler  was  so  convinced  that  Britain  would  also  make  peace  that  he  gave 
surprisingly  lenient  terms  to  France.  In  spite  of  Mussolini’s  demands, 
France  did  not  have  to  give  up  any  overseas  territory  or  any  ports  on 
the  Mediterranean,  no  naval  vessels  or  any  airplanes  or  armaments  to  D 
used  against  England.  Northern  France  and  all  the  western  coast  to  the 
Pyrenees  came  under  occupation,  but  the  rest  was  left  unoccupied,  rule 
by  a  government  free  from  direct  German  control  and  policed  by  Frenc 
armed  forces.  The  chief  burden  of  the  surrender  came  from  three  pt®' 
visions;  ( i )  the  division  of  the  country  into  two  zones,  with  about  two- 
thirds  of  French  productive  capacity  in  the  occupied  zone;  (2)  all  Frenc 
prisoners  of  war,  amounting  to  almost  two  million  men,  were  to  remain 
in  German  hands  until  the  final  peace  treaty,  while  German  prisoners 
were  to  be  released  at  once;  and  (3)  all  the  expenses  of  the  German  oc 
cupation  were  to  be  paid  by  unoccupied  France.  The  two  zones  were 
sealed  off  so  completely  that  even  postal  communication  was  reduce 
to  a  minimum;  this  crippled  the  economy  of  the  unoccupied  part.  1  ^ 
expenses  of  the  army  of  occupation  were  set  at  the  outrageous  sum  o 
400  million  francs  a  day.  .Moreover,  bv  fixing  the  exchange  rate  at  one 
reichsmark  for  20  francs,  in  place  of  the  prewar  rate  of  one  for  eleven 
francs,  it  becaame  possible  for  the  occupying  forces  to  buy  goods  ver) 
cheaply  in  France,  thus  draining  wealth  to  Germany. 

The  governmental  system  of  Vichy  France  was  a  kind  of  bureau 
cratic  tyranny.  Pierre  Laval  pushed  through  a  series  of  constitutional  la'' 
which  ended  the  Third  Republic  and  the  parliamentary  system,  com  it’ 
ing  in  the  hands  of  Marshal  Retain  the  joint  functions  of  head  of  the  state 
(formerly  held  by  the  president)  and  head  of  the  government  (former  y 
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held  by  the  prime  minister),  with  the  right  to  legislate  by  decree.  Laval 
'''as  designated  as  Petain’s  successor  in  holding  these  powers,  and  the 
parliamentary  chambers  were  dismissed. 

In  spite  of  this  appearance  of  centralized  authority,  the  government  as 
a  whole  operated  on  the  basis  of  whim  and  intrigue,  the  various  ministers 
following  mutually  inconsistent  policies  and  seeking  to  extend  these  by 
increasing  their  influence  over  Petain.  The  procrastinations,  suspicions, 
ambiguities,  and  secrecies  of  the  marshal  himself  make  it  difficult  to  de¬ 


termine  what  his  own  policy  was,  or  even  if  he  had  one.  It  seems  likely 
that  he  followed  various  policies  simultaneously,  allowing  his  legal  powers 
to  be  exercised  by  quite  dissimilar  subordinates  in  an  effort  to  achieve  a 
few  clearly  defined  aims.  These  aims  seem  to  have  been  four  in  number, 
to  decreasing  importance:  (i)  to  maintain,  at  all  costs,  the  independence 
or  unoccupied  France;  (2)  to  secure  the  release,  as  rapidly  as  possible,  of 
0  prisoners  of  war;  (3)  to  reduce  the  financial  charges  of  the  occupa¬ 
tion  forces;  and  (4)  to  reduce,  bit  by  bit,  the  barriers  between  the  occu¬ 
pied  and  unoccupied  zones. 

The  ideology  of  \richy  was  a  typical  Fascist  melange  of  nationalism, 
social-solidarity,  anti-Semitism,  antidemocraev,  anti-Communism,  oppo- 
sion  to  class  conflicts,  to  liberalism,  or  to  secularism,  with  resounding 
3sts  on  the  virtues  of  discipline,  self-sacrifice,  authority,  and  repen¬ 
tance;  but  all  these  things  meant  very  little  either  to  the  rulers  or  the 
toled  of  the  new  regime.  In  general,  corruption  and  intrigue,  idealism 
and  self-sacrifice  were  about  as  prevalent  under  Vichy  as  they  had  been 
Ondcr  the  Third  Republic,  but  secrecy  was  more  successful,  civil  liber¬ 
ties  were  absent,  the  distance  between  propaganda  and  behavior  was, 
anything,  wider,  and  hypocrisy  replaced  cynicism  as  the  chief  vice  of 
politicians.  The  tw'o  strongest  characteristics  of  the  regime,  which  made 
n  sufficiently  solid  to  continue  to  function,  were  negative  ones:  hatred  of 
^  Third  Republic  and  hatred  of  England.  But  these  ideas  were  too 
’'®gative  and  too  remote  from  the  problems  of  day-to-day  existence  to 
provide  very  satisfactory  guides  to  \'ichy  policy.  As  a  result,  there  was 
'complete  confusion  of  policy. 

borne  leaders,  and  these  the  less  influential,  like  Weygand,  were  reso- 
anti-German,  and  w'ere  patiently  aw'aiting  the  day  when  Vichy 
pould  turn  against  the  German  conquerors.  Others,  and  these  the  more 
"!  *''^otial,  like  Laval  or  Admiral  Darlan,  had  faith  in  a  final  German 


^ictory  over  Britain,  and  felt  that  France  must  accept  the  inevitable 
^gcniony  of  Germany  but  try  to  secure  for  itself  a  privileged 
position  as  “favorite  satellite.”  While  Petain’s  personal  views  w'ere  profi¬ 
led^"  <^0  those  of  Weygand,  his  pessimistic  and  defeatist  personality 

tij  embrace  the  other  point  of  view  as  a  necessary  evil.  Accord- 
tio  '•  Borman  pressure  he  removed  Weygand  from  all  participa- 

10  public  life  (November  1941)  and  accepted  Laval  and  later  Darlan 
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as  his  chief  ad\  isers  and  designated  successors.  In  this  situation  Darland 
had  an  advantage  over  Laval,  in  view  of  Petain’s  personal  inclinations,  fot 
Laval  \\  as  a  wholehearted  and  frank  adv'ocate  of  collaboration  with  Hit¬ 
ler,  while  Darlan  was  a  much  more  devious  and  ambiguous  personality, 
and  thus  closer  to  Petain’s  own  character  and  policy.  Accordingly* 
Laval  was  named  foreign  minister  and  successor  in  July  1940,  but  was 
removed  from  office,  as  unduly-  pro-German,  on  December  13,  >94°’ 
Darlan,  who  had  been  minister  of  the  na\y,  became  foreign  minister,  vice- 
premier,  minister  of  the  interior,  successor-designate  and  chief  adviser  to 
Petain  in  February  1941  and  held  these  positions  until  April  1942; 
date  Hitler  forced  Petain  to  make  Laval  head  of  the  government  with 
full  powers  in  both  internal  and  e.xternal  affairs. 

The  policy  of  \  ichy  France  can  hardh-  be  called  a  success  under 
Petain,  Darlan,  or  Laval.  Some  of  the  basic  assumptions  on  which  the 
regime  had  been  founded  proved  to  be  false.  Britain  did  not  surrender- 
Efforts  to  collaborate  with  Hitler  did  not  succeed  in  releasing  the  prison¬ 
ers  of  war,  in  reducing  the  costs  of  occupation,  or  in  lowering  the  bar¬ 
riers  between  the  two  zones  of  France.  .More  than  a  million  prisoners  were 
still  in  German  hands  in  January  1944.  In  addition,  large  numbers  of 
French  civilians  were  forced  to  go  to  labor  in  Germany.  In  spite  of 
all  kinds  of  resistance,  the  number  of  these  reached  650,000  by  late  1943- 
The  occupation  payments  were  reduced  from  400  million  to  300  milho'' 
francs  a  day-  in  .May  1942,  but  were  increased  again,  to  500  million  in 
November  1942,  and  finally-  to  700  million  a  day  in  July  1944-  In  fort}’- 
five  months  (to  April  1944)  France  paid  536,000  million  francs  of  these 
charges.  Such  payments  resulted  in  a  completely  unbalanced  budget  and 
extreme  inflation.  Futile  efforts  to  control  this  inflation  by  price-fixing* 
wage-fixing,  and  rationing  gave  rise  to  enormous  black-market  transac¬ 
tions  and  widespread  corruption,  to  the  great  profit  of  both  German  and 
Vichy-  officials.  The  latter  did  not  even  retain  the  satisfaction  of  believ¬ 
ing  that  the  armistice  had  presented  the  integrity  of  France  and  of  i’^® 
empire,  for  Alsace-Lorraine  was,  in  fact  if  not  in  law,  annexed  to  Ger¬ 
many-,  and  most  of  the  overseas  empire  fell  out  of  Vichy  control  in  i94-’ 
Lorraine  was  Germanized,  and  those  inhabitants  who  remained  loyal  to 
France  or  to  French  culture  were  persecuted  and  exiled,  hundreds  of 
thousands  coming  as  refugees  to  unoccupied  France. 

The  continued  resistance  of  Britain,  the  treatment  of  Alsace-Lorraine, 
the  growing  economic  strain,  and,  above  all.  Hitler’s  attack  on  the 
Soviet  Union  in  June  1941  led  to  the  grow-th  of  an  anti-German  under¬ 
ground  resistance  in  France.  Russia’s  involvement  in  the  war  shifted  the 
Communists  throughout  the  world,  as  if  by  magic,  from  a  pro-German, 
antiwar  policy-  to  an  anti-German,  prowar  policy.  Their  discipline  and 
fanaticism  gradually-  made  them  the  dominant  influence  in  the  resistance, 
in  France,  and  elsewhere  in  Europe. 
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British  and  American  policies  toward  V’ichv  France,  as  toward  Franco 
^Pain  or  neutral  Russia,  were  parallel  but  tar  from  identical.  London, 
'^’hich  broke  off  diplomatic  relations  with  the  new  French  regime  in 
J^'ne  19^0^  followed  a  severe  policy  but  at  the  same  time  sought  to  win 
ranee  back  into  some  kind  of  anti-Nazi  resistance.  \"ichy  weakness  made 
fnis  a  hopeless  task.  At  the  same  time,  London  tried  to  build  up  General 
Qt  Gaulle,  as  leader  of  the  “Free  French,”  into  a  diluted  French  govern- 
'I'cnt-in-exile,  although  De  Gaulle’s  uncooperative  personality  and  ar- 
^^gant  pride  made  this  a  difficult  and  unpalatable  task.  De  Gaulle 
^Btaincd  little  support  in  the  French  Empire  and  almost  none  in  France 
'tself,  but  continued  to  enjoy  a  certain  measure  of  British  support. 

Washington,  on  the  other  hand,  De  Gaulle  obtained  almost  no  sup¬ 
port.  The  United  States  continued  to  recognize  the  Vichy  regime,  with 
oosevelt  sending  Admiral  Leahy  as  his  personal  representative  to 
^fain  and  Robert  Murphy  as  his  special  agent  in  North  Africa.  In  gen¬ 
eral  the  United  States  encouraged  France,  offered  certain  economic  con¬ 
cessions,  especially  in  North  Africa,  and  sought  little  more  than  steadfast 
lercnce  to  the  armistice  terms  and  continued  withholding  of  the  fleet 
empire  from  Nazi  hands.  Both  the  United  States  and  Britain  made 
Numerous  secret  and  special  agreements  with  various  representatives 
0  the  Vichy  government  but  achieved  very  little.  An  agreement  of 
cbruary  26,  1941,  between  Robert  Murphy  and  General  M'^eygand  did 
osv  the  United  States,  in  return  for  certain  commercial  promises,  to 
J^3'ntain  consular  “observers”  in  North  Africa.  These  obsers'ers  obtained 
amounts  of  valuable  military  and  economic  information  for  the 
rated  States  and  Britain  during  the  months  preceding  the  Allied  inva- 
of  North  Africa  on  November  8,  1942. 


The  Battle  of  Britain, 
July-October  1940 


The  collapse  of  France  w’as  one  of  the  most  astonishing  events  in 
Copean  history.  For  w'eeks,  or  even  months,  millions  of  persons  in  all 
parts  of  the  world  w'ere  stunned,  w^alking  about  in  a  painful  fog.  Equally 
^f  pc*  taut,  although  not  recognized  at  the  time,  w'as  the  determination 
ritain  to  go  on  fighting.  Hitler,  who  had  w'on  a  victory  surpassing  his 
Pectations,  could  not  end  the  w'ar,  and  w'as  left  without  plans  for  con- 
uing  it.  He  began  to  improvise  such  plans  without  adequate  informa- 
**  to  make  them  good  and  without  adequate  preparation  for  carrying 
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them  out.  If  Germany  had  concentrated  on  building  submarines,  the 
ne\\'ly  acquired  U-boat  bases  in  Norway,  in  the  Low  Countries,  and  m 
France  might  have  made  it  possible  to  blockade  Britain  into  surrender, 
but  Hitler  rejected  this  plan.  Instead  he  ordered  an  invasion  of  Britain 
(Operation  Sealion),  a  project  in  which  no  German,  not  even  Hitltr 
himself,  had  much  confidence. 

At  the  same  time,  Britain’s  refusal  to  make  peace  revealed  to  the  full  t  t 
inadequacies  of  the  French  armistice.  Hitler  sought  to  remedy  these  by  a 
project  to  capture  Gibraltar  (Operation  Felix).  Sealion  and  Felix  re 
quired  Hitler’s  activ'e  attention  from  July  to  November  1940.  In  the  first 
half  of  December,  Hitler  put  Sealion  and  Felix  aside  and  replaced  them 
with  two  new  projects.  The  new  projects  sought  to  conquer  all  the  ha 
kans  (Operation  .Marita)  and  to  attack  the  Soviet  Union  (Operation 
Barbarossa).  These  went  into  operation  in  April-June  1941. 

Hitler’s  change  of  plans  in  December  1940  was  a  consequence  of  rou 
influences:  ( 1 )  it  was,  by  that  time,  clear  that  Sealion  could  not  be  car¬ 
ried  out;  (i)  Franco’s  refusal  to  cooperate  had  made  Felix  impractica  > 
(3)  Mussolini’s  foolish  attempts  to  conquer  Egypt  and  Greece  r 
opened  a  hornets’  nest  in  the  eastern  .Mediterranean;  and  (4)  there' 
growing  tension,  much  of  it  in  Hitler’s  own  mind,  between  Germany  a" 
the  Soviet  Union. 

Operation  Sealion  was  beyond  Germany’s  strength,  but  no  one  sa^^ 
this  at  the  time.  It  required,  as  a  first  necessity,  air  supremacy  for  r 
Luftwaffe  over  southern  England.  Following  this,  the  invasion  'VO 
require  a  large  flotilla  of  invasion  craft  to  carry  men  and  supplies  ac 
a  lengthy  stretch  of  water  and  to  assemble  these  forces  in  combat 
tion  in  England.  The  German  Navy  was  in  no  position  to  defend  suc^ 
a  flotilla  against  the  British  Navy  with  minefields  and  to  preserve 
the  invasion  flotilla  and  the  minefields  by  German  air  superiority- 

Britain  had  adequate  manpower,  including  the  men  evacuated  ro^^ 
France  and  thousands  of  anti-Nazi  refugees  from  overrun  countries, 
had  little  heavy  equipment  and  certainly  had  only  a  fraction  o 
thirty-nine  divisions  the  Germans  estimated  to  be  the  size  of  rb^ 
fensive  forces.  These  forces  were  hurriedly  prepared;  barbed  "ire 
mines  were  placed  on  all  the  landing  beaches;  watchers  were 
everv'where;  all  road  signs  which  might  guide  the  invaders  were 
moved;  and  all  able-bodied  men,  many  armed  only  with  fowling 
were  drilled  for  defense  against  parachutists.  Fortunately,  none  o 
defensive  measures  ever  had  to  be  tested,  because  Germany  was  una 
to  win  air  superiority  over  England.  _ 

Although  air  superiority  had  not  yet  been  achieved  by 
orders  for  the  invasion  were  issued  at  the  middle  of  July,  the 
finally  fixed  at  September  2 1st,  but  it  was  postponed,  temporarily 
tember  17th  and  indefinitely  on  October  12th.  The  attacks  of  the 
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"affe  Were  directed  successively,  from  Julv  loth  to  the  end  of  October, 
coastal  defenses,  at  R.A.F.  installations,  and  at  London  itself.  \'ery 
eavy  damage  was  inflicted  on  England,  but  the  losses  to  the  German 
.  "■  Force  were  more  significant,  reaching  1,733  planes  with  their  pilots 
three  and  a  half  months.  In  the  same  period,  the  British  dead  reached 
575  pilots  and  over  14,000  civilians.  The  greatest  loss  for  the  Germans  in 
tle^  76  planes  on  August  15th,  but  the  turning  point  of  the  bat- 

came  on  September  15th  when  56  invading  planes  were  shot  down, 
he  counterattack  of  the  R.A.F.  on  German  bases  was  also  very  suc¬ 
cessful-  hundreds  of  invasion  craft,  in  some  cases  loaded  with  German 
its  tinder  training,  were  destroyed.  As  the  Battle  of  Britain  drew  to 
in  October  1940,  the  Germans  shifted  to  night  bombing  of  Brit- 
Cities.  This  practice  continued,  night  after  night,  with  fearful  dcstruc- 
°n  and  great  loss  of  life,  until  Hitler’s  attack  on  the  Soviet  Union  in 
,  ®  '94'-  During  that  time,  millions  of  city  dwellers,  deprived  of  their 
shel^'  night,  or  crow^ded  into  ill-ventilated  underground 

cers,  emerged  each  morning  into  scenes  of  conflagration  and  ruin  to 
c^Unie  their  daily  work  at  the  war  effort. 

j,  he  calm  courage  and  methodical  devotion  to  duty  of  the  average 
g^^.'^nman  ended  Hitler’s  sequence  of  diplomatic  and  military  victories, 
dgf  ‘'^^'cted  on  Nazi  Germany  its  first  and  decisive  defeat.  The  successful 
cnsc  of  Britain,  forcing  Hitler  to  give  up  the  project  for  invading 
6  and,  was  the  turning  point  of  the  European  w'ar.  Coming  as  the 
.vear  of 

war  was  ending,  a  year  in  w'hich  Hitler  had  achieved  un- 
(l^^^®°cnted  conquests,  it  ended  any  possibility  of  a  short  w-ar,  and  forced 
j^^^^ciiians  into  a  long  struggle  for  w'hich  they  had  neither  plans  nor 

^  ^  he  defenders  were  victorious  in  the  Battle  of  Britain  for  six  chief 
indomitable  spirit  of  the  English  people  put  surrender 
of  the  question;  (z)  British  planes  were  equal  in  numbers  and  superior 
qu  German  planes;  (3)  British  pilots  were  of  better 

p  .'  y  ^ocl  with  better  fighting  spirit;  (4)  the  British  operational  or- 
pilot'^'^'°^  was  far  superior;  (5)  fighting  over  their  own  land,  Britisli 
iqv  ^  usually  be  saved  by  parachuting;  and  (6)  British  scientific 

v,v were  far  ahead  of  those  of  German\’.  This  sixth  point  is  of 
significance. 

ar  w'as  used  in  scientific  experiments  in  Britain  as  early  as  1924. 
had  hor  defense  again.st  air  attack  in  193  s,  a  chain  of  radar  station;; 
Bef  ^nd  began  continuous  operation  in  x\pril  1939- 

m  ^’*‘0  war  began  in  September,  these  stations  could  detect  most  aircraft 
teni  100  miles.  Eventually  a  very  elaborate  centralized  sys- 

of  p^^^old  report  on  all  enemy  planes  over  or  near  Britain.  After  the  fall 
det  special  night-fighter  planes  with  their  own  individual  radar 

^^'tors  with  a  three-mile  range  were  being  provided.  W  hen  they 
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began  to  shoot  down  German  bombers  in  total  darkness  in  Decemb^^ 
1940,  the  Luftwaffe  did  not  know  what  was  happening.  By  March  >94°’ 
effective  radar-aiming  devices  were  being  attached  to  antiaircraft  gun* 
on  the  ground.  These  increased  the  effectiveness  of  such  guns  in  shooting 
down  enemy  bombers  by  fivefold.  These  new  devices  were  so  helpiu 
that  over  100  bombers  were  shot  down  by  night  fighters  in  the  winter 
of  1940-1941,  and  an  equal  number  by  radar  antiaircraft  guns. 

Science  was  also  applied  to  the  British  night  bombing  raids  on  Ger¬ 
many,  but  at  a  much  later  date.  In  1940  and  1941  almost  45,000  tons  0 
bombs  were  dropped  on  German  targets,  but  90  percent  fell  harmessy 
in  fields.  In  1941  new  navigational  techniques,  using  intersecting  ra  * 
beams  from  three  stations  in  England,  were  used  to  provide  greater  ac 
curacy  in  navigation  for  more  planes.  Using  this  method,  Britain  launc  e 
a  thousand-bomber  raid  on  Cologne  in  May  1942.  By  the  end  of  that  year 
an  entirely  new  method  was  introduced;  this  had  an  accuracy  of  about 
one  yard  per  mile  of  distance  from  base,  and  could  place  over  half  of  t  ^ 
bombs  dropped  from  30,000  feet  wdthin  150  yards  of  the  target  at 
miles’  distance.  About  the  same  time  (early  1943)  radar  was  adapted 
allow  bombers  to  see  the  target  through  night  or  clouds.  As  we  have 

o  00  ,  ffpCtS 

already  indicated,  bomb  damage,  however  great,  had  no  decisive  en  ^ 
on  Germany’s  ability  to  wage  war,  but  the  growing  effectiveness 


British  and  American  bombing  made  it  necessary  for  Germany  to 
vote  increasing  amounts  of  its  resources  and  manpower  to  air  defense  a 
to  production  of  fighter  planes,  and,  by  drawing  German  planes  back  to 
western  Europe  from  Russia,  aided  the  Russian  defense  very  considera  , 


The  Mediterranean 
and  Eastern  Europe, 

June  1940-June  1941 

The  collapse  of  France  had  a  shattering  effect  along  the  Soviet-Gerdiad 
borderlands,  from  the  Baltic  to  the  Aegean  Sea.  In  the  week  foHo'Vidg 
June  15,  1940,  the  Soviet  Union  sent  peremptory  notes  to  Lithuania, 
via,  and  Estonia,  demanding  that  their  governments  be  reorganize 
include  persons  more  acceptable  to  the  Kremlin.  Since  Soviet  arn 
forces  were  already  within  these  states,  and  no  hand  of  assistance  v  ^ 
raised  anywhere,  least  of  all  in  Berlin,  the  Baltic  countries  yielde<- 
the  Soviet  demands.  In  the  first  week  of  August,  the  three  new  govern 
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•Tients  held  elections,  in  typical  Soviet  fashion,  with  only  a  single  list  of 
‘Candidates;  the  newly  elected  parliaments  at  once  sought,  and  obtained, 
Union  with  Soviet  Russia  as  Socialist  Soviet  Republics. 

Farther  south,  Romania’s  hopes  that  the  Anglo-French  guarantee  of 
^pril  1939  might  bring  support  from  Wevgand’s  forces  in  Syria  were 
ashed  by  Weygand’s  defeat  in  France.  On  May  29,  1940,  at  a  Romanian 
rown  Council,  King  Carol  insisted  that  protection  must  be  sought 
^sewhere  and  that  only  an  alignment  with  Germany  would  permit 
otnania  to  resist  any  possible  Soviet  pressure.  It  was  felt  that  Germany’s 
need  for  Romanian  oil  would  make  it  very  unwilling  to  allow  the  war 
spread  to  that  area.  Accordingly,  Romania  abandoned  its  policy  of 
u^ntrality  and  aligned  itself  with  Germany,  the  foreign  minister,  Grigore 
3fencu,  resigning  in  protest  at  the  new  policy. 

Romania  did  not  obtain  the  benefits  it  had  hoped  from  its  change  in 
policy.  On  June  26,  1940,  having  previously  notified  Germany,  the  Soviet 
uion  demanded  Bessarabia  and  northern  Bukovina  from  Romania  within 
^^enty-four  hours.  Germany  protested  against  the  demand  for  Bukovina, 
^*uce  this  had  not  been  granted  to  Russia  in  the  Nazi-Soviet  Agreement 
°  August  1939.  Otherwise  Germany  made  no  objection,  although  Hitler 
''’as  personally  disturbed  and  had  to  be  reassured  by  Ribbentrop  that  he 
ad  actually  agreed  to  give  Bessarabia  to  the  Soviet  Union. 

.  ^ne  loss  of  Bessarabia  was  a  severe  blow'  to  the  more  moderate  leaders 
‘Romania.  But  wor.se  was  yet  to  come.  On  August  26th  Hitler  sum- 
dioned  Romanian  leaders  to  ’(sienna  and,  in  the  presence  of  Count  Ciano 
^^presentatives  of  Hungary,  forced  Romania  to  give  tw'o-thirds  of 
raiisylvania  to  Hungary.  In  return,  Germany  gave  Romania  a  guarantee 
°  Its  new,  reduced  frontiers. 

tie  “Vienna  Award”  destroyed  the  forces  of  moderation  within 
ninnia.  Riots  and  assassinations  became  the  regular  method  of  domestic 
P  'tical  activity.  These  were  instigated  very  largely  by  the  “Iron 
a  reactionary  anti-Semitic  political  group  \yhich  had  been  in 
tiuasi-civil  war  with  the  Romanian  government  since  1933,  but  had 
^  suppressed  by  the  strong-arm  tactics  of  King  Carol.  On  September 
’  *940,  an  Iron  Guard  government  under  Ion  Antonescu  took  office  in 
latest.  Its  first  act  was  to  depose  the  king  and  chase  him  into  exile, 
i  F  liim  on  the  throne  by  his  son  Michael.  Two  days  later,  under 
Tu  ^‘i™an  pre.ssure,  southern  Dobruja  was  yielded  to  Bulgaria, 
the'^^'  space  of  a  \yeek,  the  territorial  gains  Romania  had  made  at 

expense  of  three  of  her  neighbors  in  1919  were  largely  canceled, 
•lad  protested  against  the  Vienna  Award  on  the  grounds  that  it 

fieen  consulted  and  that  no  guarantee  of  Romania  by  Germany 
had  These  prote-sts  were  rejected  on  the  basis  that  Berlin 


informed  of  various  Soviet  activities  with  equally  small  notice 


that  the  guarantee  was  necessary  to  forestall  any  possible  British 
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attack  on  the  Romanian  oil  fields.  Shortly  thereafter  German  military 
units  began  to  move  into  Romania,  while  Soviet  units  began  to  seize  the 
uninhabited  islands  in  the  mouths  of  the  Danube.  At  the  same  time  a 
German  military  occupation  of  Finland  began  under  the  pretext  that  the 
forces  in  question  were  en  route  to  Norway  (September  iptli). 

The  confusion  following  the  defeat  of  France  spread  quickly  to  the 
Mediterranean  area.  This  was  dominated  by  two  factors:  ( i ) 
solini’s  jealous  determination  to  obtain  some  glorious  conquest  in  the 
Mediterranean  to  match  Hitler’s  impressive  victories  in  the  north,  and 
( 2 )  the  complete  inadequacy,  from  Germany’s  point  of  view,  of  the  terms 
of  the  French  armistice.  By  these  terms  neither  Germany  nor  Italy  ob¬ 
tained  any  units  of  the  French  fleet,  anv  naval  bases  in  the  Mediter¬ 
ranean,  or  any  parts  of  the  French  overseas  territories.  On  June  24*^^' 
when  the  armistice  was  made.  Hitler  had  been  so  convinced  that  Britain 
would  make  peace  that  he  had  neglected  these  items  and  had  rebuffed 
■Mussolini’s  efforts  to  include  them.  Within  a  month,  Hitler  recognized 
his  error  and  demanded  from  France  extensive  military  and  naval  bases 
and  transport  facilities  in  North  Africa  (July  15,  1940).  These  demands 
were  rejected  by  Retain  at  once. 

Hitler  had  little  real  interest  in  the  Mediterranean  area  at  any 
and  simply  hoped  that  it  would  remain  quiet.  His  personal  belief,  ^s 
soon  as  the  invasion  of  Britain  became  remote,  was  that  Britain  wishes 
to  hold  out  until  the  Soviet  Union  became  strong  enough  to  attac 
Germany  from  the  east.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  Soviet  Union  ha 
any  plans  to  do  so,  or  that  it  was  in  communication  with  Britain  in  anV 
such  project,  however  remote,  or  that  Hitler  was  afraid  of  Russia.  O'’ 
the  contrary,  the  Soviet  Union  became,  if  anything,  increasingly  co¬ 
operative  toward  Germany,  especially  in  the  economic  sphere,  and  by 
.Vtay  1941,  was  almost  obsequious;  all  efforts  for  improved  Anglo-Soviet 
understanding  were  rejected  until  after  June  22,  1941;  and  Hitler,  i" 
from  being  fearful  of  tlie  Soviet  Union,  despised  it  completelv^ 
was  convinced  that  he  could  conquer  it  in  a  few'  weeks.  His  decision  to 
attack  Russia,  first  stated  on  July  29,  1940,  and  issued  as  a  formal  ' 
rective  (Operation  Barbarossa)  on  December  i8th,  was  based  on  tw 
considerations:  (i)  only  by  destroying  Russia  and  all  Britain’s  hopes 
based  on  Russia  could  Britain  be  forced  to  ask  for  peace,  and  (2)  Soviet 
cooperation  with  Germany  was  Stalin’s  personal  policy  and  depend 
on  his  life,  a  factor  regarded  as  too  undependable  to  allow  Germany 
place  any  long-range  expectations  on  it. 

In  spite  of  Hitler's  desires,  the  .Mediterranean  area  could  not  be  kept 
quiet.  The  inadequacy  of  the  French  armistice,  iMussolini’s  demands  o 
a  more  active  .Mediterranean  policy',  British  naval  successes  against  t 
Italian  Navy,  Admiral  Raeder’s  warning  that  some  defensive  measures 
must  be  taken  to  avert  any  American  intervention  in  French  Africa 
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these  kept  calling  the  Mediterranean  to  Hitlers  attention  at  a  time 
vhen  he  wanted  to  concentrate  on  the  problem  of  ho\\-  to  attack  the 
Soviet  Union. 

In  order  to  deter  the  United  States  from  anv  intervention  in  AVest 
.  and  in  the  belief  that  it  would  aid  the  anti-Roosevelt  isolationists 
'n  the  presidential  election  of  1940,  Germany,  Italy,  and  Japan  signed 
^  military  alliance  on  September  27,  1940.  This  Tripartite  Pact,  announced 
'vith  great  propagandist  fanfare,  provided  that  the  signers  would  aid 
°ne  another  in  every  wav  if  one  of  them  was  attacked  h\-  a  Power  not 
ready  involved  in  the  European  war  or  in  the  Sino-Japanese  conflict. 
0  aim  this  agreement  more  specificallv  at  the  United  States,  and  to 
W  the  natural  an.xieties  of  the  Soviet  Union,  one  clause  provided 
at  the  new  pact  would  not  change  the  e.xisting  relationships  of  the 
f'griers  with  Russia.  As  we  shall  see  in  a  moment,  Rihbentrop’s  efforts, 
Jfr  November  1940,  to  obtain  Soviet  adherence  to  the  Tripartite  Pact 
to  a  turning  point  in  the  Nazi-Soviet  collaboration. 

As  France  was  falling  in  June  1940,  Spain  assured  Hitler  that  it  \\  ould 
the  war  on  Germany’s  side  as  soon  as  it  had  accumulated  sufficient 
^‘^Pplies,  especially  grain,  to  be  able  to  resist  the  British  blockade.  This 
assurance  was  repeated  by  Ramon  Serrano  Suiier,  the  Spanish  foreign 
^mister,  brother-in-law  of  Senora  Franco,  in  Berlin  on  September  17th. 
lout  the  same  time,  Admiral  Raeder  spoke  to  Hitler  about  the  need 
^■’^clude  Britain  from  the  Mediterranean  h\-  capturing  Gibraltar  and 
To  these  possible  objectives  Hitler  added  the  idea  of  seizing  some 
°  Canary  or  Cape  VTrde  islands,  or  even  one  of  the  Azores,  to  be 
as  defensive  points  against  any  American  attempt  to  land  in  French 

About  the  same  time,  in  September  1940,  under  pressure  from  pro- 
^rnian  collaborators  led  by  Laval,  .Marshal  Petain  removed  M'evgand 
his  post  as  minister  of  national  defense  and  sent  him  to  Africa  as 
coordinator  and  commander  in  chief  of  the  French  colonial  possessions 
ere.  I- earful  that  Wevgand  might  cooperate  with  an  American  land- 
'Og,  Hitler  at  the  middle  of  October  began  serious  efforts  to  settle  the 
^^stern  Mediterranean  situation,  once  for  all,  in  cooperation  \\  ith  Vichy 
ranee  and  Franco  Spain. 

0  anticipation  of  such  an  attempt,  Britain  in  July  1940  had  attacked 
®od  largely  destroyed  the  major  vessels  of  the  PTench  fleet  at  anchor 
^ Mers-ei-Kebir  (near  Oran,  Algeria)  and  at  Dakar  (W’est  Africa), 
somewhat  greater  skill  the  French  units  at  Alexandria,  Egypt, 
ste  demobilized  by  agreement.  These  British  attacks  on  French  vessels 
^rid  subsequent  De  Gaullist  attacks  with  British  support  on  Dakar  (Sep- 
^niber  23rd)  and  elsewhere  were  probably  unnecessary  and  served  to 
the  Vichv  regime  into  the  arms  of  the  Germans.  On  June  24, 
940.  the  French  Navy  had  been  ordered  to  scuttle  its  vessels  if  there 
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was  any  chance  of  their  falling  into  control  of  foreigners  (be  they 
German,  Italian,  or  British).  The  fact  that  Britain  killed  1,400  French 
seamen  by  bombardment  of  anchored  vessels  greatly  increased  the 
normally  anti-British  bias  of  the  Vhchy  regime  and  made  it  possible  for 
the  most  anti-British  members,  such  as  Laval  or  Admiral  Darlan, 
eliminate  the  more  moderate  ones  like  General  Weygand. 

Hitler’s  efforts  to  coordinate  Fascist  Italy,  Franco  Spain,  and  Vichy 
France  in  a  single  policy  in  the  western  Mediterranean  was  not  an  easy 
one,  as  Italy  and  Spain  e.xpected  to  satisfy  their  shameless  ambitions  at 
French  e.xpense,  while  Hitler  trusted  neither  France  nor  Spain.  On 
October  22,  1940,  Hitler  traveled  by  train  to  the  Spanish  frontier  to 
confer  with  Franco  and  obtain  a  commitment  to  attack  Gibraltar- 
Franco’s  demands  were  not  modest.  He  wanted  French  Morocco,  pat^^ 
of  Algeria  and  F'rench  West  Africa,  about  half  a  million  tons  of  grain> 
and  the  motor  fuel  and  armaments  necessary  for  the  capture  of  Gibra - 
tar.  For  this,  as  Hitler  bitterly  told  Mussolini,  Franco  offered  Germany 
his  “friendship.”  Hitler  also  obtained  Franco’s  promise  to  enter  the  ''’^r 
on  Germany’s  side  at  some  indefinite  date  in  the  future  and  to  join 
Tripartite  Pact  at  once,  if  this  could  be  kept  secret. 

Disappointed  in  the  south.  Hitler’s  train  returned  northward  across 
France.  The  following  day,  October  24,  1940,  Hitler  and  Ribbentrop 
met  Petain  and  Laval  at  .VIontoire-sur-le-Loire  and  drew  up  a  rathc^' 
ambiguous  agreement.  This  document  proclaimed  the  signers’  joint  in- 
terest  in  the  speedy  defeat  of  Britain  and  promised  that  France,  in  1®' 
turn  for  a  favorable  attitude  toward  the  territorial  ambitions  of  Ita ; 
and  Spain,  would  be  allowed  to  share  in  the  booty  of  the  disrupt^ 
British  Empire  at  the  end  of  the  war  so  that  the  total  overseas  posses¬ 
sions  of  France  would  not  be  reduced  in  that  area.  Four  days  laten 


Laval  was  made  foreign  minister  of  the  Vichy  regime. 

At  this  point  Hitler’s  disappointments  began  to  flow  over.  Having 
just  concluded  unsatisfactory  agreements  with  Spain  and  France, 
received  at  .\Iontoire  a  delayed  message  from  Mussolini,  forwar 
from  Berlin,  announcing  that  Italy  was  about  to  attack  Greece.  Sinc® 
Hitler  and  Ribbentrop  had  v-etoed  any  attack  on  either  Greece 
Yugoslavia  as  early  as  July  7th,  and  had  repeated  this  warning  sevef 
times  since.  Hitler  at  once  ordered  his  train  from  France  to 
to  dissuade  .Mussolini  from  his  projected  attack  on  Greece.  When 
two  leaders  met  in  Florence,  October  28,  1940,  the  Italian  attack  on 
Greece  had  already  begun,  so  they  restricted  their  discussion  to  ot 


topics,  such  as  the  ingratitude  of  General  Franco. 

During  the  summer  of  1940,  .Mussolini’s  irascible  disposition  had  no 
been  improved  by  the  failure  of  Italian  ground  forces  against  FranO^^ 
the  meager  results  of  the  French-Italian  armistice,  the  failure  of 
Italian  Navy  to  disrupt  British  convoys  to  Malta  and  Ale.xandria,  t 
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Complete  collapse  of  the  Italian  Air  Force,  and  a  series  of  German  vetoes 
against  any  Italian  movement  against  Yugoslavia  or  Greece.  The  Duce’s 
ctforts  to  attack  Egypt  overland  from  Libya  were  resisted  by  his  gen¬ 
erals  for  months.  When  Rodolfo  Graziani  finally  attacked  on  September 
‘3di,  he  advanced,  without  difficulty,  a  distance  of  seventy  miles  in 
''c  days,  to  Sidi  Barrani  in  Egypt.  There  he  stopped,  and  refused  to 
go  on. 


Thirsty  for  some  success  to  console  his  wounded  ego,  tlie  Duce  of 
ascisni  decided  to  attack  Greece.  The  German  military  occupation  of 
j  otnania  was  the  final  straw  which  broke  his  imperious  patience.  “Hit- 
cr  always  faces  me  with  a  fait  accompli,"  he  told  Count  Ciano.  “This 
time  I  am  going  to  pay  him  back  in  his  own  coin.  He  will  find  out 
oin  the  newspapers  that  I  have  occupied  Greece.  In  this  way  the 
equilibrium  will  be  reestablished.”  The  Italian  generals  were  unani- 
ruously  against  the  project,  and  had  to  be  driven  to  it.  In  an  outburst  to 
lano,  Mussolini  threatened  to  go  personally  to  Greece  “to  see  the 
‘^credible  shame  of  Italians  who  are  afraid  of  Greeks.” 

Unfortunately  for  Mussolini,  his  generals  had  better  judgment  than 
®  had.  The  attack,  which  began  from  Albania  on  October  28th,  was 
^^opped  completely  within  three  weeks;  the  subsequent  Greek  counter¬ 
attack  carried  deep  into  Albania,  and  Greek  pressure  continued  through- 
“'^t  the  Winer. 

promised  in  the  guarantee  of  April  1939,  Britain  joined  Greece 
against  Italy  at  once,  but  its  own  weakness  did  not  allow  any  sub¬ 
stantial  increase  in  its  forces  in  the  area.  On  November  11,  1940,  twen¬ 
ty-one  British  planes  made  a  torpedo  attack  on  the  chief  units  of  the 
talian  fleet  in  Taranto  harbor  and  sank  three  out  of  six  battleships  at 
®  cost  of  two  planes  and  one  pilot  killed.  A  month  later,  on  December 
7’  1940,  Graziani’s  forces  of  80,000  men  in  Egypt  were  suddenly  at¬ 
tacked  by  General  Archibald  Wavell  with  31,000  men  and  225  tanks.  In 
t'^'o  months,  at  a  cost  of  only  500  killed,  Wavell  captured  130,000  Ital- 
with  400  tanks  and  1,300  cannon,  and  advanced  westward  600 
tuiles  to  El  Agheila.  Shortly  thereafter,  in  an  equally  brief  period  (Feb- 
n -April  6,  1941),  Italian  East  Africa  and  Ethiopia  were  con¬ 
quered  and  100,000  Italian  troops  destroyed  by  a  British  imperial  force 
"'hich  suffered  only  135  killed. 

The  Italian  failures  in  Greece  and  Africa,  along  with  Franco’s  re- 
'tsal  to  attack  Gibraltar,  forced  a  considerable  rearrangement  of  Hitler’s 
pans.  In  the  space  of  two  weeks  (December  7-21,  1940),  Franco  flatly 
c  used  to  execute  Operation  Felix  (December  7th),  and,  accordingly, 
project  was  canceled  (December  nth);  Italy  decided  to  ask  for 
^nnan  and  Bulgarian  aid  against  Greece;  the  Nazi-Soviet  rivalry  in 
'^^garia  and  Finland  came  to  a  head;  and  three  new  war  directives 
"'^re  ordered  by  Hitler,  operations  Attila,  Marita,  and  Barbarossa. 


702  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

Operation  Attila  (December  loth)  sought  partial  compensation  for 
the  abandonment  of  Operation  FelLx  by  ordering  an  immediate  occupa¬ 
tion  of  all  V^ichy  France,  with  a  special  effort  to  capture  elements  of 
the  French  fleet  in  Toulon,  if  French  North  Africa  rebelled  against  the 
Vichy  government.  This  plan  was  carried  out  when  the  Western  Pow¬ 
ers  invaded  North  Africa  in  November  1942. 

The  Italian  appeal  to  Germany  for  aid  against  Greece  (December 
7th)  led  to  a  transformation  of  the  relationship  between  the  two  Pow¬ 
ers:  Italy’s  status  changed  from  that  of  an  ally  to  that  of  a  satellite.  On 
December  19th  Hitler  promised  to  attack  Greece  from  Bulgaria,  but 
not  before  March  1941,  at  the  earliest.  He  rejected  a  detailed  Italian  re¬ 
quest  for  raw  materials,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  no  way  of  knowing 
how  these  would  be  used;  instead  he  suggested  that  large  numbers  of 
Italian  laborers  should  be  sent  to  Germany  and  there  work  up  the  raw 
materials  into  finished  products  w’hich  could  then  be  sent  to  Italy  to 
be  used  according  to  the  advice  of  German  “experts”  stationed  in  Italy- 
For  the  immediate  relief  of  Italy’s  military  problems.  Hitler  refused  to 
send  any  forces  to  Albania  to  fight  Greece,  but  instead  offered  an 
armored  force,  under  General  Rommel,  to  fight  in  Libya,  and  a  German 
air  fleet  (of  about  500  planes)  to  be  stationed  in  Sicily  to  protect  Fascist 
convoys  to  Libya  and  to  disrupt  British  convoys  through  the  Mediter¬ 
ranean. 

The  German  inter\"ention  in  the  central  Mediterranean  in  the  early 
months  of  1941  was  a  great  success  on  the  ground  and  in  the  air,  but 
was  not  able  to  prevent  the  British  from  strengthening  their  position  on 
the  water.  The  first  Malta  convoy  of  1941  was  badly  battered  by  t  ® 
first  intervention  of  the  Luftwaffe;  Britain’s  sole  aircraft  carrier  in  t 
eastern  Mediterranean,  Illustrious,  was  damaged  so  badly  that  it  had  ro 
limp  to  the  United  States  (by  way  of  Suez  and  around  Africa)  ro 
repairs;  no  other  British  convoy  got  through  the  Mediterranean 
four  months.  On  the  other  hand,  Rommel’s  force  was  transported  to 


Libya  without  loss.  .  .  , 

These  two  blows  to  Britain  were  somewhat  balanced  by  a  Britis 
naval  victorv"  over  the  Italians  off  Cape  Matapan  on  March  28-29,  *94  ' 
With  the  loss  of  one  man  in  one  plane,  Britain  sank  three  cruisers  aO 
two  destroyers  and  damaged  a  battleship.  This  battle  is  notable  for  t 
first  use  of  radar-controlled  gunnery  at  sea.  With  this  innovation,  ^ 
night,  the  opening  salvo  of  six  i5-inch  guns  by  Warspite  scored  J 
hits;  earlier  in  the  engagement,  in  the  daylight,  the  Italian  battles 
Vittorio  Veneto  fired  more  than  ninety  15-inch  shells  without  a  hit. 
a  consequence  of  this  battle,  Mussolini  ordered  the  Italian  fleet  not 
operate  beyond  the  range  of  Italian  land-based  fighter  planes  unti 
aircraft  carrier  could  be  built.  Accordingly,  the  Italian  Navy  pb')'^ 
role  in  the  subsequent  struggle  for  Libya,  Greece,  and  Crete. 
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Rommel’s  arrival  in  Libya  reversed  the  situation  in  North  Africa.  He 
ad  tanks  and  good  air  support  against  British  forces  which  had  been 
®rgely  depleted  by  sending  an  armored  division  to  Greece  (landed  at 
iraeus  on  March  7th).  This  division  and  three  infantry  divisions  were 
sfint  to  Greece  over  the  objections  of  the  very  able  Greek  commander 
chief,  General  Alexander  Papagos,  who  “thought  that  withdrawal 
of  troops  from  success  in  Africa  to  certain  failure  in  Europe  was  a 
strategic  error.”  Striking  at  El  Agheila  with  a  German  armored  division 
supported  by  two  Italian  divisions  on  March  31,  1941,  Rommel  reached 
the  Egyptian  frontier  on  April  tith. 

In  the  meantime,  Ribbentrop  was  engaged  in  involved  diplomatic 
nianeuvers.  The  Tripartite  Pact  of  September  1940,  in  spite  of  Russia’s 
suspicions,  was  really  intended  to  frighten  the  United  States  to  abstain 
^om  interference  in  the  tumults  of  Eurasia.  To  strengthen  this  threat, 
Ribbentrop  sought  to  obtain  Russia’s  adherence  to  the  Tripartite  Pact 
®nd  a  Soviet- Japanese  nonaggression  pact  which  would  free  Japan  in 
^sia  to  allow  it  to  strike  southward  against  Singapore.  These  maneuvers 
''’ere  a  disaster  for  Germany.  Futile  efforts  to  obtain  Soviet  adherence 
the  Tripartite  Pact  merely  succeeded  in  revealing  the  bitter  German- 
soviet  rivalry  in  Bulgaria  and  Finland,  while  the  successful  Soviet-Jap- 
suese  Nonaggression  Pact  of  April  13,  1941  made  it  possible  to  with¬ 
draw  Soviet  troops  from  the  Far  East  in  sufficient  numbers  to  save 
Moscow  from  Hitler’s  attack  on  that  city  in  November. 

During  Molotov’s  visit  to  Berlin  on  November  12-15,  Germany 
offered  the  Soviet  Union  a  worldwide  division  of  spheres  of  influence 
among  the  aggressor  states;  Italy  would  take  North  and  East  Africa;  Ger- 
many  would  take  western  Europe,  western  and  central  Africa;  Japan 
Could  have  Malaya  and  Indonesia;  while  the  Soviet  Union  could  have 
ran  and  India;  Germany,  Italy,  and  the  Soviet  Union  would  pursue  a 
Cooperative  policy  in  the  Near  East  to  free  Turkey  from  its  British  con- 
■rections  and  obtain  for  Russia  freer  access  to  the  Mediterranean  through 
rhe  Dardanelles.  Hitler  offered  Molotov  a  picture  of  a  brilliant,  if  re- 
rriote,  future: 


After  the  conquest  of  England  the  British  Empire  would  be  appor- 
boited  as  a  gigantic  world-wide  estate  in  bankruptcy  of  40  million  square 


ilonieters.  In  this  bankrupt  estate  there  would  be  for  Russia  access  t. 
ice-free  and  really  open  ocean.  Thus  far,  a  minority  of  45  million 
^uglishmen  had  ruled  600  million  inhabitants  of  the  British  Empire. 

[Hitler]  was  about  to  crush  this  minority.  Even  the  United  States 
^as  actually  doing  nothing  but  picking  out  of  this  bankrupt  estate  a 
items  particularly  suitable  to  the  United  States.  .  .  .  He  wanted  to 
^teate  a  world  coalition  of  interested  powers  which  would  consist  of 
^pain,  France,  Italy,  Germany,  Soviet  Russia,  and  Japan  and,  would  to  a 
Certain  degree  represent  a  coalition— extending  from  North  Africa  to 
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Eastern  Asia  of  all  those  \vho  wanted  to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  British 
bankrupt  estate.” 

Alolotov  was  only  mildly  interested  in  these  grandiose  schemes  about 
spheres  of  interest,  and  seemed  to  have  no  ambitions  in  respect  to  the 
British  Empire.  Instead  he  wanted  detailed  ansA\  ers  to  specific  questions: 
Why  were  German  troops  stationed  in  Finland?  Could  not  an  accurate 
demarcation  between  Soviet  and  Nazi  interests  be  drawn  in  Finland? 
Why  could  not  the  Nazi  guarantee  of  Romania  be  balanced  by  a  Soviet 
guarantee  of  Bulgaria,  or,  failing  in  this,  the  Romanian  guarantee  be  can¬ 
celed?  W  hat  were  the  exact  limits  of  Germany’s  New  Order  in  Europe 
and  of  Japan’s  East  Asian  Sphere? 

After  hours  of  discussion,  during  \\  Inch  the  Germans  evaded  Molo¬ 
tov’s  questions  about  Finland  and  Bulgaria,  Ribbentrop  offered  Russia 
a  protocol  covering  five  points:  (i)  the  Soviet  Union  would  join  the 
Tripartite  Pact;  (2)  the  four  Powers  would  “respect  each  other’s  nat¬ 
ural  spheres  of  influence”;  (3)  they  would  “undertake  to  join  no 
combination  of  Powers  and  to  support  no  combination  of  Powers  which 
is  directed  against  one  of  the  Four  Powers”;  (4)  the  four  respective 
spheres  of  influence  would  follow  the  vague  German  suggestions;  and 
(5)  the  three  European  Powers  would  seek  to  detach  Turkey 
British  influence  and  to  open  the  Dardanelles  to  the  free  passage  of 
Soviet  warships. 

Molotov  immediately  presented  Germany  with  additional  proposals 
drawn  up  in  a  formal  draft  protocol.  These  added  to  the  German  sug¬ 
gestions  five  other  points:  (i)  that  German  troops  be  withdrawn  from 
Finland  immediately,  (2)  that  Bulgaria  sign  a  mutual-assistance  pa^* 
with  the  Soviet  Union  and  hand  over  to  it  a  base  from  which  Russian 
naval  and  air  forces  could  defend  the  Dardanelles,  (3)  that  the  area 
from  Batum  and  Baku  to  the  Persian  Gulf  be  recognized  as  “a  center 
of  Soviet  aspirations,”  (4)  that  Japan  yield  to  the  Soviet  Union  its  oil 
and  coal  concessions  in  northern  Sakhalin,  and  (5)  that  the  prospective 
agreement  with  Turkey  be  expanded  to  include  a  Soviet  military  and 
naval  base  on  the  Bosporus  and  Dardanelles”  and  a  guarantee  of  Turk¬ 
ish  independence  and  territorial  integrity  by  all  three  Powers. 

Molotov' s  conditions  for  joining  the  Tripartite  Pact  enraged  Hitler- 
Four  weeks  later  he  issued  orders  for  Operation  Barbarossa,  a  joior 
Finnish-German-Romanian  attack  on  the  Soviet  Union.  Before  tins 
could  be  carried  out,  however,  the  ambiguous  situation  on  the  German 
right  flank,  in  the  Balkans,  had  to  be  cleared  up  by  Operation  Marita- 
The  chief  aims  of  this  operation  were  to  drive  from  the  area  British 
forces  which  had  entered  Greece  in  consequence  of  the  Italian  attack, 
and  to  prevent  them  from  bombing  the  Romanian  oil  fields  while  Ger¬ 
many  was  occupied  with  Russia.  The  original  plan  called  for  a  pincers 
movement  into  Greece  from  Bulgaria  and  Yugoslavia  after  these  two 
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countries  had  been  brought  into  the  Axis  system  by  diplomatic  activity. 

German  forces  moved  steadily  into  Romania  beginning  in  October 
'940;  four  months  later,  Moscow  w-as  informed  by  Hitler  that  these 
occupying  forces  had  reached  “almost  700,000”  men.  On  March  ist 
“  garia  joined  the  Tripartite  Pact,  and  these  German  forces  began  to 
occupy  that  country  the  same  day. 

Yugoslavia  did  not  succumb  so  easily.  For  almost  six  weeks,  because 
°  strong  opposition  in  the  country  and  in  the  Cabinet,  Regent  Prince 
resisted  the  German  demands.  When  Yugoslavia  accepted  and 
^*gned  the  Tripartite  Pact  at  V’ienna  on  March  25th,  it  was  able  to 
tain  promises  of  substantial  concessions  in  return:  freedom  from  any 
ctinan  military  occupation,  release  from  any  promise  of  military  sup- 
Ptiit  to  Germany  under  the  pact,  and  a  promise  of  German  support 
Yugoslavia’s  desire  for  an  outlet  on  the  Aegean  at  Salonika, 
ooviet  opposition  to  these  Genuan  advances  was  somewhat  indirect. 

,  ere  were  vigorous  protests  against  the  movement  of  German  troops 
Romania  and  Bulgaria.  Turkey  was  informed  that  Russia  would 
ide  fully  by  the  Soviet-Turkish  Nonaggression  Pact  of  1925,  if  Tur- 
liecanie  involved  in  hostilities  with  a  third  Power  (meaning  Ger- 
Most  significant  of  all,  a  military  coup  d'hat  in  Yugoslavia 
°'’erthrevv  the  Yugoslav  regency  and  government  on  the  night  of  March 
^  tn-2  7th,  replacing  the  regent.  Prince  Paul,  as  head  of  the  state  by  the 
y°uiig  King  Peter  and  installing  a  less  pliant  Cabinet  under  General 
Simovic.  This  new  government  signed  a  treaty  of  friendship 
^onaggression  with  the  Soviet  Union  on  the  night  of  April  5th-6th. 
than  six  hours  later,  Belgrade  was  subjected  to  a  violent  bombard- 
,  from  the  Luftwaffe,  and  thirty-three  German  divisions  began  to 
Yugoslavia  and  Greece.  Both  countries  were  overrun  within 
ree  weeks  and  were  divided  up  among  the  jackal  collaborators  of 
azi  Germany. 

^roni  Bulgaria  and  Hungary,  Yugoslavia  was  invaded  by  three  Ger- 
columns.  The  two  satellite  states  followed  along  behind  to  occupy 
areas  allotted  to  them.  Greek  forces,  overextended,  into  Albania  in 
fell  "  outflanked  by  the  German  capture  of  Salonika  in  the  east, 

®  back  southward,  but  were  soon  cut  off  from  68,000  British  troops  in 
^ssaly.  On  April  20th  the  Greek  government  advised  the  British 
evacuate  because  the  situation  was  hopeless,  but  the  almost  total 
ruction  of  the  Piraeus  from  the  air  and  the  sudden  capture  of  the 
cult"^^,^  Ganal  by  German  paratroopers  made  this  operation  very  diffi- 
Without  air  protection,  the  British  Navy  evacuated  44,000  British 
oops  from  yarious  beaches,  landing  27,000  of  them  on  the  island  of 


>  week  of  bitter  mountain  fighting,  much  of  it  hand-to-h; 
German  Air  Force  supreme  in  the  sky,  the  British  begai 
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evacuate  Crete.  When  the  operation  was  over  on  May  ist,  Britain  had 
lost  55,000  men  in  Greece  and  Crete  and  had  had  one  battleship,  scv^n 
cruisers,  and  thirteen  destroyers  sunk  or  damaged;  it  had  lost  all  North 
Africa  except  Egypt  itself,  and  had  seen  two  more  countries  overrun 
by  Germany.  The  only  possible  consolation  was  to  be  found  in  the 
fact  that  Yugoslav  and  Greek  resistance  had  delayed  Hitler’s  attack  on 
the  Soviet  Union  by  three  weeks,  and  the  heavy  German  losses  n’ 
Crete  (over  30  percent  casualties)  persuaded  Hitler  to  renounce  a 
airborne  operations  in  the  future.  A  somewhat  more  remote  benen 
rested  in  the  fact  that  German  brutality  and  Balkan  stubbornness  gn''® 
rise  to  extensive  guerrilla  operations  which  drained  Axis  strength  m 
the  mountains  of  Yugoslavia,  Crete,  and  Greece. 

The  loss  of  Crete  gravely  threatened  the  British  position  in  the  Neat 
East.  In  Iraq,  on  April  3rd,  a  group  of  army  officers  led  by  Rashid  A  ’ 
el-Gailani  overthrew  the  government  and  seized  power;  a  month  lat^*^ 
this  new  regime  made  an  attack  on  British  treaty  installations  in  Mes® 
potamia.  Admiral  Darlan  provided  bases  in  Syria  for  German  an 
Italian  planes  going  to  aid  the  rebels,  and  on  May  z8th  signed  Paris 
Protocols”  which  almost  took  France  into  the  war  on  the  side  of  Get 
many.  These  agreements  promised  to  the  Iraqi  rebels  most  Fren 
military  supplies  in  Syria,  and  to  provide  Germany  with  air  bases 
Syria  and  at  Dakar,  to  hand  over  transport  facilities,  including 
and  railroads  in  Syria,  the  port  of  Bizerte  in  Tunisia,  the  railroad  fto^ 
Bizerte  to  Gabes,  French  munitions  for  Germany,  French  ships 
transporting  supplies  across  the  Mediterranean,  French  naval  vessels  0^ 
protecting  such  shipments,  and  a  submarine  base  at  Dakar.  The  vio 
objections  of  Weygand  and  other  officers  against  these  agreements  * 
the  vigorous  protests  of  the  United  States  persuaded  Marshal  Pu^® 
to  overrule  Darlan  and  to  cancel  the  agreements  (June  6th). 

The  rebellion  in  Iraq  was  overthrown  in  May,  and  a  joint 
British  and  Free  French  supporters  of  De  Gaulle  conquered 
Lebanon  in  June.  About  the  same  time,  by  a  tenacious  defense  of  '  ^ 
and  relentless  attacks  on  Axis  convoys  to  Libya,  the  British 
sought  to  restore  its  control  of  the  surface  of  tiie  Mediterranean 
This  made  it  necessary  for  the  Axis,  in  spite  of  the  growing  deman 
the  Battle  of  the  Atlantic  and  the  Battle  of  Russia,  to  increase  it®  ‘ 
and  underseas  forces  in  the  .Mediterranean.  In  November  *94*’. 
percent  of  A.xis  supplies  for  Libya  w'ere  sunk.  In  Septentber, 
sent  the  first  German  submarines  (only  six  of  them)  to  the 
nean,  and  in  December  he  sent  the  Second  Air  Fleet  of  500  planes  un 
Marshal  Albert  Kesselring  to  Sicily.  In  November  the  British  los^^'  ^ 
aircraft  carrier  and  a  battleship  to  U-boats;  the  following  mont  , 
daring  personal  exploit,  the  Italians  sent  three  two-man  human 
pedoes  into  Alexandria  harbor  and  sank  the  two  British  battleships 
in  the  eastern  .Mediterranean. 
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%  June  1941,  the  attrition  of  British  seapoAt  er  was  becoming  almost 
Unbearable.  With  onlA'^  a  handful  of  operational  U-boats,  plus  some  sup¬ 
port  from  surface  raiders  and  land-based  planes,  the  A.xis  sank,  in  the 
period  from  September  1939  to  June  1941,  a  total  of  1,738  merchant 
snips  of  a  total  tonnage  of  7,118,11’;  in  addition  almost  3,000,000  tons 
'''ere  left  damaged  in  ports.  In  buying  supplies,  chiefly  from  the  United 
ntes,  Britain  had  used  up,  bA"  June  1941,  almost  tAvo-thirds  of  its 
dollar  ’  ■  •  ‘ 


assets,  gold  stocks,  and  marketable  United  States  securities. 


American  Neutrality 
and  Aid  to  Britain 


^lien  the  European  Avar  began  in  September  1939,  American  public 
npmion  was  united  in  its  determination  to  stav’  out.  The  isolationist  re¬ 
action  following  American  intervention  in  the  First  AA'orld  ^^^ar  and  the 
®ris  Peace  Conference  in  1917-1919  had,  if  anA  thing,  become  stronger 
rhe  1930’s.  Historians  and  publicists  Avere  Avriting  e.vtensivelv  to 
O"'  that  Germany  had  not  been  solely  guilty  of  beginning  the  w  ar  in 
*9 '4  and  that  the  Entente  PoAvers  had  made  more  than  their  share  of 
secret  treaties  seeking  selfish  territorial  aims,  both  before  the  war  and 
"I’ing  the  fighting. 

>934  a  committee  of  the  United  States  Senate  inATStigated  the 
P  ^  played  by  foreign  loans  and  munition  sales  to  belligerents  in  getting 
United  States  involved  in  \Vorld  AVar  I.  Through  the  carelessness 
c  the  Roosevelt  Administration,  this  committee  fell  under  the  control 
of  led  liA'  the  chairman.  Republican  Senator  Gerald  P.  Nye 

Dakota.  As  a  result,  the  evidence  before  the  committee  Av-as 
ihzed  to  shoAv  that  American  inten'^ention  in  World  War  1  had 


been 

death’ 


pushed  by  bankers  and  munitions  manufacturers  (“merchants  of 
•^  )  to  protect  their  profits  and  their  interests  in  an  Entente  victory 

e  early  years  of  the  Avar.  Under  these  influences  American  public 
P  >iion  in  the  late  1930’s  had  an  uncomfortable  feeling  that  American 
f  "pus  had  been  sent  to  die  in  1917-1918  for  selfish  purposes  concealed 
Ptopaganda  slogans  about  “the  rights  of  small  nations,’’  “free- 
fee*]^  seas,’’  or  “making  the  AAorld  safe  for  democracy.’’  These 

^^.jugs  AA’ere  reinforced  in  the  late  1930’s  by  groAving  disillusionment 
P  the  cynicism  of  authoritarian  aggression  and  the  Aieakness  of 
to  1!^ '  ^PP‘^»semcnt.  All  this  helped  to  create  a  aa  idespread  determination 
to  Europe’s  constant  quarrels  in  the  future  and,  above  all, 

3Void  any  repetition  of  Avhat  Avas  regarded  as  the  “error  of  1917.” 
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The  isolationist  point  of  view  had  been  enacted  into  American 
statute  law,  not  oniv  in  the  igzo’s  b\'  restrictions  on  contact  with  the 
League  of  Nations  and  other  international  organizations  but  also  later,  m 
the  Roosevelt  administrations,  in  the  so-called  Neutrality  Acts.  These 
misnamed  laws  sought  to  avoid  any  repetition  of  the  events  of  19 '4' 
1917  bv  curtailing  loans  and  munition  sales  to  belligerent  countries- 
Originallv  enacted  in  1935,  and  revised  in  the  nc.xt  two  years,  these 
laws  provided  that  export  of  arms  and  munitions  to  belligerents  wouj 
cease  whenever  the  President  proclaimed  a  state  to  be  a  participant  in 
a  war  outside  the  Americas.  An\'  materials,  including  munitions,  name 
by  the  President  had  to  be  sold  on  a  “cash-and-carry”  basis,  w'itli  fn 
payment  and  transfer  of  title  before  leaving  the  United  States,  and  ha^^ 
to  be  transported  on  foreign  ships.  The  “cash”  but  not  the  “carry 
provision  also  applied  to  all  other  trade  with  belligerents.  In  addition, 
loans  to  belligerents  were  forbidden,  and  American  citizens  could  be 
w^arned  not  to  travel  on  belligerents’  ships. 

An  early  statute,  the  Johnson  Act  of  1934,  prevented  loans  to  most 
European  Powers  bv  forbidding  such  loans  to  countries  whose 
ments  were  in  arrears  on  their  war  debts  of  World  War  I.  Moreover,  by 
a  so-called  “moral  embargo”  the  Roosevelt  Administration  sought  to 
restrict  e.xport  of  war  materials  on  ethical  or  humanitarian  groun  s 
w'here  no  legal  basis  existed  for  doing  so.  Under  this  provision,  fo*’ 
example,  airplane  manufacturers  were  asked  not  to  sell  planes  to  coun¬ 
tries  which  had  bombed  civilians,  as  Italy  had  done  in  Ethiopia, 
had  done  in  China,  or  the  Soviet  Union  had  done  in  Finland. 

In  the  years  1935-1939  the  neutrality  law's  proved  to  be  quite  nn- 
neutral  in  practice,  and  a  considerable  encouragement  to  aggressors- 
The  Italian  attack  on  Ethiopia  showed  that  an  aggressor  could  arm 
his  leisure  and  then,  by  making  an  attack,  prevent  his  victim  from  pt^^ 
chasing  from  the  United  States  the  means  to  defend  himself.  These 
law’s  gave  a  great  advantage  to  a  state  like  Italy,  which  had  ships  to 
carry  supplies  from  the  United  States  or  w'hich  had  cash  to  buy  them 
here,  in  contrast  w'ith  a  country  like  Ethiopia  which  had  no  ships  an 
little  cash.  By  special  legislation  the  Neutrality  Acts  had  been  cxtenoc 
to  civil  wars  to  cover  the  Spanish  uprising  of  1936  and  had  cut  t 
recognized  government  of  Spain  off  from  purchasing  munitions  "  i 
the  rebel  regime  continued  to  obtain  such  munitions  from  the 
Powers.  ^ 

The  obvious  unfairness  of  these  laws  in  the  Sino-Japanese  crisis  0 
1937  persuaded  President  Roosevelt  to  refrain  from  proclaiming  a  sta^ 
of  war  in  East  Asia,  although  in  fact  it  was  clear  to  everyone 
war  w’as  going  on  there.  Above  all,  bv  1939,  it  w'as  obvnous  that 
Neutrality  Acts  were  encouraging  Nazi  aggression,  since  Gcrm^t'A’ 
by  making  w  ar  on  Britain  and  France,  could  cut  them  off  from  Amet' 
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can  arniainents.  For  this  reason,  the  Roosevelt  Administration  tried  to 
get  tlie  Congress  to  repeal  the  embargo  provision  of  the  Neutrality 
Acts  l)ut  was  unable  to  overcome  isolationist  opposition  led  by  Senator 
William  E.  Borah  of  Idaho  (July  1939). 

As  soon  as  the  war  began  in  Europe,  Roosevelt  called  a  special  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress  to  revise  the  neutrality  laws  so  that  the  Entente  Pow¬ 
ers  could  obtain  supplies  in  the  United  States.  Under  the  resulting  revi¬ 
sion  of  these  acts,  in  November  1939,  the  embargo  on  munitions  was 
repealed  and  all  purchases  by  belligerents  were  placed  on  a  “cash-and- 
carry”  basis;  loans  to  belligerent  Powers  were  forbidden,  Americans 
Were  excluded  from  travel  on  belligerent  ships,  and  American  ships 
were  not  to  be  armed,  to  carry  munitions,  or  to  go  to  any  areas  the 
President  had  proclaimed  as  combat  areas.  Under  this  last  provision,  all 
European  ports  on  the  Baltic  or  the  Atlantic  from  Bergen  south  to 
the  Pyrenees  were  closed  to  American  ships.  As  the  w’ar  spread,  these 
areas  were  extended  by  proclamation. 

The  collapse  of  France  in  June  1940,  combined  with  the  arrogant 
Japanese  demands  on  the  Netherlands  East  Indies  and  French  Indo¬ 
china  (August-September  1940)  and  the  signing  of  the  Tripartite  Pact, 
gave  rise  to  a  severe  crisis  in  American  foreign  affairs.  We  have  already 
indicated  the  danger  to  American  security  which  could  arise  from  the 
rrench  fleet  or  Dakar  falling  into  German  hands  or  from  a  successful 
Nazi  invasion  of  Britain.  This  danger  raised  the  controversy  over  Ameri¬ 
can  foreign  policy  to  a  feverish  pitch  and  widened  the  extremes  of 
public  opinion.  These  extremes  ranged  from  the  advocates  of  immedi¬ 
ate  intervention  into  the  w’ar  on  the  side  of  Britain  on  the  one  hand  to 
the  defenders  of  extreme  isolationism  on  the  other.  The  extreme  inter¬ 
ventionists  insisted  that  Britain  could  be  saved  only  by  an  immediate 
American  declaration  of  war  on  Germany,  not  because  of  America’s 
ability  to  fight  at  once,  w'hich  W'as  recognized  to  be  small,  but  because 
ntish  morale  needed  such  a  declaration  to  provide  it  with  the  strength 

go  on  fighting.  The  isolationists,  on  the  other  hand,  argued  that  it 
Was  no  concern  of  the  United  States  whether  Britain  collapsed  or  sur¬ 
vived,  since  Hitler  had  no  desire  to  attack  America,  and,  even  if  he 
Id,  the  Western  Hemisphere  could  withdraw  into  itself  and  survive 
^'ith  security  and  prosperity.  .Most  American  opinion,  in  the  summer 
°  1940,  w  as  undecided  or  confused  but  tended  to  incline  to  a  point  of 
vievv  somewhere  between  the  two  extremes. 

in  order  to  unify  .America’s  political  front,  Roosevelt  took  two  out¬ 
standing  leaders  of  the  Republican  Party  (both  interventionists)  into 
ns  Cabinet  as  secretaries  of  war  and  of  the  navy.  Henry  L.  Stimson 
lad  been  secretary  of  w^ar  in  the  Taft  administration  and  secretary  of 
State  in  the  Hoover  Administration,  and  Frank  Knox  had  been  the 
republican  candidate  for  Vice-President  in  1936;  both  were  promptly 
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repudiated  by  the  Republican  leaders,  but  played  a  major  role  in  the 
Roosevelt  Administration  thereafter.  In  combination  with  the  secretary 
of  the  treasury  (Henry  Morgenthau),  the  secretary  of  state  (Cordell 
Hull),  and  the  secretary  of  the  interior  (Harold  Ickes),  this  ga''^ 
Roosevelt  a  preponderantly  interventionist  Cabinet.  Roosevelt  himself 
v\'as  sympathetic  to  this  point  of  view,  but  his  strong  sense  of  political 
realism  made  him  aware  of  the  powerful  currents  of  isolationism  m 
American  public  opinion,  especially  in  the  Midwest.  As  a  con.sequence, 
Roosevelt,  who  seemed  to  the  outside  public  to  be  an  advanced  inter¬ 
ventionist,  was  definitely  a  restraining  influence  inside  the  Administra¬ 
tion.  In  his  own  mind  his  role  clearly  was  to  act  as  a  brake  on  his 
Cabinet  colleagues  while  he  used  the  prestige  and  publicity  of  his  office 
to  educate  American  public  opinion  in  the  belief  that  America  could 
not  stand  alone,  isolated,  in  the  world  and  could  not  allow  Britain  to 
be  defeated  if  any  acts  of  ours  could  prevent  it. 

Outside  the  Administration,  American  public  opinion  was  being  bom¬ 
barded  by  paid  and  volunteer  agitators  of  all  shades  of  opinion  from 
inside  the  country  and  from  abroad.  Many  of  these  were  organized 
into  lobbying  and  pressure  groups  of  which  the  most  notable  were,  on 
the  inten'entionist  side,  the  Committee  to  Defend  America  by  Aiding 


the  Allies  and,  on  the  isolationst  side,  the  America  First  movement. 

The  controversy  reached  its  peak  during  the  presidential  campaign  ot 
1940  and  subsequently,  as  Congress  enacted  into  law  the  vital  defensive 
measures  desired  by  the  third  Roosevelt  Administration. 

The  international  crisis  led  Roosevelt  to  violate  the  constitutiona  j 

precedent  against  a  third  term.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  Republican 
candidate,  Wendell  Willkie,  was  in  general  agreement  with  Roosevelts 
position  on  foreign  affairs,  his  desire  to  win  the  election  had  led  him 
to  indulge  in  what  he  subsequentK'  called  “campaign  oratory”  and  to  I 

make  violent  accusations  against  his  opponent.  Among  others,  he  as¬ 
sured  the  American  people  that  Roosevelt’s  reelection  meant  that  ‘we 
will  be  at  war.”  To  counteract  these  charges  and  to  win  back  antiwar 
voters  who  might  have  been  attracted  by  the  generally  isolationist 
outlook  of  the  Republican  Party,  especially  of  its  senior  congressiona  j 

leaders,  Roosevelt  replied  with  some  campaign  oratory  of  his  own-  I 

Some  of  his  assurances  were  thrown  back  in  his  face  later:  in  New  1 


York  he  said,  “We  will  not  send  our  army,  navy  or  air  forces  to 
in  foreign  lands  outside  of  the  Americas,  except  in  case  of  attack’ 
in  Boston  he  said  most  emphatically,  “I  have  said  this  before, 
shall  sa\^  it  again  and  again  and  again:  Your  boys  are  not  going 


.  figfit 

and 
but  I 
to  be 


sent  into  any  foreign  wars.” 

This  “campaign  oratorv-”  on  both  sides  was  based  on  the  genet, 
recognition  that  the  overwhelming  majority  of  Americans  were  deter¬ 
mined  to  stay  out  of  war,  but  the  confusion  in  the  minds  of  this  ma- 
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jority  M  as  revealed  on  numerous  occasions,  as  on  October  5,  1940,  when 
3  Gallup  Poll  of  public  opinion  showed  that  70  percent  of  Americans 
felt  it  w  as  more  important  to  defeat  Hitler  than  to  keep  out  of  war. 
This  poll  was  close  enough  to  Roosevelt’s  own  sentiments  for  him  to 
feel  justified  in  taking  any  actions  w'hich  would  increase  the  chances 
of  a  Hitler  defeat  and  improve  the  ability  of  America  to  defend  itself. 

The  fall  of  Prance  raised  the  problem  of  American  defense  in  an 
acute  form.  The  American  armv  and  air  force  were  pathetically  weak, 
while  the  navy  was  adequate  to  its  tasks  only  in  the  Pacific.  To  remedy 
these  deficiencies  it  was  agreed,  in  July  1940,  to  seek  an  army  of  1,400,000 
men  and  an  air  force  of  18,000  planes  bv^  April  1942,  and  a  “two-ocean” 
navy  increased  by  1,325,000  tons  of  ships  as  soon  as  possible.  These 
objectives  could  not  be  achieved,  in  view  of  the  slowness  of  American 
mobilization,  both  economic  and  military,  and  \yere  made  even  more 
unattainable  by  the  constant  demands  of  Britain,  China,  Greece,  and 
others  for  military  equipment  as  soon  as  it  came  off  the  production 
line.  Two  months  after  these  goals  had  been  set,  an  official  memo¬ 
randum  estimated  that  the  United  States  had  no  more  than  55,000  men 
Its  army  and  189  planes  in  its  air  force  ready  for  immediate  action 
(September  25,  1940). 

As  the  military  forces  of  the  country  slowly  grew,  a  series  of  strategic 
plans  were  drawn  up  to  fix  the  way  in  which  these  forces  would  be 
used.  All  these  plans  decided  that  Germany  was  the  major  danger. 
With  Japan  of  secondary  importance,  and,  accordingly,  that  every  effort, 
including  actual  w'arfare,  should  be  used  to  defeat  Germany  and  that. 
Until  this  goal  was  achieved,  every  effort  must  be  made  to  postpone 
®ny  showdown  of  strength  with  Japan.  The  priority  of  a  German 
defeat  over  a  Japanese  defeat  was  so  firmly  entrenched  in  American 
strategic  thinking  that,  as  early  as  November,  1940,  it  was  seriously 
considered  that  it  might  be  necessary,  if  Japan  attacked  the  United 
States,  for  the  United  States  to  make  war  on  Germany  in  order  to 
retain  this  order  of  priority.  As  events  turned  out,  Germany’s  declara- 
tion  of  w  ar  on  the  United  States  four  days  after  the  Japanese  attack 
saved  the  United  States  from  the  need  to  attempt  something  which 
American  public  opinion  would  never  have  condoned— an  attack  on 
Germany  after  w  e  had  been  attacked  by  Japan. 

Although  $17.7  billion  had  been  appropriated  by  the  American  gov¬ 
ernment  for  rearmaments  by  October  1940,  the  actual  production  of 
armaments  remained  insignificant  until  1942.  There  were  several  reasons 
fur  this  slow'  progress.  In  the  first  place,  the  governmental  side  of  the 
rearmament  effort  was  not  centralized  because  of  Roosevelt’s  ingrained 
distaste  for  all  unified,  centralized  administration.  Instead,  similar  and 
conflicting  powers  were  scattered  about  among  various  administrators 
Ur  W'ere  granted  to  unwieldy  committees  made  up  of  conflicting  per- 
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sonalities,  while  the  really  vital  powers  of  duress  over  labor,  industry> 
or  material  priorities  were  largely  nonexistent.  In  the  second  place, 
industry  was  very  reluctant,  in  view  of  the  recent  economic  depression 
with  its  great  volume  of  unused  capital  equipment,  to  build  new  plant 
or  new  equipment  for  defense  manufacture,  unless  the  government  gave 
them  such  concessions  in  regard  to  prices,  taxes,  or  plant  depreciation 
that  the  new  equipment  would  cost  the  corporation  little  or  nothing- 
Even  then  the  more  monopolistic  corporations  (which  formed  the 
overwhelming  majoritv  of  the  corporations  with  defense  contracts) 
were  reluctant  to  expand  production  facilities,  since  this  would  jeop¬ 
ardize  price  and  market  relationships  in  the  postwar  period. 

Accordingly,  most  industrialists,  especially  the  largest  ones,  who 
w'ere  in  closest  contact  with  the  £rovernment,  rejected  the  Administra¬ 
tion’s  plans  for  defense  production  as  grandiose  and  impossible.  Th'* 
was  most  emphatic  following  Roosevelt’s  statement  in  iVlay  1940 
America’s  goal  was  to  produce  50,000  planes  a  year.  Although  the 
industry  was  almost  unanimous  in  calling  this  a  “fantastic”  figure,  is¬ 
sued  only  as  a  “New  Deal  propagandist  trick,”  America’s  plane  produc¬ 
tion  in  the  next  five  years  was  about  six  times  this  figure,  and  reached 
g6,ooo  in  1944.  These  results  were  achieved  because  the  government 
paid  for  nine-tenths  of  the  new  factories  and  compelled  modern 
mass-production  methods  to  be  adopted  by  w'hat  was  still,  even  in  i94'’ 


a  handicraft  industrx’. 

In  addition  to  the  reluctance  to  expand  capacitv,  both  industry  •'inn 
labor  were  reluctant  to  convert  existing  equipment  from  peacetime 
production  to  war  production  at  a  time  when  government  spending 
was  creating  a  level  of  peacetime  demand  and  peacetime  profits  sue 
as  had  not  been  known  in  many  years.  Businessmen  accepted  war  con¬ 
tracts  but  continued  to  allocate  capacitv,  materials,  and  labor  forces  to 
civilian  products  because  these  were  more  profitable,  satisfied  ol 
customers  who  were  expected  to  remain  customers  in  the  postw'ar 
period,  and  required  no  conversion  of  capacity  or  disruption  of  dis¬ 


tribution  facilities. 


This  was  particularly  true  of  the  automobile  industry,  which  r^' 
fused  to  convert  or  even  to  give  up  the  unnecessarv  luxury  of  annua 
model  changeovers  until,  in  January  1942,  the  government  ende 
pleasure-car  manufacture  for  the  duration  of  the  war.  But  as  a  resu 
of  reluctance  to  do  this  earlier,  about  two  years  of  wartime  production 
by  the  automobile  industry  was  lost  and  more  pleasure  cars  were 
manufactured  in  1941  than  in  almost  any  year  in  history.  In  December 
1940,  Walter  P.  Reuther,  head  of  the  United  .Automobile  W  oil'e’'-|^ 
suggested  that  the  unused  capacitv  of  the  automobile  indu.stry  ("  lue’'' 
he  estimated  at  >0  percent)  be  used  to  produce  airplanes;  this  was  re 
jected  by  both  airplane  and  automobile  manufacturers.  The  latter  m 
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sisted  that  only  10  or  15  percent  of  their  machine  tools  could  be  used 
in  the  manufacture  of  munitions.  After  the  forced  conversion  of  1942, 
66  percent  of  these  machine  tools  were  used  in  this  way,  and  the 
automobile  industry  eventually  built  two-thirds  of  all  the  combat  air¬ 
plane  engines  produced  in  the  United  States  between  July  1940  and 

^llgUSt  1945. 

In  most  industries  the  government  had  little  or  no  authority  to  com¬ 
pel  defense  contracts  to  be  carried  out  before  civilian  contracts,  with 
Jie  result  that  the  latter  were  generally  given  preference  until  1942. 

ven  in  such  a  vital  product  as  machine  tools,  no  effective  system  of 
'loinpulsory  priorities  for  defense  was  set  up  until  May  1942.  This  was 
*0  typical  of  the  war  mobilization  that  it  can  be  said  with  assurance 
at  no  real  mobilization  was  established  until  after  June  1942.  A  year 
ater,  by  July  1943^  there  had  been  an  astonishing  increase.  We  pro- 
^ued  only  i(5  light  tanks  in  March  1941,  and  these  were  too  light  for 
service  in  Europe;  our  first  medium  tank  (the  General  Grant)  was 
tushed  in  April  194],  but  thirty  months  later,  late  in  1943,  we  were 
turning  out  3,000  tanks  a  month.  In  July  1940,  the  United  States  pro- 
uced  350  combat  planes,  and  in  March  1941,  could  do  no  better  than 
506  such  planes,  but  by  December  1942,  w'e  produced  5,400  planes  a 
^onth,  and  in  August  1943,  reached  7,500.  A  similar  situation  existed 
*u  shipbuilding.  In  all  of  1939  the  United  States  built  only  28  ships 
Ruling  342,000  tons,  and  in  1940  could  raise  this  to  no  more  than  53 
'Ps  of  641,000  tons.  In  September  1941,  when  the  German  U-boats 
''sre  aiming  to  sink  700,000  tons  a  month,  the  United  States  completed 
'^7  7  ships  of  64,450  tons.  But  among  those  seven  ships  of  Septem- 
er  194J  “Liberty  ship,”  a  mass-production  model  largely 

ased  on  a  British  design.  Two  years  later,  in  September  1943,  the  United 
launched  155  ships,  aggregating  1,700,000  tons,  and  was  in  a  nnci- 


tion  to 


continue  at  this  rate  of  five  ships  a  day,  or  19  million  tons  a  year. 


indefinitely. 

must  always  be  remembered  that  these  impressive  figures  were 
ched  almost  two  years  after  the  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor  at  the  end 
*94b  and  that  for  two  years  after  the  fall  of  France  the  United  States 
fall  ^  ^  ‘^^it^ical  diplomatic  crisis  with  almost  no  military  resources  to 
on  or  to  meet  the  piteous  appeals  for  aid  which  came  from 
"^ain,  China,  Greece,  Turkey,  Sweden,  and  dozens  of  other  countries. 
J^cept  for  Britain,  most  of  these  appeals  received  little  satisfaction. 
^  ^na,  for  example,  received  only  48  planes  in  the  first  eight  months  of 
^940  and  only  $9  million  worth  of  all  kinds  of  arms  and  munitions  in 
c  whole  year  1940.  Of  the  2,251  combat  planes  produced  in  the 
g?’tcd  States  from  July  7,  1940,  to  February  1,  1941,  1,512  went  to 
^•tain  and  607  went  to  our  own  armv  and  navy. 

xed  in  between  the  steady  advance  of  authoritarian  aggression. 
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the  inadequacy'  of  American  war  production,  the  appeals  of  tiie  ag¬ 
gressors’  potential  victims,  and  the  outraged  howls  of  American  isola¬ 
tionists,  the  Roosevelt  Administration  improvised  a  policy  which 
consisted,  in  almost  equal  measure,  of  propagandist  public  statements, 
tactical  subterfuges,  and  hesitant  half-steps.  In  September  1940,  if* 
spite  of  the  adverse  effect  it  might  have  on  Roosevelt’s  chances  in  the 
November  election,  the  Administration  persuaded  the  Congress  to 
enact  a  Selective  Service  Act  to  build  up  the  manpower  of  the  armed 
forces  through  compulsion.  It  provided  for  one  year  of  training  fff 
900,000  men,  and  stipulated  that  they  must  not  be  used  outside  the 
Western  Hemisphere. 

In  the  same  month,  September  1940,  Roosevelt  proclaimed  a  limited 
National  Emergency  and,  by  e.xecutive  fiat,  gave  fifty  old  destroyers  0 
World  War  I  to  Britain  in  return  for  ninety -nine-year  leases  of  naval  an 
air  bases  in  British  possessions  in  this  hemisphere  from  Newfoundland 
to  Trinidad. 

The  opening  of  a  new  session  of  Congress  in  January  1941  S®'"® 
Roosevelt  an  opportunity  to  state  the  aims  of  America’s  foreign  policy- 
He  did  so  in  the  famous  “Four  Freedoms”  speech;  .America  was  look¬ 
ing  forward  to  a  world  founded  upon  four  essential  human  freedoms- 
freedom  of  speech  and  e.xpression,  freedom  of  every  person  to  worship 
God  in  his  own  way,  freedom  from  want,  and  freetlom  from  feni'. 
casting  about  for  some  way  in  which  America  could  contribute  to  these 
ends  while  still  remaining  out  of  the  war,  and  without  enraging  t  ® 
isolationists  completely,  the  Roosevelt  Administration,  in  the  eary 
months  of  1941,  came  up  with  a  number  of  procedures  which  the) 
summed  up  in  the  phrases  “America  as  the  Arsenal  of  Democracy’  n*' 
“Lend-Lease.”  jj 

The  Arsenal  of  Democracy  idea  meant  that  America  would  do  a 
it  could  to  supply  armaments  and  essential  supplies  to  countries  resisting 
aggressors,  especially-  to  Britain.  The  British  side  of  this  idea  yvas  re 
fleeted  in  a  public  statement  of  W'inston  Churchill’s:  “Give  us  t 
tools  and  we’ll  finish  the  job.”  These  statements  are  of  historical  sigm 
cance  because,  even  as  they  were  being  made,  the  military  experts 
both  -America  and  Britain  were  try  ing  to  persuade  the  political  lea 
that  material  contributions  from  the  United  States  to  Britain,  no 
how  large,  would  not  be  sufficient:  .American  fighting  men  would  a  so 
be  needed. 

The  Arsenal  of  Democracy  project,  even  if  not  adequate  to  de 
Hitler  by  itself,  faced  the  tremendous  obstacles  of  Britain’s  inability 
pay  and  Britain’s  inability  to  ensure  that  war  materials  from  the 
States  could  be  delivered  in  England.  These  two  problems  occupi 
much  of  Roosevelt’s  attention  in  1941,  the  one  in  the  months  Janu-  , 
to  .March  and  the  other  in  the  months  March  to  December. 
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At  the  outbreak  of  war  in  September  1939,  Britain  had  about  $4,500,- 
t*oo,ooo  in  assets  which  could  be  converted  readily  into  dollars  to  buy 
supplies  in  the  United  States  (gold,  dollar  exchange,  or  American 
securities).  In  the  first  sixteen  months  of  the  war,  Britain  earned  another 
>000,000,000  of  dollars  from  sales  of  gold  or  of  those  goods,  like 
cotch  whiskey  or  English  woolens,  which  America  was  willing  to  buy. 
ut  in  that  si.xteen  months,  Britain  paid  out  nearly  $4,500,000,000  for 
tnerican  goods  and  placed  orders  for  about  $2,500,000,000  more,  so 
at  the  year  1941  opened  with  Britain’s  uncommitted  dollar  reserves 
own  to  about  $500,000,000.  In  the  first  few  months  of  that  year  1941, 
ntain  Was  selling  United  States  securities  (which  had  been  taken  over 
tom  British  subjects)  at  a  rate  of  $10,000,000  a  week.  It  was  clear  that 
titain’s  ability  to  pay  in  dollars  for  urgently  needed  supplies  was 
teaching  the  end.  This  end  could  not  be  postponed  by  means  of 
oans,  since  they  were  forbidden  by  the  Neutrality  Acts  and  the  John- 
Act.  Moreover,  the  experience  of  the  First  World  War  had  shown 
at  loans  left  a  most  unhappy  postw'ar  legacy. 

"^0  Roosevelt’s  realistic  mind  it  seemed  foolish  to  allow  monetary 
considerations  to  stand  as  an  obstacle  in  the  w’ay  of  self-defense  (as  he 
regarded  the  survival  of  Britain).  Rather,  he  felt  that  the  resources  of 
"'ar  should  be  pooled  between  the  United  States  and  Britain  so  that 
each  could  use  w'hat  it  needed  from  a  common  store.  He  emphasized 
'at  Englishmen  were  already  dying  in  our  defense  and  that  the  British 
ad  already  given  us  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  to  build  factories 
j  niachines  to  manufacture  planes,  engines,  ships,  or  tanks;  they  were 
so  giving  us,  without  cost,  vital  secrets  in  radar  and  submarine  detec- 
“luT’  successful  liquid-cooled  airplane  engine  (the  Rolls-Royce 

wrlin,”  built  by  Packard  in  a  factory  constructed  with  British  money 
ud  used  in  our  best  escort  fighter  plane,  the  P-51  Mustang),  many 
^ccret  features  incorporated  in  the  engines  of  our  B-24  (Liberator) 


and  the  Whittle  jet  engine  (which  w'as  later  adapted  to  pro- 
General  Electric  Company’s  jet  engine  used  in  the  P-80  Shoot- 

^^As  early  as  December  17,  1940,  Roosevelt  expressed  his  point  of  view’ 
*^he  American  people  in  the  following  characteristic  statement:  “Sup¬ 
pose  my  neighbor’s  house  catches  fire,  and  1  have  a  length  of  garden  hose 
our  or  five  hundred  feet  away.  If  he  can  take  my  garden  hose  and  con¬ 
nect  it  up  Mutli  Bis  hydrant,  I  mav  help  him  put  out  the  fire.  Now’  what 
0  do.5  I  don’t  say  to  him  before  that  operation,  ‘Neighbor,  my  garden 
ose  cost  me  $15;  you  have  to  pay  me  $15  for  it.’  W’hat  is  the  transac- 
ou  that  goes  on?  I  don’t  w'ant  $15— I  want  my  garden  hose  back  after 
fire  is  over.  .  .  .”  A  bill  embodying  these  ideas  was  introduced  in  the 
ongress  on  January  10,  1941  as  H.R.  1776,  and  became  law'  two  montb*- 
*'cr  as  the  Lend-Lease  Act. 


7i6  tragedy  and  hope 

During  these  two  months,  debate  raged  both  on  Capitol  Hill  and 
throughout  the  nation,  with  the  isolationists  using  every  possible  argu¬ 
ment  against  it.  Senator  Burton  K.  Wheeler,  who  had  been  vice-pics'" 
dential  nominee  on  a  third-party  ticket  in  1924  and  had  become  increa.s- 
ingly  isolationist  and  reactionary  with  the  passing  years,  said  that  the 
bill  would  “plow  under  every  fourth  American  boy.”  Other  opponent* 
argued  that  Britain  had  tens  of  billions  in  concealed  dollar  assets  and  tna 
Lend-Lease  was  merely  a  clever  trick  for  foisting  the  costs  of  Britain 
war  onto  the  backs  of  American  ta.xpayers.  Still  others  insisted  that 
Lend-Lease  was  an  unneutral  act  which  would  arouse  German  rage  an 
eventually  involve  the  American  people  in  a  war  they  had  no  need  to 
get  in.  The  bill  finally  passed  by  a  largely  party-line  vote;  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  this  vote  was  260-161,  with  only  25  Democrats  voting 
against  it  and  only  24  Republicans  voting  for  it.  It  provided  that 
President  could  “sell,  transfer  title  to,  exchange,  lease,  lend,  or  otherwise 
dispose  of  .  .  .  any  defense  article”  to  any  nation  whose  defense  he  fou 
vital  to  the  defense  of  the  United  States;  the  payment  could  be  made  to 
the  L^nited  States  by  any  “payment  or  repayment  in  kind  or  property 
any  other  direct  or  indirect  benefit  which  the  President  deems  satisia 
tory.”  By  November  1941,  $14.3  billion  had  been  provided  for  carrying 
out  these  provisions. 

The  Lend-Lease  Act  was  to  expire  in  two  years.  The  change  in 
ican  public  opinion  can  be  judged  from  the  fact  that  it  was  renewe 
.March  1943  by  a  vote  of  476-6  in  the  House  and  82-0  in  the  Senate. 

In  spite  of  the  large  appropriations  for  Lend-Lease  provided  in  194*’ 
it  moved  little  additional  supplies  to  any  fighting  nation  before  >94^ 
The  American  productive  system  w’as  almost  completely  clogged  .  1, 
unfilled  orders  which  had  been  placed  previously  by  either  the 
or  the  American  governments.  When  the  Soviet  Union  came 
war  in  consequence  of  Germany’s  attack  in  June  1941,  no  additiona 
let  was  provided  for  Lend-Lease  goods  by  this  event,  because  Ame 
public  opinion  was  too  strongly  anti-Communist  to  allow  the  Soviet 
to  partake  of  Lend-Lease  benefits.  Only  at  the  end  of  the  year  was 
sia  admitted  to  these  benefits.  . 

Shortly  afterward  the  productive  log  jam  in  war  industries  xvas  hr 
by  the  so-called  Victory  Program  of  August  1941.  This  program  en 
the  attempt  to  build  a  war-productive  system  out  of  the  surplus  capa 
of  the  peacetime  civilian  industrial  system,  and  courageously  fac®  , 
issue  that  adequate  economic  mobilization  for  W’ar  could 
onlv  if  it  were  based  on  three  fundamental  principles:  (i)  I 

duction  must  be  curtailed  to  provide  labor,  materials,  and  capita 
war  industry;  (2)  any  adequate  war  industry  requires  a  great  j5 

investment  in  new  industrial  capacitv;  and  (3)  economic  mobihza  ^ 
impossible  unless  there  is  some  degree  of  centralized  control  by  the  g 
emment  and  some  degree  of  duress  on  busines,s,  labor,  and  consumers- 
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As  part  of  this  effort,  Roosevelt  at  the  end  of  August  1941  set  up  a 
lew  agency  of  the  government,  the  Supply  Priorities  and  Allocations 
J^oard,  M’lticli,  while  it  had  all  the  weaknesses  of  a  committee  organiza¬ 
tion  in  contrast  with  a  single  executive  organization,  began,  for  the  first 
time,  to  face  tltc  fact  that  there  could  be  no  real  economic  mobilization 
"’ithout  a  single  over-all  plan  of  priorities  and  allocations  among  the  many 
tiilferent  groups  demanding  access  to  economic  resources.  Behind  this 
''hole  effort  toward  economic  mobilization  was  a  secret  decision  of 
ttoosevelt’s  military  advisers,  made  in  the  summer  of  1941,  that  the  war 
tiould  not  be  won  unless  the  United  States  planned  eventually  to  raise 
number  of  men  in  its  armed  forces  to  8,000,000. 

An  8,000,000-man  army  looked  very  remote  in  the  summer  of  _  1941 
the  900,000  draftees  provided  by  the  Selective  Sendee  Act  of  1940 
'ipproached  the  end  of  their  year  of  training  and  eagerly  began  to  prepare 
to  disperse  to  their  civilian  activities  again.  To  have  permitted  this  would 
tmdoubtedly  have  inflicted  a  dangerous  blow  to  the  preparedness  pro- 
gtani.  Accordingly,  the  Roosevelt  Administration  asked  the  Congress  to 
extend  the  terms  of  service  of  these  men.  At  once  the  isolationists  were 
I”  cry,  and  this  time  they  found  a  greater  response  in  American  pub- 
opinion.  It  seemed  to  many  to  be  very  unfair  to  keep  in  service  for 
several  years  men  who,  w'hen  they  reported  for  service,  had  been  as- 
^^red  that  they  need  sen^e  for  only  one  year.  The  supporters  of  the  ex- 
’^ciision  argued  that  America’s  preparedness  and  security  must  take  prec- 
^  ence  over  any  such  mistaken  assurances.  An  Act  extending  the  period 
°  selective-service  training  by  an  additional  eighteen  months  passed  the 
ongress  on  August  12,  1941,  by  the  narrow  margin  of  one  vote,  203-202. 
oce  again,  the  Republicans  were  solidly  opposed  to  the  Act,  only  21 
voting  for  it,  while  1 3  3  voted  against  it. 

As  the  voting  on  the  extension  of  selective  service  was  being  counted, 
^  historic  Atlantic  Conference  of  Roosevelt  and  Churchill  was  being 
0  on  the  battleship  Prince  of  Wales  in  a  small  harbor  in  New'found- 
''d.  After  four  davs  of  conferences  (August  9-12,  1941),  the  chiefs  of 
government  of  the  United  States  and  Britain  issued  the  so-called  Atlantic 
^^arter  as  their  first  formal  enunciation  of  war  aims.  According  to  this 
oument  they  renounced  all  ambitions  toward  territorial  aggrandize- 
ont  for  themselves  and,  for  others,,  hoped  to  obtain  territorial  settle- 
forms  of  government  in  accord  w'ith  the  freely  expressed 
of  the  peoples  concerned.  They  also  aspired  to  see  equal  access  to 
tio  ^  materials  for  all  states,  international  economic  collabora- 

^veedom  of  the  seas,  and  postwar  disarmament. 

Attain  differences  of  outlook  which  emerged  from  the  discussions  be- 
die  British  and  Americans  were  either  omitted  or  compromised  in 
®  public  announcement.  The  British  were  still  in  favor  of  imperial 
and  a  certain  measure  of  bilateralism,  commercial  discrimina- 
’  economic  autarchy  in  international  trade,  w'hile  Secretary  Hull’s 
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influence  set  the  American  delegation  solidly  in  opposition  to  these 
in  favor  of  multilateral,  nondiscriminatory  trade  relations  on  niost-fav- 
ored-nations  principles.  A  second  difference,  which  was  soon  pushed 
into  the  background,  rested  in  the  contrast  between  Churchill’s  desire 
for  some  statement  of  preference  for  a  long-range  postwar  plan  for  an 
international  organization  to  replace  the  League  of  Nations,  and  Roose¬ 
velt’s  preference  for  an  immediate  posTwar  system  based  on  police  action 
by  the  few  Great  Powers,  or  even  by  a  simple  Anglo-American  partner¬ 
ship.  At  any  rate,  Roosevelt  was  too  reluctant  to  rouse  the  unsleeping 
dogs  of  isolationism  to  allow  the  Atlantic  Conference  to  issue  any  public 
statement  on  international  organization. 

The  Atlantic  Charter  was  issued  to  the  world  as  soon  as  the  conference 
ended;  at  least  equal  in  importance  were  the  simultaneous  military  and 
strategic  conversations  which  were  kept  secret.  Once  again,  these  de¬ 
cided  that  the  defeat  of  Germany  must  have  priority  over  the  defeat  o 
Japan,  but  there  was  a  wide  difference  of  opinion  on  how  Germany 
could  be  defeated.  The  British  had  no  plans  or  e.xpectations  for  makiug 
any  large-scale  invasion  of  Europe  with  ground  forces.  Instead,  the) 
hoped  that  Germany  could  be  worn  down  to  defeat,  after  a  very  lung 
war,  by  blockade,  aerial  bombardment,  subversive  activit)%  and  pi'opa- 
ganda.  They  wanted  large  numbers  of  heayy  bombers,  and  hoped  fot 
American  intervention  in  the  war,  as  soon  as  possible,  largely  fut 
propaganda  value  against  German  morale.  Apparently,  no  one  pmftc 
out  that  a  German  defeat  by  British  methods  would  leave  the  Soviet 
armies  supreme  in  all  Europe,  with  no  A.\is,  Anglo-American,  ot  loc 
forces  to  oppose  them. 

On  military  grounds  alone,  the  Americans  at  the  Atlantic  Confereu 
rejected  the  British  theories.  They  rejected  any  immediate  American  lU^ 
tervention  into  the  war  on  the  grounds  that  the  United  States  was 
sufficiently  armed  to  be  effective.  The  only  immediate  uontributiou 
which  the  United  States  could  add  by  intervention,  they  felt,  would 
in  escorting  convoys  of  British  supply  vessels  to  Europe.  The  Amer' 
military  experts  rejected  the  idea  that  Germanv'  could  be  defeate 
blockade,  propaganda,  air  attacks,  or  by  anything  less  than  a  large-sU‘^^ 
invasion  by  ground  forces.  For  this  purpose  the  War  Department 
Washington  was  planning  an  army  of  8,000,000  men. 

An  additional  difference  of  opinion  between  the  British  and  Americ 
emerged  from  the  discussions  regarding  Japanese  aggression.  The  r’ 
wanted  a  joint  or  parallel  message  to  Japan,  accompanied,  if  possible.  , 
threatening  naval  movements,  to  demand  a  cessation  of  aggressive  . 
anese  actions.  The  Americans  were  reluctant,  fearing  to  take  any  1^ 
which  might  speed  up  Japanese  aggression  and  thus  distract  atten 
from  the  German  problem;  Roosevelt  even  said  that  continued 
with  Japan  was  so  essential  that  “he  would  turn  a  deaf  ear  if  Japan 
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Thailand,  but  not  if  thev  went  into  the  Dutch  East  Indies.”  In  the 


latter 


case  he  envisaged  nothing  more  than  economic  warfare  for  a  con¬ 


siderable  period. 

Immediately  following  the  Atlantic  Conference,  Roosevelt  was  con- 
‘^erned  with  two  major  European  problems,  leaving  the  rising  tension 
"'th  Japan  in  Hull’s  hands.  The  two  problems  were  naval  escort  of 
Convoys  to  Britain  and  military  supplies  for  the  Soviet  Union. 

During  the  spring,  summer,  and  autumn  of  1941,  Roosevelt  was  under 
‘Constant  pre.ssure  from  many  of  his  Cabinet  to  grab  the  bull  by  the  horns 
establish  American  naval  escort  of  supply  ships  to  Britain.  At  first  he 
'elded  to  this  pressure,  but  bv  July  he  became  convinced  that  American 
public  opinion  would  not  accept  convov  escort  all  the  wav  to  Britain, 
*ud  substituted  for  this  escort  to  the  meridian  of  Iceland,  w'ith  the  argu- 
that  this  was  still  within  the  Western  Hemisphere.  Orders  to  organ- 
'Ze  convoy  escorts  all  the  way  to  Britain  had  been  issued  on  February 
^  m.  1 0  protect  these,  an  Atlantic  Fleet,  under  Admiral  King,  had  been 
^J'cated  on  February  1st.  This  was  reinforced  by  three  battleships,  an 
aircraft  carrier,  four  cruisers,  and  numerous  destroyers,  transferred  from 
^  Pacific  in  .May.  In  March,  Roosevelt  ordered  two  destroyer  bases 
'^d  two  seaplane  bases  to  be  constructed  with  Lend-Lease  funds  in 
l^urthern  Ireland  and  Scotland.  At  the  same  time,  he  gave  Britain  ten 
,°ust  Guard  cutters  to  be  based  in  Iceland,  and  seized  possession  of 
®*'^ty-five  A. vis  and  Danish  ships  anchored  in  American  harbors.  A  month 
Greenland  was  declared  to  be  in  the  Western  Hemisphere,  and 
^United  States  took  over  its  protection  and  began  to  construct  bases. 
Die  Red  Sea  was  declared  not  to  be  a  combat  area,  thus  reopening  it 
u  American  merchant  ships  carrying  supplies  to  Eg\-pt  (April  10,  1941). 
u  financial  assets  of  the  Axis  Powers  and  of  all  occupied  and  belligerent 
untrics  in  Europe  were  frozen,  and  Axis  consulates  in  the  United  States 
closed  (June  14-16,  1941).  American  flying  schools  were  made 
uable  to  train  British  aviators.  Four  thousand  marines  who  had  been 
p.  In  occupy  the  Azores  in  anticipation  of  a  Nazi  move  toward 
taltar  or  the  Atlantic  islands  were  released  from  this  assignment  when 
'*^ur  moved  eastward  in  June.  Accordingh’,  thev  were  reas.signed  to 
cupy  Iceland,  w  hich  they  did,  in  aerreement  with  the  Icelandic  govern- 
in  July. 

1  the  meantime,  by  presidential  proclamation,  the  American  Neutral- 
]q  which  had  been  defined  in  September  1939  as  w  est  of  60°  W. 

,^|igitude  was  e.xtended  to  26°  W.  longitude,  the  meridian  of  Iceland. 

United  States  Navy  was  ordered  to  follow  all  Axis  raiders  or  sub- 
ish  meridian,  broadcasting  their  positions  to  the  Brit- 

On  July  1^^ 

1941,  .American  naval  convoys  w  ere  ordered  as  far  east- 
as  tliis  meridian.  The  first  such  convov  left  on  September  16,  1941. 
practice,  American  escort  vessels  covered  about  1,200  miles  of  distance 
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in  the  mid-Atlantic  between  52°  W.  and  26°  W.,  picking  up  from  Cana¬ 
dian  escorts  south  of  Newfoundland  and  delivering  their  charges  to  Brit¬ 
ish  escorts  south  of  Iceland.  This  gave  the  Canadians  and  British  routes 
of  about  650  miles  to  cover  on  either  end.  By  this  time,  Axis  submarines 
had  moved  from  the  waters  off  the  British  Isles  to  the  mid-Atlantic, 
where  they  were  operating  by  a  “wolf-pack”  technique.  Under  this 
method,  as  soon  as  a  convoy  was  discovered,  a  dozen  or  more  submarines 
would  assemble  in  its  path  and  attack  on  the  surface  at  night.  This  proved 
to  be  a  very  effective  method,  especially  against  inexperienced  American 
escorts,  which  maintained  too  rigid  stations  too  close  to  their  convoys- 
But  this  method  had  the  great  weakness  that  it  required  extensive  radio 
communication  with  Germany  for  orders;  this  revealed  the  locations  0 
the  U-boats,  and  eventually  became  a  fatal  weakness. 

American  naval  escort  of  British  convoys  could  not  fail  to  lead  to  a 
“shooting  war”  with  Germany.  The  Roosevelt  Administration  did  not 
shrink  from  this  probability.  The  growing  tension  with  Japan  combine 
with  the  American  strategic  decision  that  Germany  must  be  defeated  be¬ 
fore  Japan  to  compel  an  increasingly  active  policy  in  the  Atlantic  u’ 
order  to  avoid  a  situation  where  we  would  be  at  war  in  the  Pacific  'vh' 
still  at  peace  with  Germany.  Fortunately  for  the  Administration’s  plans. 
Hitler  played  into  its  hands  bv  declaring  war  on  the  United  States  on 
December  11,  1941.  By  that  date  “incidents’”  were  becoming  more  frC' 
quent. 

On  October  17th  the  United  States  destroyer  Kearney  suffered  casua 
ties  when  it  was  torpedoed;  two  weeks  later  the  destrover  Renben 
was  blown  to  pieces,  with  great  loss  of  life,  by  a  chain  of  explosives  from 
a  German  torpedo,  its  own  forward  magazine,  and  its  own  depth  charges. 
On  November  10th  an  American  escort  of  eleven  vessels,  including  ^  ^ 
carrier  Ranger,  picked  up  a  convoy  of  six  vessels,  including  America 
three  largest  ocean  liners,  the  America,  the  Washington,  and  the 
hattan,  with  20,000  British  troops,  and  guarded  them  from  off  Hah  ax 
to  India  and  Singapore.  Pearl  Harbor  was  attacked  as  this  convoy  ' 
passing  South  Africa,  and  the  Washington  eventually  reached  home  y 
crossing  the  Pacific  to  California.  ^ 

.Many  of  the  activities  of  the  American  Navy  in  the  summer  of  >94^ 
were  known  not  at  all  or  were  known  only  very  imperfectly  m 
American  public,  but  it  would  seem  that  public  opinion  generally  sup 
ported  the  Administration’s  actions.  In  September,  Roosevelt 
congressional  action  to  repeal  the  section  of  the  Neutrality  .A.cts  for 
ding  the  arming  of  merchant  vessels.  This  was  done  on  October  lyth-  ] 
vote  in  the  House  going  259-138,  with  only  21  Democrats 
the  change  and  only  39  Republicans  supporting  it.  On  that  same  da} 
Kearney  was  torpedoed.  Two  weeks  later  all  the  essential 
the  Neutrality  Acts  were  repealed  (November  13th).  The  vote  m 
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House,  212-194,  again  showed  the  partisan  nature  of  the  Administra- 
*^ion’s  foreign  policy,  for  only  22  of  159  Republican  votes  were  for  repeal. 
By  this  vote  the  United  States  “resumed  its  traditional  right  to  send  its 
ships  wherever  it  pleased  and  to  arm  and  protect  them  in  every  way  pos¬ 
sible.”  This  meant  that  open  naval  warfare  with  Germany  was  in  the 
inimediatc  future. 

During  this  period,  from  June  to  December  1941,  Roosevelt  was  also 
kept  occupied  by  the  problem  of  military  aid  for  the  Soviet  Union.  The 
Nazi  forces  which  flung  themselves  on  Russia,  on  June  22,  1941,  were  at 
*^ke  peak  of  their  powers,  and  the  Soviet  Union  was  soon  in  grave  need  of 
^ny  aid  it  could  get.  Churchill,  although  filled  with  suspicions  of  the 
Soviet  regime,  or  the  good  faith  of  its  leaders,  was  willing  to  accept  any- 
one,  “even  the  devil,”  as  he  put  it  himself,  as  an  ally  against  the  Nazi 
nienace,  and  to  extend  whatever  aid  was  available  to  such  an  ally.  Roose- 
'^elt  shared  these  ideas  to  a  considerable  extent,  but  the  American  people 
'''ere  suspicious  of  Bolshevism,  and  American  military  experts  were  gen¬ 
erally  agreed  that  the  Soviet  Union  could  not  hold  out  against  Hitler 
enough  for  any  aid  to  be  effective.  Accordingly,  it  was  several 
'rionths  before  Roosevelt  was  in  a  position  to  make  Lend-Lease  supplies 
available  to  the  Kremlin. 


The  Nazi  Attack  on  Soviet  Russia, 
1941-1942 


planning  his  attack  on  Soviet  Russia,  Hitler  used  the  customary 
^rtnan  strategic  concepts;  these  gave  priority  to  the  destruction  of  en- 
^'^y  armies  over  the  seizure  and  occupation  of  enemy  territory  and  re¬ 
sources.  This  destruction  was  to  be  achieved  (and  quickly  achieved, 
Recording  to  Hitler),  in  a  series  of  gigantic  pincers  movements  of  the 
uble-arm  type  which  had  worked  so  well  against  Poland  in  1939.  In 
^  se  operations  a  huge  outer  pincers  of  armored-division  spearheads  and 
simultaneous  but  smaller  inner  pincers  of  infantry-division  columns 
j  ^  u  enclose  a  mass  of  enemy  troops,  the  armored  pincers  cutting  a 
the^^  ^^S^ient  of  these  off  from  their  supplies  and  communications  while 
int  columns  would  slice  up  the  enclosed  mass  of  enemy  forces 

and  masses  A\'illing  to  surrender.  This  method  was  used,  again 

Jun  extraordinary  success  against  the  Soviet  armies,  after 

of  R  und  frequently  capturing,  hundreds  of  thousands 

ussians  at  a  time,  but  the  very  size  of  the  operations  used  up  Nazi 
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men,  materials,  and  (above  all)  time  without  inflicting  any  fatal  blow 
on  the  Soviet  capacity  to  resist. 

Because  of  these  German  strategic  ideas,  no  geographical  objectives 
were  given  primary  priority  in  the  German  plans.  Secondary  priority  was 
given,  at  Hitler’s  insistence,  to  the  capture  of  Leningrad  in  the  north  and 
to  the  capture  of  Kiev  and  the  Caucasus  to  the  south,  These  geographical 
objectives  were  set  in  order  to  link  up  with  the  Finns  and  cut  the  .Mur¬ 
mansk  railway  in  the  north,  and  to  capture,  or  at  least  cut  off  from  Rus¬ 
sian  armies,  the  Soviet  oil  centers  in  the  south.  The  capture  of  Moscow 
was,  by  Hitler’s  direct  orders,  given  only  tertiary  priority  in  the  German 
strategic  plans. 

The  German  generals  disagreed  with  Hitler’s  geographic  conceptions, 
and  insisted  that  .Moscow  be  made  the  chief  geographic  goal  of  the  Ger¬ 
man  advance  because  it  was  the  vital  railroad  center  of  European  Russia; 
it  was  also  an  important  industrial  center,  and  contained  the  heart  and 
brain  of  the  whole  Soviet  autocracy.  Its  capture  would,  according  to  the 
generals,  cripple  Russia’s  ability  to  shift  troops  and  supplies  north  and 
south  and  would  thus  make  it  possible  to  isolate,  for  easier  conquest,  the 
Leningrad  or  the  Kiev  fronts.  Moreover,  its  capture  would  paralyze  the 
overcentralized  system  of  Soviet  tyranny,  and  strike  such  a  blow  to  Bol¬ 
shevik  prestige  that  it  would  probably  be  unable  to  survive. 

In  the  first  three  months  of  the  campaign  of  1941  and  for  all  of  the 
campaign  of  1942,  Hitler  resisted  the  pressure  from  his  generals  and  in¬ 
sisted  that  the  ma.vimum  German  effort  should  be  devoted  to  the  two 
areas  originally  set  in  the  north  and  the  south.  Only  in  September  194*’ 
when  it  was  too  late  for  a  successful  assault  on  .Moscow,  did  Hitler  rec¬ 
ognize  that  his  own  geographic  objectives  could  not  be  achieved,  with  the 
result  that  he  fell  back  on  his  generals’  advice  for  an  attack  on  .Moscow. 
This  dispersal  and  shifting  of  geographic  objectives,  combined  wit 
German  inability  to  destroy  the  Soviet  armies  completely,  brought  Ger¬ 
many  to  the  point  which  Hitler  had  always  insisted  must  be  avoioc 
above  all  else:  a  two-front  war  of  attrition  by  a  Germany  which  was 
nowhere  near  total  economic  mobilization. 

German  authorities  e.stimatcd  that  Russia  had  over  2tx)  divisions  (” 
which  30  to  35  were  in  the  Far  East),  with  8,000  aircraft  of  diverse 
quality,  and  15,000  tanks,  mostly  light  or  obsolescent.  On  the  European 
front  they  expected  to  encounter  125  infantry,  25  cavalry,  25  motorizct , 
and  at  least  5  armored  divisions.  Against  these  Russian  forces,  1 1'^ 
planned  to  hurl  iqr  German  and  33  satellite  (Finnish,  Romanian,  Itaian, 
Hungarian,  Slovak,  and  Croat)  divisions.  The  German  forces  included  19 
(half-size)  annored  divisions  with  3,2(x)  tanks,  14  motorized  divisions, 
.md  3  air  fleets  with  2,000  planes.  These  forces  were  organized  into 
army  groups  (northern,  central,  and  southern)  aiming  in  the 
direction  of  Leningrad  (500  miles  away),  .Moscow  (750  miles),  and  tie 
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lower  Volga  (Stalingrad,  800  miles  away).  Each  army  group  consisted  of 
intantry  and  panzer  armies  placed  alternately  across  the  front,  in  order 
to  operate  the  double-clawed  pincer  movements  we  have  mentioned.  The 
''hole  German  front,  from  north  to  south,  had  seven  infantry  armies  and 
our  panzer  armies  organized  in  this  alternating  fashion,  with  t\vo  in- 
antry  armies  forming  each  end  of  the  line,  and  the  satellite  forces  on  the 
^J^treme  flanks  (Finns  to  the  north,  the  others  to  the  south). 

The  Soviet  Union  was  warned  of  the  impending  Nazi  attack  from 
ashington  and  London,  as  well  as  bv  its  own  spies,  and  had  the  exact 
ate  of  the  assault  almost  as  soon  as  it  was  set  in  Berlin.  An  anti-Nazi 
Orman  in  Berlin  gave  a  copy  of  Hitler’s  secret  directive  for  Operation 
arharossa  to  the  American  commercial  attache  within  three  w  eeks  of  its 
ormulation;  this  was  sent  to  the  Kremlin  by  Secretary  of  State  Hull 
early  in  March  1941.  All  these  helpful  moves  were  received  with  ill  grace 
y  the  Soviet  leaders,  and  those  who  offered  them  w'ere  treated  as  trou- 
eniakers.  Moscow  made  no  effort  to  escape  the  Nazi  pincers  by  with- 
rawing  its  forces  from  their  exposed  frontier  positions,  but  continued 
^0  hope  that  its  abject  economic  collaboration  wdth  Hitler  w'ould  lead 
jrn  to  cancel  the  attack  orders,  in  recognition  of  the  fact  that  he  could 
°  ram  more,  in  an  economic  sense,  from  collaborating  in  peace  than  from 
conquest  in  war.  This  hope  was  futile,  because  Hitler  had  such  a  gigantic 
‘srespect  for  Russia’s  fighting  powers  that  he  expected  a  complete  Ger- 
^an  victory  in  about  six  w'ceks.  So  convinced  was  Hitler  on  this  point 
r  at  he  flatly  rejected,  in  June,  again  in  July,  and  once  again  in  August, 
^oggestions  from  the  cliief  of  the  Great  General  Staff  that  any  prepara- 
r>ons  be  made  for  fighting  in  winter.  For  this  refusal  Germany  w'as  to 
suffer  bitterly. 

Hitler’s  estimates  about  the  w’eakness  of  the  Soviet  armies  and  the 
revity  of  the  approaching  campaign  were  generally  shared  by  military 
throughout  the  wmrld.  In  the  United  States,  Chief  of  Staff  General 
corge  C.  Marshall  believed  that  Germanv  would  be  victorious  in  six 
Weeks. 

The  Nazi  armies  sprang  forward  at  dawn  on  Sunday,  June  22,  1941. 
^  the  end  of  five  davs  nvo  envelopments  had  been  closed  and  on  the 
“"’ing  day  a  third  was  completed.  In  these  pockets  there  were  such 
®tge  Russian  forces  that  the  perimeters  could  not  be  closed  completely, 
broken  Ru.ssian  units  escaped  through  the  German  lines.  Neverthe- 
css,  from  these  pockets  were  taken  289,874  prisoners,  2,585  tanks,  and 
‘;'49  cannon.  By  July  25th  several  more  encirclements  had  been  com¬ 
pleted 


on  the  central  front  (yielding  185,487  more  prisoners  with  2,030 


s  and  1,^1 8  guns). 

^  this  point  a  crisis  arose  in  the  German  High  Command.  All  the 
Steat  successes  wc  liave  mentioned  were  on  the  central  front,  while  the 
Northern  and  southern  fronts,  which  Hitler  wanted  emphasized,  were 
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advancing  much  more  slowlv.  This  resulted  from  the  fact  that  Hitlers 
generals  did  not  share  the  Fiihrer’s  strategic  ideas,  and  had  disposed  the 
German  forces  so  that,  in  effect,  they  overruled  his  directives  and  ga''*' 


preponderance  to  their  own  goal,  the  capture  of  Moscow.  For  this  rea¬ 
son  they  had  given  two  of  their  four  panzer  armies  to  Field  Marshal 
Fedor  von  Bock’s  Army  Group  Center,  and  one  to  each  of  the  ocher  armV 
groups.  Since  the  Russians  had  massed  their  strength  in  the  south,  Ger¬ 
man  Armv  Group  South,  under  Gerd  von  Rundstedt,  had  only  800 
tanks,  while  his  Soviet  opponent,  .Marshal  S.  M.  Budennv  had  2,000. 

The  brilliant  success  of  the  German  Armv  Group  Center  led  the  Ger¬ 
man  General  Staff  and  Hitler  to  change  their  minds,  hut  in  opposite 
directions.  The  weakness  of  the  Soviet  defense  persuaded  Bock  to  adopt 
a  plan,  advanced  by  Guderian,  that  Army  Group  Center  abandon  further 
efforts  at  pincers  encirclements  and  send  its  armored  units  on  a  straight 
all-out  drive  to  .Moscow,  one  hundred  miles  away.  About  the  same  tiniei 
Hitler  decided  to  strengthen  the  advance  of  Armv  Groups  North  and 
South,  by  directing  the  efforts  of  the  two  panzer  annies  of  Army  Group 
Center  aw'av  from  their  own  front  and  onto  the  fronts  of  the  two  flank¬ 


ing  army  groups.  This  would  have  left  Armv  Group  Center  with  infantry 
forces  only,  thus  slowing  its  advance  and  restricting  its  operations  to 
tactical  mopping-up  activities,  but  it  w'ould  have  increased  the  ability  0 
the  flanking  army  groups  to  close  pincer  envelopments  by  giving  each  0 
them  the  use  of  two  panzer  armies.  Bv  Directive  No.  33,  on  July  *9^^’ 
Hitler  issued  orders  for  this  change.  Although  the  generals  resisted  an 
stalled  in  carrying  out  these  instructions,  the  advance  on  Moscow  was 


broken. 


General  Franz  Haider  wrote  in  his  diarv  on  July  26th:  “The  Fiihrer  s 
analysis,  which  at  many  points  is  unjustly  critical  of  the  Field  Comman  1 
indicates  a  complete  break  with  the  strategy  of  large  operational  concep 
tions.  You  cannot  beat  the  Russians  with  operational  successes,  he  argues, 
because  thev  simply  do  not  know  when  they  are  defeated.  On  that  ac 
count  it  will  be  necessary  to  destroy  them  bit  by  bit,  in  small  encirciiug 
actions  of  a  purely  tactical  character.”  Against  these  ideas  of  Hjtlcr  s 
his  generals  argued  for  weeks,  in  vain.  On  .August  21st,  Hitler 
Directive  No.  34.  It  began;  “The  proposals  of  the  Army  High  Comman 
for  the  continuance  of  the  operations  in  the  east,  dated  August  18, 
not  conform  to  mv  intentions.  .  .  .  The  principal  object  is  not  the  cap 
ture  of  Moscow.”  In  place  of  this,  it  set  the  following  objectives: 
seize  the  Crimea  and  the  Dombas  coal  mines,  to  cut  off  the  Caucasian  o 
supplies,  to  isolate  Leningrad,  and  to  make  direct  contact  with  the  Finns- 
As  a  consequence  of  the  shift  of  emphasis  to  the  south,  German  Arm) 
Group  South  completed  a  colossal  envelopment  east  of  Kiev  (August  24^ 
September  21).  In  a  great  bag  200  miles  wide,  the  Germans  captum 
665,000  prisoners  with  3,718  cannon  and  884  tanks.  Hitler  called  this 
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greatest  battle  in  the  history  of  the  world”;  his  chief  of  staff  called  it 
the  greatest  strategic  blunder  of  the  Eastern  Campaign.” 

At  this  point  in  the  campaign  a  curious  phenomenon  appeared:  large 
numbers  of  anti-Stalinist  Russians  began  to  surrender  to  the  Nazis.  Most 
0  these  were  Ukrainians,  and  the  majority  were  eager  to  fight  with  the 
azis  against  the  Stalinist  regime  of  the  Soviet  Union.  If  the  Nazis  had 
^en  willing  to  cooperate  w  ith  this  movement,  and  to  treat  these  de- 
seners  in  a  decent  fashion,  it  is  e.\tremely  likely  that  the  flood  of  Russian 
eserters  would  have  become  an  overwhelming  torrent  and  the  A'loscow 
regime  would  have  collapsed.  Instead,  the  Nazis,  led  by  Hitler,  resolutely 
re  used  to  adopt  the  role  of  “Liberator  of  the  Slavs,”  and  instead  insisted 
on  playing  the  role  of  “Annihilator  of  the  Slavs.”  The  arrogance,  sadism, 
and  racism  of  the  Nazi  system  soon  presented  itself  in  a  form  as  hateful 
ro  the  average  Slav  as  Stalinism  itself. 

As  soon  as  the  conquering  German  armies  seized  Soviet  territory,  vari¬ 
ous  Nazi  and  satellite  organizations  of  e.\ploitation,  of  enslavement,  and 
0  extermination  moved  in,  led  by  the  SS.  Prisoners  of  w'ar  and  civilians 
"'ere  rounded  up  by  the  millions  and  deported  to  German  slave-labor 
Camps  where  they  were  starved,  frozen,  and  beaten  into  subhuman  dere- 
icts  at  the  very  time  that  they  w'ere  expected  to  wmrk,  fifteen  or  more 
oots  a  day,  on  Nazi  w'ar  production.  Those  inhabitants  of  conquered 
®teas  who  escaped  deportation  or  imprisonment  generally  were  deprived 
most  of  their  possessions,  especially  of  their  food  stores  and  livestock, 
industrial  equipment  wdiich  had  not  been  removed  by  the  retreating 
c^iet  armies  w'as  stolen  or  destroyed  by  the  Nazis.  The  deserters  who 
Wished  to  fight  with  the  Nazis  against  Stalin  would  have  been  welcomed 
y  many  German  Army  officers,  but  their  use  in  this  fashion  was  gener- 
y  discouraged  and  frequently  forbidden  by  the  Nazi  political  leaders 
^ch  as  Hitler  or  Himmler.  In  spite  of  this,  some  Russian  units  in  the 
azi  armies  were  formed,  although  generally  they  were  used  only  for 
guard  or  garrison  duties.  The  size  of  this  movement  of  anti-Stalinist  de¬ 
serters  can  be  judged  from  the  fact  that,  in  spite  of  the  obstacles  we  have 
^icntioned,  the  number  of  such  deserters  seivdng  in  the  Nazi  armed 
urces  reached  900,000  in  June  1944.  These  were  nominally  under  the 
cadetship  of  a  renegade  Soviet  general,  A.  A.  Mlasov,  wffio  had  served  as 
^  uviet  military  advi.ser  to  Chiang  Kai-shek  in  China  in  1938,  with  the 
c^mk  of  major  general,  and  had  been  captured  by  the  Nazis  when  serving 
“s  deputy  commander  of  the  \mlkhov  front,  in  June  1942.  Nothing  ef- 
cctive  could  be  done  with  “A'lasov  formations”  because  of  the  opposi¬ 
tion  of  Hitler  and  Himmler.  W'hen  Germany  was  clearly  on  the  road  to 
cfeat  in  November  1944,  Himmler  withdrew'  his  opposition,  and  al- 
owed  Vlasov  to  issue  a  call  for  an  anti-Stalinist  liberation  army  of  Rus- 
^i^us.  In  six  weeks  this  organization  received  a  million  applications  for 
tticmbership,  but  could  obtain  almost  no  equipment  and  could  organize 
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combat  units  of  no  more  than  50,000  men.  At  the  end  of  the  war,  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  of  Vdasov’s  supporters  fled  westward  to  the  American 
and  British  armies  for  refuge  from  Stalin’s  vengeance,  but  were  handed 
over  to  the  Soviet  Union  to  be  murdered  out  of  hand  or  sent  to  slave- 


labor  camps  in  Siberia.  The  dimensions  of  human  suffering  involved  nj 
this  whole  situation  is  beyond  the  human  imagination.  The  number  01 
Soviet  prisoners  captured  by  the  Nazis,  according  to  the  records  of  the 
German  Army,  reached  over  2,000,000  by  November  i,  1941,  and  reached 
3,060,000  by  .March  1,  1942.  Over  500,000  of  these  died  of  starvation, 
typhus,  or  froze  to  death  in  prison  camps  in  the  winter  of  i94i-i94^' 
the  whole  Eastern  campaign  up  to  January  1944  the  Nazis  captured 


5,553,000  prisoners. 

On  September  6,  1941,  in  Directive  No.  35,  Hitler  suddenly  accepte 
the  suggestions  of  his  generals,  and  ordered  an  attack  on  .Moscow.  After 
two  weeks  of  reorganization  of  forces,  this  attack  began.  About  the  same 
time,  Leningrad  was  encircled,  thus  commencing  an  unsuccessful  siege 
which  continued  until  the  cir\'  was  relieved  twenty-eight  montlis  latei- 

By  October  8,  1941,  two  great  encirclements  west  of  .Moscow  close 
on  663,000  Soviet  prisoners  with  5,412  cannon  and  1,242  tanks.  MoppH'ls 
up  took  two  weeks.  Bt  that  time,  the  weather  had  broken,  and  the  Get 
mans  were  advancing  through  pouring  rain,  sleet,  and  mud.  They  sufferc 
their  first  cases  of  frostbite  on  November  7th,  but,  with  Moscow'  only 
thirty-eight  miles  away,  the  attack  continued.  A  week  later,  Siberia^ 
divisions,  moved  from  the  Far  East,  in  consequence  of  the  japanese-SoVier 
Nonaggression  Pact  and  Richard  Sorge’s  information  that  the  Japanese 
had  decided  to  attack  Singapore  rather  than  Siberia,  appeared  befor^^ 
.Moscow.  The  first  Soviet  counteroffensive  came  on  November  28th, 
as  the  2nd  German  Armored  Division  caught  sight  of  the  towers  of  ^ 
Kremlin  from  a  distance  of  fourteen  miles.  The  ne.vt  night  the  temper'^ 
ture  fell  to  22°  below  zero  Fahrenheit.  The  Germans,  without  any  pr^P 
aration  for  a  winter  campaign,  began  to  suffer  horribly.  Yet  when 
Marshal  von  Rundstedt,  commander  of  Army  Group  South,  allov'' 
some  of  his  units  to  withdraw',  he  w'as  removed  by  Hitler. 

On  December  19th  the  commander  in  chief.  Field  Marshal 
von  Brauchitsch  was  relieved  and  his  post  taken  by  Hitler  himself.  ^ 
Fiihrer  issued  an  order  which  said:  “The  army  is  not  to  withdraw  a 
step.  Every  man  must  fight  where  he  stands.’’  A  few  days  later,  Gutlci**' 
was  removed  for  violation  of  this  order.  In  spite  of  Hitler’s  attitn*^  - 
Russian  pressure  throughout  the  winter  made  necessary  one 
withdrawal  after  another.  Bv  the  spring  of  1942,  many  units  had  fa 
back  a  hundred  or  more  miles.  During  this  period  the  Luftwaffe  gen<^f 
ally  could  not  operate  for  lack  of  winter  lubricants,  and  w'hen  its  p'a 
did  take  to  the  air  they  had  to  be  used  to  carry  supplies  to  ground  , 
w  hich  were  cut  off  by  Russians.  Fanks  could  be  used  only  after  tt 
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engines  liad  been  warmed  up  for  twelve  hours.  Frostbite  casualties  in 
tile  German  Army  ran  about  a  thousand  a  day,  and  by  February  28, 
'942,  the  total  German  casualties  in  the  Russian  offensive  reached  over 
®  niillion  (31  percent). 

We  have  mentioned  that  military  assistance  to  the  Soviet  Union  from 
the  United  States  was  held  up  by  the  slowness  of  American  economic 
ttiobilizadon,  the  anti-Bolshevism  of  American  public  opinion,  and  the 
general  lack  of  confidence  in  Soviet  ability  to  withstand  the  Nazi  attack, 
these  obstacles  were  not  decisive  with  Churchill  or  Roosevelt.  On  July 
*941,  Britain  signed  an  alliance  u  ith  Russia.  Four  weeks  later  Harry 
l^opkins  returned  from  a  hurried  visit  to  Moscow  to  report  to  the  At- 
3ntic  Conference  his  conviction  that  the  Soviet  Union  would  be  able  to 
hold  out  against  the  Nazi  attack.  He  also  brought  a  completely  un- 
■"easonable  demand  from  Stalin  for  an  immediate  British  invasion  of 
'vestern  Europe  to  relieve  the  German  pressure  on  Russia.  Unable  to 
grant  any  hopes  of  such  an  invasion  in  1941  or  even  in  1942,  Roosevelt 
®hd  Churchill  decided  to  send  a  full-scale  economic  mission  to  Moscow 
^  determine  Russia’s  material  needs.  This  mission,  headed  by  Averell 
*darriman  and  Lord  Beaverbrook,  was  in  Moscow  for  three  days  at  the 
^hd  of  September  1941,  and  signed  an  agreement  for  Soviet  aid  to  June 
1942. 

Jn  the  postwar  period  it  was  frequently  stated  that  the  Roosevelt  Ad- 
niinistration  should  have  taken  advantage  of  Stalin’s  urgent  need  for  sup- 
P  les  in  September  1941,  by  forcing  him  to  sign  agreements  to  recognize 
£  independence  and  territorial  integrity  of  various  countries  in  east¬ 
ern  Europe.  Strangely  enough,  during  the  discussions  in  Moscow  at  the 
^'nie,  Stalin  was  eager  to  obtain  a  formal  statement  on  war  aims  and  on 
specific  territorial  boundaries,  but  the  United  States  was  reluctant:  it 
injected  to  any  “secret  accords”  which  might  hamper  freedom  of  action 
and  was  unwilling  either  to  abandon  the  peoples  of  eastern  Europe 
Russia  or  to  insist  on  their  rights  vigorously  enough  to  drive  the  Soviet 
to  make  a  separate  peace  with  Hitler.  Such  a  separate  peace  was 
out  of  the  realm  of  possibiliw,  but  no  agreements  about  boundaries 
®ud  governments  made  in  1941  could  have  been  enforced  against  the 
uviet  Union  four  years  later  after  these  areas  had  fallen  under  Soviet 
*ui  itary  occupation. 

he  agreement  of  September  30,  1941,  provided  that,  in  the  next  nine 
I’lonths,  the  Anglo-Americans  would  send  to  the  Soviet  Union  1,050,000 
of  supplies,  including  300  fighting  planes,  100  bombers,  and  500 
a  month.  Up  to  that  moment  Russia  had  purchased  about  $100,000,- 
of  supplies  in  the  United  States  with  its  own  money,  had  obtained 
93000,000  in  supplies  from  United  States  loans  to  be  repaid  in  future 
'Veries  of  gold  bullion,  and  had  obtained  from  Britain  considerable 
rPUes,  including  450  planes,  3,000,000  pairs  of  boots,  and  22,000  tons 
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of  rubber.  But  financing  the  new  Moscow  agreement  was  quite  a  on- 
ferent  task,  and  could  be  done  only  under  Lend-Lease.  By  the  end  o 
November,  Roosevelt  was  able  to  get  American  public  opinion,  and  cs- 
pecially  American  Catholic  opinion,  to  reduce  its  objections  to  such  a 
step  sufficiently  to  allow  him  to  establish  it. 

As  with  Lend-Lease  aid  to  Britain,  such  aid  to  Soviet  Russia  raised  the 
problem  of  how  supplies  could  be  delivered.  In  the  first  two  years  o 
Lend-Lease,  46  percent  of  the  total  shipped  went  across  the  Pacific 
Siberia  in  Soviet  ships;  23  percent  took  the  76-dav  route  to  the  Persian 
Gulf  to  go  north  over  the  completely  inadequate  trans-Iranian  route;  4* 
percent  took  the  12-dav  sea  route  to  Murmansk  or  Archangel.  The  dan¬ 
gers  of  this  last  route  can  be  seen  from  the  fact  that  2 1  percent  of  die 
cargoes  on  it  were  lost  by  German  attack,  partly  by  submarines  an 
surface  raiders,  but  chiefly  by  air  attacks  from  Finnish  and  Norweg'^^'j 
bases.  The  horrors  of  this  northern  route  to  Russia  arc  aImo.st  beyon 
description.  In  the  summer,  twenty-four  hours  of  light  each  day  allovvc 
attacks  to  be  continuous;  in  the  winter  water  temperature  was  so  In"' 
that  torpedoed  seamen  could  survive  no  more  than  a  few  minutes  in 
And  in  both  seasons  there  was  no  relief  at  the  end  of  the  voyage,  for  r  ^ 
Russian  ports  were  within  easy  bombing  range  of-Gextinjii  air  bases  un 
der  conditions  of  visibility  (notably  surrounding  hills  and  poor  Sovie 
cooperation)  which  allowed  only  a  few  seconds’  warning  before  any 
attack. 
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The  Rising  Sun  in  the  Pacific,  to  1^42 

The  Turning  Tide,  1^42-1^43:  Midicay,  El  Alamcin,  French 
Africa,  and  Stalingrad 

Closing  in  on  Germany,  i^4^-i^4y 
Closhig  in  on  Japan,  i^4y-ig4y 


The  Rising  Sun 
in  the  Pacific,  to  1942 


TRaditionai.t.y,  American  polic\'  in  the  Far  East  had  sought  to 
preserve  the  territorial  integrity  and  political  independence  of  China 
and  to  maintain  an  “Open  Door”  for  China’s  foreign  trade.  These 
goals  became  increasingly  difficult  to  achieve  in  the  course  of  the  twen- 
’■'^’-h  century  because  of  the  growing  Aveakness  of  China  itself,  the  steady 
growth  of  aggression  in  Japan,  and  the  deepening  involvement  of  other 
owers  with  Far  Eastern  interests  in  a  life-or-death  struggle  with  Ger- 
•^^ny.  After  the  fall  of  France  and  the  Low  Countries  in  the  summer 
1940,  Britain  could  offer  the  United  States  little  more  than  sympathy 
®od  some  degree  of  diplomatic  support  in  the  Far  East,  while  the  Nether- 
®ods  and  France,  with  rich  colonial  possessions  within  reach  of  Japan’s 
gr^sp,  could  provide  no  real  opposition  to  Japan’s  demands.  .After 
'*^ler’s  attack  on  Russia  in  June  1941,  the  Soviet  Union,  which  had  ac- 
•^ually  fought  Japanese  forces  in  the  Far  East  in  1938  and  again  in  1939, 
^uld  e.xcrt  no  pressure  on  Japan  to  deter  further  Nipponese  aggression. 
Us,  by  the  summer  of  1941,  Japan  was  ready  for  new  advances  in  the 
East,  and  only  the  United  States  w  as  in  a  position  to  resist. 

Uiis  situation  was  complicated  by  the  domestic  political  divisions 
''■thin  the  United  States  and  Japan.  In  general,  the.se  divisions  tended  to 
Postpone  any  showdown  between  tlie  two  Pf)\\ers.  On  the  one  hand, 
^  American  go\’ernment  liad  developed  a  fissure  between  its  military 
‘Uegic  plans  and  its  diplomatic  activities,  just  at  tlie  time  w  hen  isola- 


tionisr 


h'ction; 

i'and, 

dii 


opinion  witliin  the  country 


laldng  its  most  vociferous  ob- 
tlie  Administration’s  policies  in  botli  these  fields.  On  tlie  otlier 
the  Japanese  government  was  by  no  means  united,  eitlier  on  the 
■^ction  or  on  tlie  timing  of  its  next  moves, 
he  divisions  in  public  opinion  within  the  United  States  and  even 
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within  the  Roosevelt  Administration  are  obvious  enough  to  Americans, 
but  the  equally  great  divisions  in  Japan  are  largely  ignored.  It  should  be 
recognized  by  Americans  today,  as  it  was  recognized  by  the  Japanese 
leaders  at  the  time,  that  the  Japanese  aggressions  of  1941  which  cul¬ 
minated  in  the  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor  on  December  7th  were  based  on 
fear  and  weakness  and  not  on  arrogance  and  strength.  To  be  sure,  the 
earlier  aggressions  which  began  in  Manchuria  in  1931  and  in  North  China 
in  1937  had  been  arrogant  enough.  The  Japanese  had  been  supremely 
confident  of  their  ability  to  conquer  all  China,  if  necessary,  even  as  late 
as  1939.  As  a  consequence,  their  advance  had  been  accompanied  by 
brutality  against  the  Chinese,  by  various  actions  to  drive  all  Europeans 
and  all  European  economic  enterprises  out  of  China,  and  by  insults  and 
humiliations  to  Europeans  found  in  China,  especially  in  Shanghai. 

By  1939  all  of  this  was  beginning  to  change.  The  attack  on  China  baa 
bogged  down  completely.  The  Japanese  economy  was  beginning  to  tot¬ 
ter  under  a  combination  of  circumstances,  including  the  exhausting  ef¬ 
fort  to  strangle  China  and  to  administer  a  fatal  blow  to  the  retreating 
Chinese  government  by  octopus  tactics,  the  reorganization  of  Japan® 
home  industry  from  a  light  basis  to  a  heavy  industrial  plant  (for  which 
Japan  lacked  the  necessary  resources),  the  gigantic  capital  investment  m 
Manchuria  and  North  China,  the  growing  restrictions  on  Japanese  trade 
imposed  by  Western  countries,  and,  finally,  the  combination  of  a  rap¬ 
idly  growing  population  with  acute  material  shortages.  Problems  sue 
as  these  might  have  driven  many  nations,  even  in  the  West,  to  desperate 
action.  In  Japan  the  situation  was  made  more  critical  by  the  large-sca  e 
diversion  of  manpower  and  resources  from  consumption  to  capita  - 
formation  at  a  very  high  rate.  And,  finally,  all  this  was  taking  place  m 
a  countrv  which  placed  a  high  esteem  on  military  arrogance. 

In  theory,  of  course,  Japan  might  have  sought  to  remedy  its  materia 
shortages  in  a  peaceful  way,  by  seeking  to  increase  Japan’s  foreign  trade, 
exporting  increasing  amounts  of  Japanese  goods  to  pay  for  rising  Jap 
anese  imports.  In  fact,  such  a  policy  had  obvious  weaknesses.  The  wor 
depression  after  1929  and  the  growth  of  economic  autarchy  in  all  coun¬ 
tries,  including  the  United  States,  made  it  very  difficult  to  increase  Jap' 
anese  exports.  The  excessively  high  American  Smoot-Hawley  tariff  0 
1930,  although  not  so  intended,  seemed  to  the  Japanese  to  be  an  aggre® 
sive  restriction  on  their  ability  to  live.  The  “imperial  preference’’  regn 
lations  of  the  British  Commonwealth  had  a  similar  consequence.  Since 
Japan  could  not  defend  itself  against  such  economic  measures,  it 
sorted  to  political  measures.  To  do  othenvise  would  have  been  contrayV 
to  Japanese  traditions.  But,  by  embarking  on  this  course,  Japan  was  hea 
ing  in  a  direction  which  could  hardly  have  a  favorable  outcome.  If  J^p®’’ 
adopted  political  measures  to  defend  itself  against  economic  restrictions, 
the  Western  Powers  would  inevitably  defend  themselves  with 
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greater  economic  restrictions  on  Japan,  driving  Japan,  by  a  series  of  such 
stages,  to  open  war.  And,  in  such  a  war,  in  view  of  its  economic  weak- 
Japan  could  hardly  hope  to  win.  These  stages  were  confused 
®nd  delayed  over  a  full  decade  of  years  (1931-1941),  by  indecision  and 
ivided  counsels  in  both  Japan  and  the  Western  Powers.  In  the  process 
Jspan  found  a  considerable  advantage  in  the  parallel  aggressions  of  Italy 
3rid  Germany.  It  also  found  a  considerable  disadvantage  in  the  fact  that 
Japan’s  imports  were  vital  necessities  to  her,  w  hile  her  exports  were  vital 
necessities  to  no  one.  This  meant  that  Japan’s  trade  could  be  cut  off  or 
^■educed  by  anyone,  to  Japan’s  great  injury',  but  at  much  smaller  cost  to 
the  other  nation. 

The  steps  leading  to  open  w'ar  betw'een  Japan  and  the  Western  Pow  ers 
^cre  delayed  by  the  long-drawn  indecision  of  the  Sino-Japanese  War. 

nr  years  Japan  hoped  to  find  a  solution  for  its  economic  and  social 
problems  in  a  decisive  victory  over  China,  w'hile  in  the  same  years  the 
^estern  Powers  hoped  for  an  end  to  Japanese  aggression  by  a  Japanese 
efeat  in  China.  Instead,  the  struggle  in  that  area  dragged  on  without  a 
scision.  The  W’estern  Powers  were  too  divided  at  home  and  among 
eniselves,  too  filled  with  pacifism  and  mistaken  political  and  economic 
nas  to  do  anything  decisive  about  China,  especially  w  hen  open  war  was 
impossible  and  anything  less  than  war  w'ould  injure  China  as  w'ell  as 
Japan.  Thus,  no  sanctions  were  imposed  on  Japan  for  its  aggression  on 
anchuria  in  1931  or  for  its  attack  on  North  China  in  1937.  The  Amer¬ 
ican  Neutrality  Act  w^as  not  applied  to  this  conflict  because  President 
oosevelt  adopted  the  simple  legalistic  e.xpedient  of  failing  to  “find”  a 
)''ar  in  the  Far  East.  But  the  mere  existence  of  laws  which  might  have 
imposed  economic  sanctions  or  economic  retaliation  on  Japan  revealed 
to  that  country  the  basic  w’eakness  of  its  owm  position. 

^  1937  Japan  received  a  series  of  lessons  in  the  precarious  state  of  its 
C^tategic-economic  position.  In  the  first  half  of  that  year,  as  background 
’ts  growing  military  pressure  on  China,  Japan  bought  a  record  amount 
0  American  scrap  iron  and  steel,  1.3  million  metric  tons  in  six  months, 
gitation  to  curtail  this  supply,  either  by  applying  the  Neutrality  Act 
0  the  Sino-Japanese  conflict  or  by  some  lesser  action,  w'as  growing  in 
^  United  States.  Early  in  October  1937,  President  Roosevelt  caused  a 
^ontroversy  by  a  speech  suggesting  a  “quarantine”  of  aggressor  nations. 
*0  ationist  sentiment  in  the  United  States,  especially  in  the  Midw^est,  was 
strong  to  allow'  the  administration  to  take  any  important  steps  to- 
yard  such  a  “quarantine.”  Nevertheless,  Stimson,  w’ho  had  been  Amer- 
man  secretary  of  state  at  the  time  of  the  Manchurian  crisis  in  1931,  made 
!  public  appeal  for  an  embargo  on  the  shipment  of  war  materials  to 
^^Pan.  A  month  later,  November  3-24,  1937,  a  conference  of  the  signers 
p,  Nine-Pow  er  Treaty  of  1922,  w'hich  guaranteed  the  integrity  of 
'  ima,  met  at  Brussels  to  discuss  what  steps  might  be  taken  to  end  Japan’.s 
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aggression  in  China.  There  was  considerable  talk  of  economic  sanctions, 
but  no  Great  Power  was  willing  to  light  the  fuse  on  that  stick  of  dyna¬ 
mite,  so  the  occasion  lapsed,  and  nothing  was  done.  But  the  lesson  was 
not  wasted  on  Japan;  it  intensified  its  efforts  to  build  up  Japanese  power 
to  a  position  where  it  could  use  political  action  to  defend  itself  against 
any  economic  reprisals.  Naturally,  the  political  actions  it  took  in  this 
direction  serv'ed  only  to  hasten  economic  reprisals  against  itself,  especially 
by  the  United  States,  the  world’s  most  devoted  defender  of  the  status 
quo  in  the  Far  East  and  the  onlv  Great  Power  in  any  position,  especially 
after  Hitler’s  attacks,  to  adopt  an  active  policy  against  Japan. 

Japan  could  have  achieved  little  toward  a  political  solution  of  its  prob¬ 
lems  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  aggressions  of  Italy  and  Germany  on  the 
other  side  of  the  world.  A  full  year  before  the  Brussels  Conference,  on 
November  25,  1936,  Japan  had  joined  the  league  of  aggressors  known  as 
the  Anti-Comintern  Pact.  Discussions  seeking  to  strengthen  this  at" 
rangement  into  a  full  German-Japanese  alliance  went  on  for  years,  but 
were  not  concluded  until  September  1940. 

Hitler  was  not  sure  whether  he  wanted  Japanese  support  against  the 
Western  democracies  or  against  the  Soviet  Union,  and,  accordinglyi 
sought  an  agreement  which  could  be  swung  either  way,  w'hile  Jap^’’ 
was  interested  in  a  German  alliance  only  if  it  ran  against  the  Soviet 
Union.  At  the  same  time,  Germany  objected  to  the  Japanese  war  on 
China,  since  this  prevented  Japan’s  strength  from  being  directed  against 
either  of  Germany's  possible  foes,  and  jeopardized  German  economic 
interests  in  China.  All  these  difficulties  continued,  although  Ribbentrops 
advent  to  the  post  of  foreign  minister  in  Berlin  in  February  1938 
augurated  a  period  of  wholehearted  cooperation  with  Japan  in  China, 
replacing  Neurath’s  earlier  efforts  to  maintain  some  kind  of  neutral  b“ ' 
ance  in  the  Sino- Japanese  War.  The  German  military  advisers  wit 
Chiang  Kai-shek  w'ere  withdrawn,  although  some  of  them  had  been  m 
their  positions  for  ten  years  and  \yere  likely  to  be  replaced  by  Soviet 
advisers;  the  German  ambassador  was  withdrawn  from  China,  and  the 
protection  of  German  interests  was  generally  left  to  lesser  officials,  using 
Japanese  officials  in  areas  under  Japanese  occupation;  the  Japanese  regim® 
in  Manchukuo  w'as  e.xplicitly  recognized  (20  February  1938);  all  ship^ 
ments  of  German  war  materials  to  China  (which  reached  a  value  o 


almost  83  million  marks  in  1937)  w-ere  ended,  and  incompleted  contra 
totaling  282  million  marks  w'ere  canceled;  the  Japanese  claim  that  theit 
attack  on  Nationalist  China  was  really  an  anti-Communist  action,  3 
though  recognized  as  a  fraud  in  Berlin,  was  tacitly  accepted;  and  ti 
earlier  German  efforts  to  mediate  peace  betw'een  China  and  Japan  cease 
In  spite  of  these  concessions,  Japan  continued  its  efforts  to  cur 
German  economic  enterprises  in  China,  along  with  those  of  other  VVest 
em  nations.  The  ahenation  of  these  two  aggressor  countries  by  the  sum 
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mer  of  can  be  judged  by  the  fact  that  the  Nazi-Soviet  Nonaggres- 
sion  Pact  of  August  1939  was  made  in  flagrant  violation  of  the 
Gcrnian-Japanese  Anti-Comintern  Agreement  of  November  1936,  since 
fids  latter  document  bound  the  signers  to  make  no  political  agreements 
With  the  Soviet  Union  ^^’ithout  the  previous  consent  of  the  other  signa¬ 
tory  state.  This  w  as  regarded  in  Tokyo  as  such  a  blow  to  the  prestige  of 
fife  japane.se  government  that  the  prime  minister  resigned. 

If>  the  meantime  the  American  government  began  to  tighten  the  eco¬ 
nomic  pincers  on  Japan  just  as  Japan  was  seeking  to  tighten  its  military 
pincers  on  China.  In  the  course  of  1939  Japan  svas  able  to  close  all  the 
toutes  from  the  outside  into  China  exxept  through  Hong  Kong,  across 
tench  Indochina,  and  along  the  rocky  and  undeveloped  route  from 
utnia  to  Chungking.  The  American  government  retaliated  with  eco¬ 
nomic  W’arfare.  In  June  1938  it  established  a  “moral  embargo”  on  the 
^Ifipment  of  aircraft  or  their  parts  and  bombs  to  Japan  bv  simply  re¬ 
questing  American  citizens  to  refuse  to  sell  these  anicles.  Earlv  in  1939 
■go  American  and  British  loans  to  China  sought  to  strengthen  tliat 
country’s  collapsing  financial  system.  In  September  1939  Washington 
gnve  the  necessary  six-month  notice  to  cancel  the  1911  commercial  treaty 
With  Japan;  this  opened  the  door  to  all  kinds  of  economic  pressure 
^pinst  Japan.  At  tlie  same  time,  the  “moral  embargo”  was  extended  to 
^  even  named  raw  materials  which  were  vital  to  Japan’s  war  machine, 
ff  December  this  embargo  was  extended  to  cover  light  metals  and  all 
fuaclunery  or  plans  for  making  aviation  gasoline. 

Ill  general,  tliere  w  as  considerable  pressure  in  the  United  States,  both 
luside  the  administration  and  elsewhere,  to  increase  American  economic 
^auctions  against  Japan.  Such  a  policy  w'as  opposed  by  the  isolationists 
Ilf  the  country,  by  our  diplomatic  agents  in  Tokyo,  and  by  our  quasi- 
‘  Britain,  France,  and  the  Netherlands.  These  diverse  opinions  agreed 
at  economic  sanctions  could  be  enforced,  in  the  long  run,  only  by  war. 
ff  put  it  bluntly,  if  Japan  could  not  get  petroleum,  bauxite,  rubber,  and 
ffu  by  trade,  it  could  be  prevented  from  seizing  areas  producing  these 
products  only  |)y  force.  To  avoid  this  obvious  inference,  Cordell  Hull 
to  make  America’s  economic  policy  ambiguous  so  that  Japan 
be  deterred  from  evil  actions  by  fear  of  sanctions  not  yet  imposed 
w^on  to  conciliatory  actions  by  hopes  of  concessions  not  yet  granted, 
a  policy  was  a  mistake,  but  it  obtained  President  Roosevelt’s  ex¬ 


plicit 

less 


i'pproval  in  December  1939.  It  was  a  mistake,  since  it  paralyzed  the 
s  aggressive  elements  in  Japanese  affairs,  allowing  the  more  aggressive 
urnents  to  take  control,  because  the  uncertainty  it  engendered  became 
?  fUfbearable  to  many,  even  of  the  less  aggressive,  that  any  drastic  ac- 
^un  seeking  to  end  the  strain  became  welcome;  there  was  no  real  faith  in 
[ffenca’s  intentions,  with  the  result  that  the  period  of  sustained  uncer- 
'f*fy  came  to  be  interpreted  in  Japan  as  a  period  of  American  rearma- 
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ment  preliminary  to  an  attack  on  Japan,  and  the  ambiguity  of  American 
commercial  policy  toward  Japan  was,  over  the  months  of  1940-194*’ 
slowly  resolved  in  the  direction  of  increasing  economic  sanctions.  There 
was  a  steady  increase  in  America’s  economic  pressure  on  Japan  by  exten¬ 
sions  of  the  “moral  embargo,”  by  the  growth  of  financial  obstacles,  ana 
by  increasing  purchasing  difficulties,  presumably  based  on  America’s  re¬ 
armament  program. 

Japan  continued  to  advance  in  China  with  brusque  disregard  of  West¬ 
ern  interests,  citizens,  or  property.  By  the  end  of  1939,  Japan  controUc** 
all  the  chief  cities,  river  valleys,  and  railroad  lines  of  eastern  China,  but 
faced  constant  guerrilla  opposition  in  rural  areas  and  had  no  control  over 
the  deep  interior  of  China,  which  remained  loyal  to  Chiang  Kai-sheks 
government  in  far-off  Chungking  on  the  Upper  Yangtze  in  southwestern 
China.  In  .March  1940  the  Japanese  set  up  a  puppet  Chinese  government 
at  Nanking,  but  the  reality  of  its  power  deceived  no  one. 

In  the  winter  of  1939-1940,  Japan  began  to  make  vigorous  comniercia 
demands  on  the  Netherlands  East  Indies.  These  demands,  chiefly 
cemed  with  petroleum  and  bauxite,  were  increased  after  the  German 
victories  in  France  and  the  Low  Countries.  From  these  victories  and 
from  Hull’s  doctrinaire  refusal  to  encourage  any  Japanese  hope  that  they 
could  win  worthwhile  American  concessions  from  a  more  moderate 
policy,  the  advocates  of  extremism  in  Japan  gained  influence.  A  Japanese 
demand  was  made  on  France,  following  the  latter’s  defeat  by  Germany, 
to  allow  Japanese  troops  to  enter  northern  Indochina,  in  order  to  cut 
off  supplies  going  to  China.  This  was  conceded  at  once  by  the  Vichy 
government.  At  the  same  time  (June  1940),  Britain  received  a  deman 
to  withdraw  its  troops  from  Shanghai  and  close  the  Burma  Road  ro 
Chinese  imports.  When  Hull  refused  to  cooperate  with  Britain,  either 
in  forcing  Japan  to  desist  or  in  any  policy  aiming  to  win  better  Japanese 
behavior  by  concessions,  Britain  withdrew  from  Shanghai  and  close 
the  Burma  Road  for  three  months. 

Just  at  that  moment  a  powerful  new  weapon  against  Japan  was  adde 
to  the  American  arsenal,  by  an  amendment  to  the  National  Defense  Acr 
giving  the  President  authority  to  embargo  the  export  of  supplies  "'h*^ 
he  judged  to  be  necessaty  to  the  defense  of  the  United  States.  The  first 
presidential  order  under  this  new  authority  required  licenses  for  many 
goods  which  Japan  needed,  including  aluminum,  airplane  parts,  all  arm* 
or  munitions,  optical  supplies,  and  various  “strategic”  materials,  but  le 
petroleum  and  scrap  iron  unhindered. 

As  France  was  falling  in  June  1940,  Roosevelt,  for  reasons  of  doniesU*^ 
policy,  added  to  his  Cabinet  two  leaders  of  the  Republican  Party,  Henry 
L.  Stimson  and  Frank  C.  Knox;  both  of  these  were  interventionists  *** 
behalf  of  Britain,  while  Stimson,  for  years,  had  been  demanding  econom**^ 
sanctions  against  Japan,  assuring  the  more  cautious  of  his  audience  tn 
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such  a  policy  would  bring  about  a  Japanese  retreat  rather  than  any  w'ar. 
The  error  in  this  point  of  view  was  clearly  revealed  at  Pearl  Harbor  in  De¬ 
cember  1941,  but  the  exact  nature  of  the  error  is  not  alw'ays  recognized. 
The  real  error  in  the  American  negotiations  with  Japan  in  1940-1941 
a  double  one.  On  the  one  hand,  there  was  no  correlation  between 
uur  demands  on  Japan  and  our  actual  power  in  the  Pacific,  since  our 
demands  were  vastly  more  extensive  than  our  strength.  On  the  other 
hand,  there  was  no  correlation  between  our  strategic  plans  and  our  dip- 
omatic  activity,  with  the  consequence  that  there  was  no  correlation 
between  our  German  policy  and  our  Japanese  policy.  The  American 
^rategic  plans  were  based  on  the  premise  that  Germany  must  be  defeated 
efore  Japan.  From  this  perfectly  correct  premise  followed  several  corol- 
aries  which  were  not  fully  grasped  by  American  leaders,  especially 
by  the  nonmilitary  leaders.  One  of  these  corollaries  provided  that  Amer¬ 
ica  must  not  get  into  war  with  Japan  before  it  got  into  war  with  Ger- 
"^any,  for,  if  it  did  so,  it  would  either  have  to  abandon  its  strategic 
P«ns  and  proceed  to  fight  Japan  or  declare  war  on  Germany  itself.  The 
uiuch  greater  danger  from  Germany,  and  especially  from  a  German 
'Victory  over  either  Britain  or  the  Soviet  Union,  made  the  first  of  these 
Unacceptable,  while  American  public  opinion  would  never  have  accepted 
fu  American  declaration  of  war  against  Germany  when  we  were  already 
*b  a  state  of  war  with  Japan.  A  second  corollary  from  all  these  condi- 
bons  was  that  American  diplomatic  pressure  on  Japan  must  be  timed 
•u  terms  of  American-German  relations  and  not  in  terms  of  American- 
J^panese  relations  in  order  to  avoid  pushing  Japan  into  desperate  action 
biore  American-German  relations  had  passed  the  breaking  point. 

As  we  shall  see,  American  diplomatic  pressure  on  Japan  was  increased 
°u  the  basis  of  moral  outrage,  high-flown  principles,  incidental  retalia- 
bon,  and  an  unrealistic  conception  of  international  legality,  without  any 
Attempt  to  coordinate  this  pressure  either  with  our  relations  to  Germany 
what  was  even  worse,  with  our  actual  power  in  the  Pacific.  Hull  was 
®  u  to  do  this  because  his  attitudes  were  generally  shared  by  the  civilian 
^3ds  of  the  two  service  departments,  by  Stimson  as  secretary  of  war, 
®ud  by  Knox  as  secretary  of  the  navv;  thus  the  more  realistic  views  of 
u  military  and  naval  leaders,  and  their  better  appreciation  of  the  impli¬ 
cations  of  America’s  strategic  plans,  did  not  have  their  proper  weight  on 
^erica’s  policy-making  on  the  Cabinet  level  or  even  at  the  White 
^^ouse.  Fortunately,  America  was  saved  from  many  of  the  consequences 
these  errors  when  Hitler  made  his  greatest  mistake  by  declaring  war 
^yhe  United  States. 

do  ^  beginning  of  1941,  the  Japanese  attack  on  China  had  bogged 
had  ”  imminent  danger  of  collapse  that  something  drastic 

dir  done.  But  there  was  no  agreement  within  Japan  as  to  what 

action  such  drastic  action  should  take.  A  timid  majority  existed,  even 
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within  the  Japanese  government  itself,  which  would  have  been  willing 
to  withdraw  from  the  Chinese  “incident”  if  this  could  have  been  done 
without  too  great  “loss  of  face.”  On  the  whole,  this  group  was  timi^l 
and  ineffectual  because  of  the  danger  of  assassinatif)n  bv  tlie  extreme 
militarists  and  hypernationalist  groups  within  Japan.  Aloreover,  it 
impossible  to  reach  any  agreement  with  the  Chinese  Nationalist  govern¬ 
ment  xvhich  would  allow  Japan  to  retain  its  “face”  b\’  covering  a  real 
withdrawal  from  China  with  an  apparent  diplomatic  triumph  of  some 
sort. 

The  advocates  of  an  aggressive  policy  in  Japan  were  divided  among 
the  insignificant  group  who  still  believed  that  an  all-out  assault  on  China 
could  be  brought  to  a  successful  conclusion  and  the  more  influential 
groups  who  would  have  sought  to  redeem  the  stalemate  in  China  by 
shifting  the  offensive  against  either  Soviet  Siberia  or  the  rich  Anglo* 
Dutch  possessions  of  Alalaysia  and  Indonesia.  In  the  long  run,  the  group 
which  advocated  a  drive  to  the  south  was  bound  to  prevail,  because 
iVlalavsia  and  Indonesia  were  obviously  w'eak  and  rich,  while  Soviet 
Siberia  lacked  those  items  (such  as  petroleum,  rubber,  or  tin)  which 
Japan  most  urgently  needed,  and  it  had  demonstrated  its  power  in  the 
battles  of  1938-1939.  Germanv,  which  originally  encouraged  the  Jap' 
anese  to  move  southxvard  against  British  Alalaysia  and  then,  when  it 
too  late,  sought  to  redirect  the  Japanese  blow  against  Siberia,  played  an 
insignificant  role  in  Japan’s  poliev.  The  decision  to  move  southwar  1 
w  here  the  defense  was  weaker  and  the  prizes  so  much  greater,  v'as  made 
in  an  ambiguous  and  halfhearted  wav  in  the  summer  of  1941-  The  critica 
turning  point  was  probably  during  the  last  week  in  July. 

During  the  six-week  period,  Alarch  i2-x\pril  22,  iVlatsuoka,  the  fire 
eating  foreign  minister,  was  absent  from  Tokyo  on  a  visit  to  Berlin  an 
to  Aloscowx  In  the  German  capital  he  was  advised  to  make  no  politic^ 
agreements  with  the  Soviet  Union,  because  of  the  imminent  approac 
of  war  between  that  country  and  Germany.  Matsuoka  at  once  went 
Moscow',  w  here  he  signed  a  Soviet-Japanese  Neutrality  Pact  on 
13,  1941.  In  the  meantime,  in  Alarch,  Japanese  diplomats  won 
economic  concessions  in  Siam,  while  in  June  the  nine-month-old 
discussions  with  the  Netherlands  East  Indies  broke  down  w’ithout 
pon  obtaining  anv  of  the  concessions  it  desired.  These  agreement.Si 
obtained,  might  have  put  Japan  in  a  position  where  it  could  Iiave  ^ 
stood  a  total  American  petroleum  embargo.  Failure  to  obtain  these  me 
that  Japan’s  large  oil  reserves  would  continue  to  decrease  to  the  po 
where  Japan  would  be  militarily  helpless  from  total  lack  of  oil. 
could  accelerate  this  process  either  by  curtailing  the  supply  of  oil  or 
forcing  Japan  into  actions  which  w  ould  increase  the  rate  of  its  consump^ 
tion.  Japanese  oil  production  in  1941  was  only  three  million  barre  s 
year  compared  to  a  consumption  rate  of  about  32  million  barrels  a  y 
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Reserves,  which  had  been  55  million  barrels  in  December  1939,  were 
e  o\v  50  million  in  September  1941,  and  fell  to  about  41  million  bv 
Rearl  Harbor.  r  7 

On  July  2  1,  1941,  Japan’s  threats  won  from  Vichy  France  the  right 
^  move  troops  into  southern  Indochina.  This  was  a  threat  to  British 
a  aya  rather  than  to  the  Burma  Road  in  China.  Within  a  week,  on 
y  26,  1941,  the  United  States  froze  all  Japanese  financial  assets  in  the 
tilted  States,  virtually  ending  trade  between  the  two  countries.  The 
^embers  of  the  British  Commonwealth  issued  similar  orders,  while  the 
etherlands  Indies  established  special  licenses  for  all  exports  to  Japan. 
0  licenses  were  issued  for  vital  commodities  like  oil  or  bauxite.  In  the 


same  week,  an  American  military  mission  went  to  China,  and  the  Philip- 
Pitie  Army  was  incorporated  into  the  American  Army. 

,  a  result  of  these  pressures,  Japan  found  itself  in  a  position  where 
’ts  oil  reserves  would  be  exhausted  in  two  years,  its  aluminum  reserves 
'n  seven  months.  The  chief  of  the  General  Staff  of  the  Japanese  Navy 
°  d  the  emperor  that  if  Japan  resorted  to  a  war  to  break  tliis  blockade 
Would  be  very  doubtful  that  it  could  win.  The  president  of  the  Jap¬ 
anese  Planning  Board  confirmed  this  gloomy  opinion.  The  armed  forces 
insisted  that  Japan  had  a  choice  between  a  slow  decline  to  extinction 
nder  economic  pressure  or  war  which  might  allow  it  to  break  out  of 
predicament.  The  navy  had  little  hope  of  victory  in  such  a  war,  but 
agreed  witli  this  analysis.  It  was  also  agreed  that  war,  if  it  came,  must 
^gm  before  the  middle  of  December,  when  weather  conditions  would 


become 


-  too  adverse  to  permit  amphibious  belligerent  operations;  it  w'as 
that  economic  pressure  was  too  damaging  to  allow  Japan  to  post¬ 
pone  such  operations  until  the  resumption  of  good  weather  in  1942. 
ccordingly,  the  decision  was  made  to  make  war  in  1941,  but  to  con- 
'nue  negotiations  with  the  United  States  until  late  October.  If  an  agree- 
*^^nt  could  be  reached  by  that  date,  the  preparations  for  war  could  be 
^nspended;  otherwise  the  negotiations  would  be  ended  and  the  advance 
Open  war  continued.  Matsuoka,  the  foreign  minister,  who  was  opposed 
th^^^'^''''^ning  the  negotiations  with  the  United  States,  was  dropped  from 
0  Cabinet  on  July  i6th;  from  that  date  on,  the  civilian  portion  of  the 
,  ‘desperately  sought  to  reach  an  agreement  in  Washington,  while 

e  military  portion  calmlv  prepared  for  war. 

n  the  course  of  1941,  Japan’s  preparations  for  war  were  gradually 
panded  from  a  project  to  close  the  southern  routes  into  China  by  an 
clos  ^'dalaya,  to  an  attack  on  the  United  States.  The  decision  to 
InT^  Burma  Road  by  force  meant  that  Japan  must  move  into  French 
and  Siam,  and  cross  British  Malaya,  after  neutralizing  the 
naval  base  at  Singapore.  Such  a  movement  had  numerous  disad- 
would  mean  war  with  Britain;  it  would  leave  the  Japanese 
communication  southward  open  to  a  flank  attack  from  American 
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bases  in  the  Philippines;  it  was  doubtful  if  China  could  be  defeated  even 
when  all  Western  supplies  were  cut  off  (after  all,  these  supplies  were 
so  insignificant  that  in  1940  American  arms  and  munitions  to  China  were 
worth  only  $9  million);  even  a  total  defeat  of  China  would  leave  Japans 
material  shortages  acute,  especially  in  respect  to  the  greatest  material 
need,  petroleum  products.  In  vnew  of  these  disadvantages,  under  wliieh 
Japan  would  e.xpend  so  much  to  gain  so  little,  it  seemed  to  many  Jap' 
anese  leaders  that  very  considerable  gains  could  be  obtained  with  only  a 
slight  additional  effort  if  an  attack  on  the  rich  Netherlands  Indies  were 
combined  with  the  attack  on  Malaya  and  the  Burma  Road.  Such  an  ad¬ 
vance  to  the  tin  and  bau.xite  of  Malaya  and  to  the  oil  of  the  Dutch  Indies 
had  every  advantage  over  any  alternative  possibility,  such  as  an  attack  on 
eastern  Siberia,  especially  as  the  Japanese  .Army  (but  not  the  Navy)  ha 
a  higher  opinion  of  Soviet  power  than  they  had  of  Anglo-American 
strength. 

Having  given  the  attack  on  .Malaya  and  Indonesia  the  preference  over 
any  possible  attack  on  Siberia,  the  Japanese  leaders  accepted  the  fact  that 
this  would  mean  war  with  Britain  and  the  United  States.  In  this  they  were 
probably  not  wrong,  although  some  Americans  have  claimed  that  Amer¬ 
ica  would  not  have  gone  to  war  if  Japan  had  passed  by  the  Philipp*'’^® 
and  left  other  American  territories  untouched  on  its  road  to  the  sout 
It  is  certainly  true  that  such  actions  would  have  touched  off  a  violent 
controversy  within  the  United  States  between  the  isolationists  and  the 
interventionists,  but  it  seems  almost  certain  that  the  policies  of  the  Roose¬ 
velt  Administration  would  have  been  carried  out,  and  these  policies 
included  plans  for  war  against  Japan’s  southern  movement  even  if  Amer 
can  areas  were  not  attacked.  In  any  case,  judging  American  reactions 
in  terms  of  their  own,  the  Japanese  decided  that  an  American 
attack  from  an  untouched  Philippines  on  their  extended  communications 
to  the  southward  would  be  too  great  a  risk  to  run;  accordingly,  an  attac 
on  the  Philippines  to  prevent  this  was  included  in  the  Japanese  plans  0 
their  southern  movement. 

This  decision  led  at  once  to  the  ne.xt  step,  the  project  to  attack  t  e 
American  fleet  at  Pearl  Harbor  on  the  grounds  that  an  inevitable  wa 
xvith  the  United  States  could  be  commenced  most  effectively  with  a  sur 
prise  attack  on  the  American  Navy  rather  than  by  waiting  for  an  intact 
American  fleet  to  come  to  seek  out  the  Japanese  in  their  zones  of  active 
operations  in  the  southwestern  Pacific.  It  must  be  recognized  that  one 
of  the  chief  factors  impelling  the  Japanese  to  make  the  attack  on  Pe 
Harbor  was  that  few  Japanese  (and  these  mostly  in  the  army) 
hope  that  Japan  could  defeat  the  United  States  in  any  war  carried  to  a 
decisive  conclusion.  Rather,  it  was  hoped  that,  bv  crippling  the 
fleet  at  Pearl  Harbor,  Japan  could  conquer  such  a  large  area  01 
southwestern  Pacific  and  southeastern  Asia  that  peace  could  be  nego 
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tiated  on  favorable  terms.  Here,  once  again,  the  Japanese  misjudged 
American  psychology. 

The  negotiations  in  Washington  between  Kichisaburo  Nomura  and 
Secretary  Hull  were  among  the  strangest  diplomatic  discussions  ever 
carried  on.  Although  Nomura  probably  was  not  informed  of  the  Jap¬ 
anese  plans  to  make  war,  he  could  not  have  failed  to  infer  them  because 
ne  had  received  instructions  that  he  must  reach  an  agreement  by  late 
October  if  peace  were  to  be  preserved.  He  found  it  impossible  to  reach 
^nch  an  agreement  because  Hull’s  demands  were  extreme,  and  his  own 
superiors  in  Tokyo  xvere  unwilling  to  make  any  political  concessions  to 
'''•n  a  relaxation  of  economic  restrictions. 

The  Americans  had  a  clear  view  of  the  situation  because  they  had 
token  the  secret  Japanese  codes  and  generally  had  Nomura’s  instructions 
tom  Tokyo  before  he  did.  Thus  the  Americans  knew  that  Nomura  had 
uo  powers  to  yield  on  any  vital  political  issue,  that  he  had  been  given 
®  deadline  in  October,  and  that  war  would  begin  if  he  failed  to  obtain 
tclaxation  of  the  economic  embargo  before  that  deadline.  They  did  not, 
owever,  have  any  details  on  the  Japanese  military  plans,  since  these  were 
Uot  communicated  by  radio,  and  they  did  not  realize  that  these  plans 
included  an  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor.  In  the  course  of  November  Amer¬ 
ican  Naval  Intelligence  knew  that  Japanese  armed  forces  were  mobiliz- 
^ug  and  moving  southward;  by  November  20th  it  became  clear  that  a 
'^ask  force  of  the  navy,  including  four  of  the  largest  Japanese  aircraft 
Carriers,  had  vanished.  At  the  end  of  November  intercepted  Japanese 
i^iessages  showed  clearly  that  the  negotiations  were  no  longer  of  signif¬ 
icance.  In  early  December  these  showed  that  the  Japanese  Embassy  in 
Washington  had  been  ordered  to  destroy  all  its  codes  and  to  prepare  its 
^aff  for  departure. 

The  negotiations  between  Hull  and  Nomura  were  lengthy,  technical, 
3nd  hopeless.  In  essence  they  boiled  down  to  the  conclusion  that  Amer¬ 
ica  Would  not  relax  its  economic  restrictions  on  Japan  unless  (i)  Japan 
promised  to  refrain  from  acts  of  force  in  the  southwest  Pacific  area;  (2) 
J^pan  agreed  to  violate  its  treaty  with  Germany  to  permit  the  United 
*'^tes  to  support  Britain  even  to  the  point  of  xi'ar  with  Germany  with¬ 
out  any  Japanese  interx'ention  on  the  side  of  Germany;  and  (3)  that 
japan  would  agree  to  withdraw  its  armed  forces  from  Indochina  and 
uui  China  and  restore  equality  of  economic  opportunity  in  the  latter 
Country  on  a  schedule  to  be  worked  out  later. 

.  ’^'^cn  it  became  clear  on  October  15,  1941,  that  agreement  was  impos- 
p  c,  Hideki  Tojo,  leader  of  the  activist  military  group  in  Japan,  forced 
rince  Fumimaro  Konoye  to  resign.  The  new  Cabinet  had  General  Tojo 
Premier,  Minister  of  the  Army,  and  Minister  of  Home  Affairs  (con¬ 
trolling  domestic  police).  This  was  clearly  a  war  government,  but  the 
Negotiations  continued  in  Washington. 
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On  November  loth  operations  orders  were  issued  to  the  Japanese 
Navy  to  destroy  the  American  fleet  in  Pearl  Harbor  on  December 
Orders  had  already  been  issued  to  conquer  Thailand,  iVIalaya,  the  Philip' 
pines,  Borneo,  and  Sumatra;  the  rest  of  the  Netherlands  East  Indies  were 
to  be  taken  in  a  second  movement  and  all  the  conquered  areas  enclose 
in  a  defensive  perimeter  to  run  from  the  Japanese  Kurile  Islands,  through 
Wake  Island  and  the  Marshall  Islands,  along  the  southern  and  western 
edges  of  Timor,  Java,  and  Sumatra,  to  the  Burma-India  border.  By 
vemher  20th  the  American  defensive  forces  knew  that  Japan  was  about 
t.o  strike  but  still  felt  that  the  blow  would  be  southward. 

On  November  27th  a  war  warning  was  sent  from  Washington  to 
Harbor,  but  no  changes  were  made  there  for  increased  precautions  or 
a  higher  level  of  alertness.  Fortunately,  the  three  carriers  of  the  Amen* 
can  Pacific  Fleet  were  not  in  Pearl  Harbor  on  the  morning  of  the  attack, 
but  the  Japanese  had  detailed  anchorage  sites  for  the  vessels  which  were 
there,  including  seven  battleships  and  seven  cruisers.  The  Japanese  at¬ 
tack  force  consisted  of  six  carriers  with  450  planes  escorted  by  two 
battleships,  two  cruisers,  eleven  destroyers,  twenty  regular  submarines, 
and  five  midget  submarines.  This  force,  in  complete  radio  silence  an 
without  encountering  any  other  vessels,  sailed  in  1 1  days  in  a  gro^*^ 
northward  circle  from  the  Kuriles  to  a  point  275  miles  north  of  Po^r 
Harbor.  From  that  point,  at  6;oo  a..\i.  on  December  7,  1941,  was  launche 
an  air  strike  of  360  planes,  including  40  torpedo  planes,  100  bomber^ 
130  dive-bombers,  and  90  fighters.  The  five  midget  submarines,  droppo^ 
from  larger  submarines,  were  already  operating  at  Pearl  Harbor  a 
were  able  to  enter  because  the  antitorpedo  net  was  carelessly  left  opeii 
after  4:58  a.m.  on  December  7th.  These  submarines  were  detected  at 
3:42  before  they  entered  the  harbor,  but  no  warning  was  sent  until  6.54 
after  one  had  been  attacked  and  sunk. 

About  the  same  time,  an  army  enlisted  man,  using  radar,  detecte 
group  of  strange  planes  coming  down  from  the  north  132  miles  away* 
but  his  report  was  disregarded.  At  7:30  an  enlisted  sailor  noticed  tw 
dozen  planes  about  a  mile  over  his  ship  but  did  not  report  it.  In  the  ne^^ 
half-hour  these  early  arrivals  from  the  Japanese  carriers  were  joinec 
others,  and  at  7:55  the  attack  began.  Within  thirty  minutes  the  Bat 
Line  of  the  Pacific  Fleet  had  been  wiped  out.  The  Americait  iosse^ 
included  2,400  men  killed,  almost  1,200  wounded,  four  battleships  su^^ 
with  three  others  badly  damaged,  many  other  vessels  sunk  or  daniag  ’ 
and  hundreds  of  planes  destroyed  on  the  grounds.  The  greatest 
was  inflicted  by  special  shallow-%vater  torpedos  launched  from  P'^ 
which  came  in  below  the  loo-foot  altitude.  In  all,  the  Japanese 
were  small,  amounting  to  no  more  than  a  couple  of  dozen  planes, 
cause  the  surprise  was  so  great.  The  Japanese  fleet  was  not  found  a^^^^ 
the  attack,  because  the  search  order  was  issued  180  degrees  ofl 
through  an  error  in  interpretation. 
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l^earl  Harbor  was  but  one  of  several  attacks  made  by  die  Japanese  in 
^heir  opening  assaults  on  December  7th-ioth.  Air  attacks  on  Wake  Island, 
iidway  Island,  Guam,  the  Philippines,  and  iMalaya  destroyed  hundreds 
planes,  mostly  on  the  ground,  and  set  fire  to  large  stores  of  supplies. 
Lack  of  antiaircraft  facilities,  inadec^uate  air  power  and  fields,  and  care- 
^ssness  by  higher  officers  transformed  the  defenders’  situations  from 
critical  to  hopeless,  although  personal  bravery  and  resourcefulness  made 
“C  Japanese  pay  heavily  for  their  gains. 

Midway  Island,  1,300  miles  northwest  of  Honolulu  and  linked  to  it 
“y  a  Very  important  cable,  survived  a  hit-and-run  attack  of  December 
’  '94L  and  by  1942  was  America’s  westernmost  base,  especially  valuable 
Cl"  planes,  submarines,  and  reconnaissance.  Wake  Island,  1,200  miles 
|outh\\^est  of  Midway,  was  struck  on  December  8th  and  surrendered  on 
^ccember  23rd  after  a  heavy  two-day  assault.  Guam,  1,500  miles  west 
?  M’ake  and  in  the  midst  of  the  Japanese-mandated  .Mariana  Islands,  was 
invaded  at  the  beginning  and  gave  up  on  December  loth.  The  Philip- 
P'’^cs,  3,000  miles  west  of  Wake,  were  attacked  by  landings  at  nine  points 
jn  the  seventeen  days  before  Christmas;  by  December  27th  the  Japanese 
^d  compelled  the  .American  ground  forces  to  evacuate  Manila  and  to 
Retire  into  their  last  defense  areas,  the  rocky  caves  of  the  island  of  Cor- 
^cgidor  and  the  forests  of  the  Bataan  Peninsula.  Savage  fighting  continued 
May  6,  1942,  when  the  last  American  forces  on  Corregidor  sur¬ 
rendered.  The  commanding  officers.  General  Douglas  MacArthur  and 
niiral  Thomas  Hart,  had  already  withdrawn  to  Australia, 
uteen  hundred  miles  west  of  the  Philippines,  a  Japanese  army  invaded 
inland  from  Indochina,  and  on  December  9th  captured  Bangkok  with- 
a  struggle.  About  the  same  time  Japanese  landings  w  ere  made  on  the 
a  ay  Peninsula  north  of  Singapore.  W’hen  the  British  battle  cruiser 
^piilse  and  the  new  battleship  Prince  of  Wales  ventured  north  without 
cover  (since  their  accompanying  carrier,  hidoniitable,  ran  aground), 
^y  Were  sunk  by  Japanese  land-based  planes  (December  loth).  These 
the  only  Allied  capital  ships  west  of  Pearl  Harbor.  But  the  event 
^ad  much  more  significance  than  this.  It  show  ed  that  the  capital  ship  was 
onger  the  mistress  of  the  seas,  as  it  had  been  for  at  least  tw'o  genera- 
ns,  and,  by  doing  so,  it  showed  that  the  American  losses  at  Pearl 
.  srbor,  concentrated  as  they  were  on  battleships,  w'ere  not  nearly  so 
.  as  they  had  seemed  to  be.  But,  even  more  significant,  these 

^nkings  off  the  east  coast  of  Malaya  marked  the  end  of  British  supremacy 
^  the  seas  w'hich  had  begun  w’ith  the  destruction  of  the  Spanish 
mada  in  1588.  For  the  nc.xt  two  years  supremacy  on  the  seas  w  as  in 
^  Pnte,  but  at  the  end  of  that  time  die  decision  w-as  falling  clearly  in 
of  a  new'  champion,  the  United  States, 
anning  outward  as  they  spread  over  the  southw  estern  Pacific  and 
^'ttheastern  Asia,  the  Japanese  forces  captured  Hong  Kong  on  De- 

t-ctnber  ■>  ,  .  . 


Si  1941  and  advanced  on  Singapore  across  the  swamps  on  its 
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landward  side.  This  great  naval  base,  the  bastion  of  all  British  power 
heina  o"  February  15,  1942,  without  even 

g  a  e  to  defend  itself,  its  great  guns,  aimed  seaward  at  an  army 
which  never  COTe,  being  completely  useless  against  the  Japanese  who 
crept  up  on  it  from  the  landward  side. 

Lying  north  of  Australia  in  a  great  curve  from  Singapore  to  New 
Guinea  was  the  .Malay  Barrier,  originally  intended  to  foim  the  south¬ 
ern  perimeter  of  the  Japanese  defense  area.  Like  beads  on  a  necklace  across 
a  distance  of  3^-00  miles  were  stretched  dozens  of  islands:  Sumatra,  Java, 
Ball,  Lumbok,  Flores,  Timor,  New  Guinea,  and  others.  These  were  taken 
so  rapidly  by  the  Japanese  octopus  that  the  straits  between  the  various 
islands  were  closed  before  some  Allied  ships  could  escape  through  to  the 
south.  Five  Allied  cruisers  and  many  destroyers  were  caught  in  this 
way  and  sunk  in  the  week  of  February  26,  '1942;  Sumatra,  Java,  and 
mor  surrendered  by  March  9th;  and  Netherlands  forces  were  wiped 
out,  British  forces  withdrew  to  Ceylon,  and  the  few  surviving  American 
vessels  limped  home  for  repairs.  Rangoon,  the  Burmese  capital,  sur- 
n  "e  n  ,7  fhe  triumphant  Japa- 

^nn-)  7  s^^ke  at  Ceylon.  In  the  first  week  of 

Apnl,  Holy  Week  of  1942,  Japanese  Admiral  Chuichi  Nagumo,  who  had 
Harbor,  made  a  similar  attack  on  Ceylon,  sinking 
the  British  carrier  two  heavy  cruisers,  and  many  lesser  vessels 

(including  136,000  tons  of  merchant  ships). 

At  this  dark  moment,  mid-April  of  1942,  the  tide  of  battle  in  the  Pacific 
egan  Jurn.  The  three  American  aircraft  carriers  which  had  been 
spared  at  Pearl  Harbor  (Lexmgton,  Enterprise,  and  Saratoga)  were  joined 
by  one  of  the  tu'o  carriers  from  the  Atlantic  (Yorktown).  These,  with 
7T7’  s^bniarines,  and  supply  ships,  became  nuclei  for 

ask  forces  which  relentlessly  prowled  the  Pacific.  On  April  2,  i94*’ 
the  new  earner  Hornet,  with  sixteen  United  States  Army  Mitchell 
bombers  (B-2 5  s)  wedged  on  its  deck,  sailed  from  San  Francisco  with  a 
message  for  Tokyo.  Escorted  by  the  Enterprise  Task  Force  to  a  point 
850  miles  from  the  Japanese  capital  (and  thus  2,100  miles  from  their 
aligned  landing  fields  m  China)  the  sixteen  B-25’s  were  taken  off  the 
plunging  deck  of  the  carrier  by  their  army  crews  of  eighty  men  led  by 
Lieutenant  Colonel  James  H.  Doolittle.  Four  hours  later  they  dumped 
sixteen  tons  of  bombs  on  the  Japanese  capital,  and  continued  westward 
to  China.  Fifteen  planes  crashed  in  China  after  running  out  of  gasoline, 
w  le  the  sixteenth  found  internment  in  Siberia.  With  Chinese  help, 
seveny-one  of  eighty  crew  members  returned  to  America.  The  whole 
episode  was  more  spectacular  than  fruitful,  but  it  did  give  a  great  boost  to 
American  morale,  and  frightened  the  Japanese  so  badly  that  they  kept 
four  Japanese  air  groups  in  Japan  for  defense. 

During  this  period  of  the  war  the  United  States  had  amazingly  cor- 
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information  regarding  Japanese  war  plans.  Some  of  this  came  from 
our  control  over  the  Japanese  codes,  but  much  of  the  most  critical  in- 
^lligence  came  from  other  sources  which  have  never  been  revealed. 

nrough  these  channels,  while  Admiral  William  Halsey  was  still  en 
route  back  from  the  Tokyo  raid  with  two  carriers,  American  naval  au- 
orities  learned  of  two  Japanese  projects.  The  first  of  these  planned  to 
an  invasion  force  from  Rabaul  in  New  Britain,  north  of  New 
uinea,  to  capture  Port  Moresby  on  the  southern  shore  of  New  Guinea, 
he  second  plan  hoped  to  extend  the  Japanese  defense  perimeter  east¬ 
ward  by  seizing  the  Aleutian  Islands  and  Midway  Island  in  the  northern 
acific.  The  former  project  was  frustrated  in  the  Battle  of  the  Coral  Sea, 
7-8,  1942,  while  the  second  project  was  disastrously  defeated  in 
^  ^  decisive  Battle  of  Midway,  June  4,  1942. 

The  Coral  Sea,  brilliantly  blue  and  white,  forms  a  rectangle  more 
1,000  miles  wide  from  east  to  west  and  slightly  longer  from  north 
^0  south.  Open  on  the  south,  it  is  boxed  in  on  the  other  three  sides 
"'ith  Australia  to  the  west,  the  New  Hebrides  and  New  Caledonia  to  the 
WW'  und  New  Guinea  and  the  Solomon  Islands  to  the  north.  On  May 
/u,  as  the  Japanese  invasion  force  for  Port  Moresby  came  into  this  area 
^oni  the  northwest,  it  was  intercepted  by  an  American  task  force,  in- 
uding  the  carriers  Lexington  and  Yorktown.  The  invasion  force  was 
W^'ued  back,  a  small  Japanese  carrier  was  sunk,  and  a  large  carrier  severely 
aniaged,  while  fires  on  both  American  carriers  were  extinguished.  After 
u  battle,  however,  the  Lexington  blew  apart  from  gasoline  fires  ignited 
y  an  electric-motor  spark  deep  within  its  hull. 


The  Turning  Tide,  1942-1943: 
Midway,  El  Alamein, 
French  Africa,  and  Stalingrad 


The  Second  World  War  was  a  gigantic  conflict  because  it  was  an 
fgglomeration  of  several  w'ars.  Each  of  these  wars  had  a  different  tum- 
point,  but  all  of  these  occurred  in  the  year  following  the  surrender 
th  on  '^^^y  d,  1942.  The  first  turning  point  to  be  reached,  in 

War  between  the  United  States  and  Japan,  occurred  at  Midway  on 


^ue  4,  while  the  second  was  reached  in  the  defeat  of  the  Italo- 

utman  attack  on  Egypt  on  November  2,  1942.  The  American  war  on 
urmany  took  a  turn  for  the  better  with  the  successful  American  invasion 
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of  French  North  Africa  on  November  8,  1942,  while,  at  the  same  tiinei 
the  crucial  struggle  between  Nazi  Germany  and  the  Soviet  Union 
reached  its  turn  in  the  long  agony  at  Stalingrad  from  November  194^ 
to  February'  1943.  Needless  to  say,  long  and  bitter  exertions  were  needed 
to  push  the  three  aggressor  states  back  from  their  points  of  farthest 
advance. 

The  Battle  of  Midway  arose  from  a  Japanese  trap  which  was  supposed 
to  destroy  the  rest  of  the  Pacific  Fleet  but  resulted  quite  differently- 
Whatever  illusions  the  Japanese  Army  may  have  had,  the  Japanese 
Navy  fully  recognized  that  it  could  not  possibly  win  in  the  Pacific  unci 
the  American  fleet  was  totally  destroyed.  To  achieve  this,  a  trap  was  set 
to  draw  the  fleet  out  from  Pearl  Flarbor  by  the  threat  of  a  Japanese 
amphibious  invasion  of  .Midw'ay  Island  from  the  southwest.  When 
Americans  hurried  out  to  attack  this  invasion  fleet  at  Midway,  they  "'S'"® 
to  have  been  destroy^ed  by  the  planes  from  four  Japanese  carriers  lying 
in  ambush  200  miles  northwest  of  Midway.  The  ambush  was  reversed  be* 
cause  Admiral  Chester  Nimitz  at  Pearl  Harbor  had  a  clear  picture  0 
the  Japanese  plans  and  sent  his  own  carriers  out  to  spring  on  the  Japanese 
carriers  from  a  point  200  miles  northeast  of  their  position. 

The  American  counterambush  worked  because  of  a  most  extraordinary 
series  of  fortunate  chances.  The  four  Japanese  carriers  expected  the 
American  counterattack  to  come  from  Pearl  Harbor  after  several  days 
delays  and  accordingly  felt  free  to  use  their  own  carrier  planes  to  boni- 
bard  the  Midway  defenses,  softening  them  up  for  the  benefit  of  the  invad¬ 
ing  force  coming  up  on  Midway  from  the  southwest.  These  bombardment 
planes  had  returned  from  .Midway  to  their  carriers  and  were  still  fev¬ 
erishly  refueling  on  the  flight  decks  when  the  American  carrier  “strike 
came  in;  116  planes  from  Enterprise  and  Hornet  were  followed  shorty 
after  by  35  planes  from  Yorktown. 

Caught  in  a  horrible  tactical  position,  the  Japanese  defended  so  ski 
fully  that  37  out  of  41  American  torpedo-bombers  were  lost,  but,  as  wave 
after  w'age  of  dive-bombers  continued  to  come  in,  the  Japanese  defense 
was  “saturated,”  and  soon  all  four  carriers  were  sinking  in  flames.  Before 
the  fourth  Japanese  carrier  w'ent  down,  it  sent  off  40  planes  which  tor 
pedoed  the  Yorkto^eii.  The  American  carrier  was  incapacitated  an 
mistakenly  abandoned,  so  that  it  was  easily  sunk  by  a  Japanese  submarine 
two  days  later.  This  loss,  ev'en  in  combination  with  the  loss  of  the  LextuS 
ton  in  the  Coral  Sea  a  month  earlier,  was  a  cheap  price  to  pay'  for 
destruction  of  five  Japanese  carriers  in  these  two  areas  in  the  space 
five  weeks,  since  the  United  States  had  the  industrial  capacity  to  repine-® 
its  losses,  while  Japan  did  not.  , 

Two  events  of  November  1942,  the  British  victory  at  Fd  Alamein  a 
the  Anglo-American  invasion  of  French  North  Africa,  provided  tactic 
lessons  and  strategic  reversals  fully  as  great  as  those  provided  m 
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Pacific  five  months  earlier.  During  most  of  1942,  the  British  clung  to 
their  lifeline  across  the  .Mediterranean  from  Gibraltar  to  Malta  and  Egypt 
no  more  than  a  fingernail’s  margin.  Italo-German  submarine  and  air 
^ttacks  were  steadily  intensified.  While  the  whole  northern  shore  of  the 
Mediterranean  from  Gibraltar  to  the  Aegean  was  under  Axis  control  or 
^ynipathetic  to  it,  the  Italian  foothold  on  the  southern  shore  of  the 
Mediterranean  in  Libya  was  steadily  strengthened,  largely  by  German 
reinforcements,  and  German  pressure  was  brought  to  bear  on  \richy 
ranee  to  increase  Nazi  influence  in  French  North  Africa. 

As  long  as  the  British  were  opposed  only  by  Italian  forces  in  the 
editerranean,  they  were  able  to  keep  convoys  moving,  but  on  January 
’°i  1941,  the  German  Air  Force  intervened  in  the  central  Mediterranean 
"'irh  devastating  effect.  From  that  point  onward,  for  a  period  of  two 
y^ars  (until  May  1943)  it  was  impossible  to  get  a  merchant  convoy 
rough  the  Mediterranean  from  Gibraltar  to  Alexandria;  accordingly, 
'■  ^  British  imperial  forces  in  Egypt  had  to  be  supplied  by  the  longer 
route  around  Africa.  Even  British  naval  vessels  found  it  difficult  to  pass 
rough  the  .Mediterranean;  in  the  course  of  1941  all  the  British  capital 
nips  and  carriers  in  the  central  and  eastern  .Mediterranean  were  sunk  or 
amaged  so  badly  that  the\"  had  to  be  withdrawn. 

The  island  of  Malta,  situated  in  the  middle  of  the  Axis  supply  line 
•’oiri  Italy  to  Africa,  was  pulverized  from  the  air  for  more  than  nineteen 
•rionths  (until  October  1942),  and  all  vessels,  even  submarines,  had  to  be 
'''^thdrawn  from  its  harbors.  Efforts  to  replenish  its  supplies  of  food  and 
®oimunition  became  suicidal,  but  had  to  be  continued,  as  its  civilian 
population  stood  up  magnificently  under  the  pounding  and  could  not  be 
^  without  supplies  by  the  fighting  services.  For  months  at  a  time,  no 
Convoys  could  get  through,  but  each  time  supplies  approached  exhaus- 
*on,  fragments  of  a  convoy  arrived  with  enough  to  keep  the  island  fight- 
®  Bttle  longer.  In  June  1941  ten  merchant  ships  from  Alexandria 
SIX  from  Gibraltar  were  sent  simultaneoush'  in  order  to  divide  the 
’  protected  by  a  battleship,  two  carriers,  twelve  cruisers 

w  ^orty-four  destroyers,  only  t^^’o  of  the  sixteen  cargo  vessels  arrived  at 
^  ^  ta,  at  a  cost  of  three  destroyers  and  a  cruiser  sunk  and  many  others 
l^^^^Scd.  Two  months  later,  when  Malta  had  only  a  week’s  supplies 
®  fourteen  very  fast  merchant  vessels  were  sent  from  Gibraltar  with 
escort  of  two  battleships,  four  carriers,  seven  cruisers,  and  twenty-five 
s  royers.  Five  badU'  damaged  merchant  sliips  reached  .Malta  with  a 
loss  of  a  carrier,  two  cruisers,  and  a  destroyer  sunk,  another  car- 
cruisers  badly  damaged. 

his  severe  fighting  in  the  central  .Mediterranean  arose  from  the  vital 
^  ’  by  both  sides,  to  control  the  communications  of  that  area.  The 
rffiern  shore  of  the  Mediterranean  Sea,  from  west  to  east,  u  as  con- 
^  cd  by  Franco  Spain,  by  Vichy  France,  by  the  Axis,  and  by  Turkey. 
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Spain  was  pro-Axis  but  unable,  through  economic  weakness,  to  inter¬ 
vene  in  the  war  until  Britain  was  thoroughly  beaten;  Vhchy  France 
remained  ambiguous  and  a  major  leak  in  the  economic  blockade  0 
Europe  until  November  1942;  Turkey  was  pro-British  but  unable  to  offer 
anything  more  than  benevolent  neutrality.  On  the  southern  shore  of  the 
Mediterranean,  Libya  (consisting  of  Tripolitania  in  the  west  an 
Cyrenaica  in  the  east)  was  in  between  Egypt  and  French  North  AfrieSi 
and  could  be  used  as  a  base  to  attack  either,  because  of  the  A.\is  suppty 
lines  from  Italy  and  Sicily.  These  lines  were  greatly  strengthened  by  the 
Axis  conquest  of  Greece  and  Crete  in  .May  and  June  1941. 

From  this  base  in  Libya  the  Axis  struck  at  Egypt  three  times,  and  'vere 
answered  by  three  British  counterattacks.  These  provide  the  historian 
with  an  amazing  sequence  of  movements  in  which  the  battle  lines  surgcn 
across  Africa  between  Egypt  and  French  Tunis,  a  distance  of  1,200  miles- 
The  real  struggle  \\-as  for  control  of  Cyrenaica,  and  especially  for  its  sc!*' 
ports  strung  like  beads  from  Benghazi  eastward  270  miles  by  waV  ° 
Derna  and  Tobruk  to  Solium  on  the  Egyptian  frontier.  If  the  Germans 
could  control  this  stretch,  they  could  use  Tobruk  as  a  supply 
free  from  interference  from  Malta,  while,  if  the  British  could  contro 
it,  they  could  provide  air  cover  for  Malta  from  African  fields. 

The  first  Axis  advance,  by  the  Italians  under  Graziani,  went  no  farthe 
than  Sidi  Barrani  in  Egypt,  50  miles  east  of  Solium  (September  194°'' 
This  was  repulsed  by  an  amazing  British  advance  of  500  miles 
Sidi  Barrani  to  El  Agheila,  150  miles  beyond  Benghazi  (December  ^94^ 
February  1941).  It  was  to  stop  this  Italian  retreat,  early  in  1941,  ^  . 

Nazis  intervened  with  an  air  fleet  of  500  planes,  under  Kesselring,  ^n 
the  famous  Afrika  Korps,  under  Field  Marshal  Erwin  Rommel.  Romrne , 
a  tactical  genius,  had  three  German  divisions  (two  armored  and  one 
motorized)  supported  by  seven  Italian  divisions  (six  infantry  and  one 
armored).  By  a  series  of  smashing  blows,  Rommel  advanced  eastwaro 
Egypt,  destroying  most  of  the  British  armor  on  the  way,  but  his  advance 
stopped  at  SoUum  in  April  1941.  Hitler  held  up  most  of  the  supplies  going 


to  Rommel  because  he  needed  them  in  Greece,  Crete  and,  later,  m  wO  ■ 
The  supply  routes  to  Rommel  were  very  precarious  because  of  onti 
naval  attacks  out  of  Alexandria,  only  250  miles  to  the  east,  and 
of  an  Australian  division  left  in  Tobruk,  that,  although  surrounded  X 


Rommel  and  besieged  for  months,  denied  him  the  use  of  its  port.  ^ 
While  Rommel’s  supplies  were  dwindling  and  the  British  Navy 
being  driven  from  the  central  Mediterranean  by  Axis  air  power  a 
submarines,  the  defense  of  Egypt  was  being  built  up  by  the  circum 
Africa  supply  line.  Over  this  10,000-mile  route  came  951  light  tanks  an^ 
13,000  trucks,  many  of  these  under  Lend-Lease,  by  the  end  of  i94^^ 
With  this  equipment  General  Claude  Auchinleck  attacked  Romnic 
November  1941  and  in  two  months  relieved  Tobruk  and  forced  the 
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^ans  back  to  El  Agheila  (January  1942).  Within  a  week  Rommel  coun- 
^rattacked  and  advanced  eastward,  being  stopped  fort)^  miles  west  of 
^obruk  (mid-February  1942).  Both  sides  rested  there,  while  the  Western 
owers  feverishly  built  up  their  supplies  in  Egypt.  At  the  end  of  May 
’942,  Rommel  struck  again;  this  time  he  captured  Tobruk  and  was  finally 
^•^opped  at  El  Alamein,  only  si.xty  miles  short  of  Alexandria,  after  five 
“ays  of  furious  fighting  at  that  point  (July  1-5,  1942). 

In  August,  General  Bernard  L.  Montgomeiy^  later  Field  Marshal  and 
*yst  Viscount  Montgomer)'  of  Alamein,  replaced  General  Auchinleck. 
IS  forces  were  equipped  with  every  piece  of  armament  that  could  be 
spared  from  the  United  States,  including  700  two-engine  bombers,  1,000 
nghting  planes,  over  400  M-4  Sherman  tanks,  90  new  American  self- 
propelled  guns,  and  25,000  trucks  and  other  vehicles.  On  October  23rd, 
While  Rommel  was  absent  in  Germany,  Montgomer)^  attacked  the  Axis 
“rces  at  their  strongest  point,  along  the  coast  road,  and  after  twelve  days 
“  violent  combat  broke  through  the  German  position.  Rommel  returned, 
'It  could  not  stop  the  rout.  By  November  20th  he  had  lost  Benghazi 
Was  still  retreating.  Worse  than  that,  on  November  8th,  only  four 
after  El  Alamein,  Rommel  heard  that  a  large-scale  American  in¬ 
vasion  of  French  North  Africa  had  already  landed  at  three  points.  These 
ad  to  be  hurled  backward,  for  the  German  forces  could  be  cut  off  if  the 
^ericans  passed  Tunis. 

I  he  American  invasion  of  North  Africa  on  November  8,  1942  (Opera¬ 
tion  Torch)  arose  as  a  compromise  of  quite  dissimilar  strategic  ideas  in 
“scow,  London,  and  Washington.  Stalin  was  insistent  that  the  Anglo- 
mericans  must  open  a  “second  front”  in  western  Europe  in  1942 
“  order  to  reduce  the  Nazi  pressure  on  Russia.  He  was  completely  un- 
tcasonable  in  his  attitude,  going  so  far  as  to  taunt  Churchill  with  coward- 
.  ^  at  the  Moscow  Conference  in  August  1942.  In  London  there  was, 
eed,  great  lack  of  faith  in  any  possible  invasion  of  Europe;  instead, 
^re  Was  hope  that  the  Germans  could  be  brought  to  terms  by  air  at- 
^  s  and  economic  blockade  after  perhaps  ten  years;  Churchill  went 
^  further  by  speaking  of  a  possible  invasion  of  the  Continent  from 
“  ^lediterranean  through  what  he  mistakenly  called  the  “soft  under- 
V  of  the  Axis.”  In  Washington  the  military  leaders  were  convinced, 
earliest  stages  of  the  war,  that  Hitler  could  not  be  beaten  with- 
ut  a  full-scale  invasion  of  western  Europe.  As  early  as  April  1942,  Harry 
Pkins  and  General  Marshall  appeared  in  London  with  plans  for  an 
of  western  Europe  by  thirty  American  and  eighteen  British 
isions.  The  British  were  very  reluctant,  but,  as  Stalin  kept  insisting  on 
fi'ont”  in  1942,  Roosevelt,  on  July  25th,  obtained,  as  a  compro- 
an  agreement  to  invade  French  North  Africa  in  the  autumn  of 

1942. 

There 


was  hardly  time  for  adequate  planning,  and  no  time  for  adequate 
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training,  before  the  landings  were  made  on  November  8th.  Although  the 
operation  was  a  joint  British-American  venture,  the  British  role  was  little 
publicized  to  avoid  antagonizing  French— especially  French  naval— 
ings,  which  were  still  hostile  because  of  the  British  attacks  on  Dakar, 
Oran,  and  Syria.  In  addition,  a  difficult  problem  arose  about  tlie  question 
of  political  cooperation  with  the  French  authorities  in  North  Africa' 
The  British  had  placed  most  of  their  faith  in  General  de  Gaulle,  but  it 
soon  became  clear  that  he  had  verv'  little  support  in  North  Africa,  and  was 
too  difficult  and  uncooperative  personally  to  be  made  part  of  the  iiwa' 
sion  plans. 

The  Americans,  who  had  maintained  diplomatic  relations  with  Vichy, 
believed  it  would  be  necessary  to  replace  the  local  Vichy  leaders  as  soon 
as  North  Africa  had  been  conquered;  they  pinned  their  faitli  on  the 
heroic  General  Henri  Giraud,  who  had  obtained  considerable  publicit) 
by  his  spectacular  escapes  from  German  prisons  in  both  world  wars. 
Unfortunately,  as  the  invasion  proceeded,  it  was  discovered  that  Giraw 
had  even  less  influence  in  North  Africa  than  De  Gaulle,  espccialb’  ir* 
the  French  Navy,  which  was  providing  the  chief  combat  resistance  to  the 
invasion.  Accordingly,  in  order  to  stop  the  fighting,  it  became  necessary 
to  make  a  deal  with  Admiral  Darlan,  who  was  in  North  Africa  at  the 
time;  this  deal,  which  recognized  Darlan  as  the  chief  political  authority 
all  French  North  Africa,  with  Giraud  as  his  commander  in  chief,  h®* 
given  rise  to  much  controversy.  It  was  argued  that  the  high  principle 
enunciated  in  our  declared  war  aims,  especially  in  the  Atlantic  Charter, 
were  being  unnecessarily  sacrified  by  making  a  deal  with  an  unpriucipl*^^ 
Nazi  collaborator  such  as  Darlan.  , 

The  deal  was  justified  by  its  makers.  General  .Mark  Clark  on  behalf 
General  Eisenhower  and  Ambassador  Robert  .Murph)'  on  behalf 
President  Roosevelt,  on  grounds  of  military  urgency.  This  argument  is 
rather  weak,  since  Darlan’s  cease-fire  order,  made  at  noon  on  November 
8th,  was  not  obeyed  in  two  combat  areas  (.Morocco  and  Oran)  f’’ 
obeyed  only  partially  in  the  third  area  (Algiers),  and  by  the  time  t 
formal  deal  was  made  on  November  iith,  organized  fighting  by  ^ 
French  forces  had  ceased  everywhere.  The  additional  justification  ma  ’ 
to  the  effect  that  some  kind  of  legal  continuity  with  the  Vichy  regiti’^ 
had  to  be  established  to  avoid  French  guerrilla  resistance,  involve.s 
many  unknown  factors  to  permit  any  convincing  judgment  of  its  V‘i  ■ 
It  seems  weak,  since  the  German  reaction  to  the  .Allied  invasion  of  ^ 
Africa  took  an  anti-French  direction  wiiich  was  so  drastic  that  an) 
French  resistance  to  the  Americans  or  British  would  have  been  ^ 
pro-German,  and  thus  most  unlikely  behavior  for  any  patriotic 
men.  In  any’  case,  the  Darlan  deal  was  soon  swallowed  up  in 
pace  of  events,  and  was  personally  ended  when  Darlan  w  as  assassma 
by  his  French  enemies  on  December  24th. 


World  war  ii:  ebb  of  aggression,  1941-1945  71^1 

The  Anglo-American  invasion  of  North  Africa,  known  as  Operation 
orch  and  under  the  over-all  command  of  General  Eisenhower,  involved 
andings  at  three  points:  on  the  Atlantic  coast  of  Morocco  near  Casa- 
lanca  by  a  force  coming  from  North  America,  and  at  two  points  on 
Mediterranean  coast  in  Algeria  by  forces  coming  from  England, 
he  Aforocco  attack  was  almost  foolhardy,  since  it  involved  carrying 
35,000  completely  ine.xperienced  and  inadequately  trained  troops  with 
^50  tanks,  all  in  102  vessels,  a  distance  of  4,000  miles  across  the  ocean  to 
^ake  a  night  landing  on  a  hostile  coast.  In  spite  of  these  obstacles  and 
tenacious  French  resistance  at  certain  points,  the  operation  was  a  suc- 
and  fighting  ceased  in  three  days.  The  other  portion  of  Operation 
°fch,  the  landings  in  Algeria,  were  on  a  larger  scale,  since  they  in- 
t'olved  49,000  American  and  23,000  British  troops,  and  were  equally 
^ccessful.  By  November  14th  the  Allies  were  moving  eastward  into 
unisia  to  cut  off  Rommel’s  retreat  from  the  east,  and  by  November  29th 
hey  tvere  only  twelve  miles  from  Tunis.  From  that  point  they  were 
urled  backward  by  the  Germans. 

Hitler’s  reactions  to  Torch  were  vigorous.  All  France  was  occupied 
y  Nazi  forces;  his  efforts  to  capture  the  French  fleet  at  Toulon  were 
^^strated  when  most  of  the  vessels  were  scuttled  at  their  anchorages  or 
^ere  sunk  trying  to  escape  from  the  harbor;  as  early  as  November  loth, 
erman  airborne  troops,  with  Laval’s  blessings,  were  occupying  Tunisia, 
hese  German  forces  held  up  the  Allied  advance  from  the  west,  inflicting 
®  bitter  defeat  on  the  American  forces  at  the  Kasserine  Pass  in  Feb- 
J^^ary  19^3.  this  way  Rommel,  who  had  been  forced  out  of  El  Agheila 
y  Montgomery  on  December  13th,  was  able  to  withdraw  westward  into 
unisia  and  take  a  stand  along  the  Mareth  Line  below  Gabes  in  south¬ 
eastern  Tunisia  in  February. 

During  the  third  week  in  January  1943,  Roosevelt,  Churchill,  and  their 
^^affs  met  in  secret  conference  at  Casablanca.  Once  again  the  Americans 
ad  to  struggle  against  English  reluctance  to  commit  themselves  to  any 
cross-Channel”  invasion  of  Europe,  to  any  offensive  against  Japan  or, 
Jddeed,  to  any  long-range  planning.  From  the  compromises  of  the  con- 
crence  emerged  agreement  to  postpone  any  cross-Channel  operation,  to 
Cep  up  pressure  on  Germany  in  Europe  by  air  attacks,  and  to  allow 
c  United  States  to  take  any  offensive  actions  against  Japan  w  hich  would 
jeopardize  the  priority  still  given  to  the  defeat  of  Germany.  Two 
her  decisions  were  to  proceed  to  the  military  occupation  of  Sicily  and  to 
cmand  the  “unconditional  surrender”  of  the  three  totalitarian  Powers. 
3turally^  the  military  decision  on  Sicily  w^as  kept  secret,  but  the  politi- 
decision  on  unconditional  surrender  was  published  with  great  fanfare, 
^hd  at  once  initiated  a  controversy  w'hich  still  continues. 

The  controversy  over  unconditional  surrender  is  based  on  the  belief 


that  the 


expression  itself  is  largely  meaningless  and  had  an  adverse  in- 
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fluence  by  discouraging  any  hopes  within  the  Axis  countries  that  the/ 
could  find  a  way  out  by  slackening  their  efforts,  by  revolting  agai"^ 
their  governments,  or  by  negotiations  seeking  some  kind  of  “conditiona 
surrender.  There  seems  to  be  little  doubt  that  the  demand  for  uncon¬ 
ditional  surrender  was  incompatible  with  earlier  statements  that  we  were 
fighting  the  German,  Japanese,  and  Italian  governments  rather  than  the 
German,  Japanese,  and  Italian  peoples  and  that  this  demand,  by  destro)' 
ing  this  distinction,  to  some  extent  solidified  our  enemies  and  prolonged 
their  resistance,  especially  in  Italy  and  Japan,  where  opposition  to  the 
war  was  widespread  and  active.  Even  in  Germany  the  demand  for 
conditional  surrender  discouraged  those  more  moderate  and  peace-loving 
Germans  upon  which  our  postwar  policy  toward  Germany  mnst 
based  and,  in  fact,  has  been  based.  But  in  1943,  and  for  most  of  the  dura 
tion  of  the  war,  the  Alhed  Powers  had  neither  time  nor  inclination  to  10° 
ahead  toward  any  postwar  policy  with  respect  to  Germany,  and  issue 
the  demand  for  unconditional  surrender  without  any  analysis  of 
possible  effects  on  the  enemy  peoples,  either  during  the  war  or  ai 
it  was  over.  The  demand  for  unconditional  surrender  was  made,  rathe  , 
as  a  morale  booster  for  the  Allied  Powers  themselves,  and  in  this  fuiiccioo 
it  may  well  have  had  some  slight  influence  at  the  time.  , 

As  the  Allied  leaders  were  conferring  in  Casablanca  after  turning  bao 
the  German  assault  in  Africa,  Soviet  forces  were  inflicting  an 
greater  defeat  on  Hitler  in  eastern  Europe.  Hitler’s  Russian  campaign 
1942  was  very  similar  to  that  of  1941  except  that  his  original 
restricted  to  a  single  aim:  to  capture  the  oil  fields  of  the  Caucasus.  ^ 
German  forces,  consisting  of  44  infantr)^  10  armored,  and  6 
divisions,  along  with  43  satellite  divisions  and  700  planes,  were  to  or 
along  the  north  shore  of  the  Black  Sea,  pass  through  a  congested  0^^ 
tleneck  at  Rostov,  and  capture  the  Soviet  oil  fields  (the  chief  of  which, 
Baku,  was  700  miles  beyond  Rostov).  To  protect  the  long  northern  n’^^^ 
of  this  drive,  other  German  attacks  were  ordered  farther  north 
V’oronezh  and  toward  Stalingrad  on  the  Volga  River.  The  German 
fensive  did  reach  the  Caucasus,  advancing  almost  as  far  as  Grozny  (4^^ 
miles  beyond  Rostov),  but  did  not  capture  the  chief  oil  fields.  A®  * 
the  1941  offensive,  scores  of  Soviet  divisions  were  destroyed  and  au 
dreds  of  thousands  of  Soviet  prisoners  were  captured,  but  no  vital  mj 
was  inflicted  on  the  Soviet  Union.  j 

Suddenly,  on  July  i8th,  after  seven  weeks  of  advance.  Hitler  or 
the  capture  of  Stalingrad.  Since  all  the  available  armored  forces  had  ^ 
put  into  the  Caucasus  offensive,  where  they  uselessly  clogged  up  ^ 
the  attack  on  Stalingrad  could  not  begin  until  September  i  ath.  - 
two  months  of  savage  house-to-house  fighting,  the  Germans  had 
sion  of  almost  all  the  city,  but  it  had  been  completely  demolished. 
November,  Russian  counteroffensives  north  and  south  of  Stalingrad  ro 


WORLD  WAR  II:  EBB  OF  AGGRESSION,  I94I-I945  753 

through  Romanian  armies  on  either  side  of  the  German  Sixth  Army  and 
joined  together  on  its  rear.  Hitler  forbade  any  retreat  or  any  effort  by  the 
Sixth  Army  to  fight  its  way  westward  out  of  the  trap.  Instead  he  under¬ 
took  to  supply  the  Sixth  Army  from  the  air  until  new  German  forces 
could  break  in  to  relieve  it.  The  surrounded  Sixth  Army  consisted  of 
^0  divisions,  about  270,000  men,  including  3  armored  and  3  motorized 
divisions.  i\lthough  a  force  of  this  size  required  about  1,500  tons  of  sup¬ 
plies  each  day,  the  Luftwaffe  was  never  able  to  deliver  as  much  as  200 
tons  a  day,  and  lost  about  300  planes  in  the  effort.  Nor  could  the  Ger- 
nian  forces  to  the  west,  although  only  40  miles  away,  fight  their  wav  in 
to  the  Sixth  Army. 

While  this  n  as  going  on  at  Stalingrad  from  December  1942  through 
January  1943,  another  Soviet  offensive,  striking  down  from  the  north- 
cast  toward  Rostov,  was  trving  to  cut  off  the  whole  German  force  in 
toe  Caucasus  by  capturing  the  city  of  Rostov  and  thus  closing  the  bot- 
^cncck  north  of  the  Sea  of  Azov.  The  German  withdrawal  from  the 
aucasus  began  on  the  first  day  of  1943.  With  ,e.xtraordinary  skill  the 
crnians  succeeded  in  keeping  the  Rostov  passage  open,  although  by 
January  23rd  it  was  no  more  than  30  miles  wide^i  The  German  Sixth 
tuiy  at’Sfalingrad,  although  frozeri,  starved,  and. hardly  able  to  fight  for 
of  supplies,  was  not  permitted  to  surrender  because,  as  soon  as  it  did 
the  three  Soviet  armies  which  had  surrourided  it  would  be  freed  to 
nve  close  the  Rostov  passage.  On  January  23rd  General 

tiedrich  von  Paulus,  commanding  the  Si-xth  Army,  accepted  Hitler’s 
^dio  order  to  fight  to  the  last  man  in  order  to  gain  time.  A  week  later 
itler  promoted  him  to  field  marshal,  and  rw'o  days  later  he  surrendered. 
270,000  Germans  originally  surrounded,  over  100,000  were  dead, 
341O00  had  been  evacuated  bv  air,  and  93,000  surrendered.  Ten  days  after 
2Ulus’s  surrender,  the  Germans  abandoned  Rostov.  For  the  next  two 
''^cks  it  looked  as  if  a  new  Soviet  offensive  from  Voronezh  might  cut 
the  xvhole  of  German  Army  Group  South,  but  Field  Marshal  von  Man- 
succeeded  in  reestablishing  a  stable  defensive  line  by  April  ist,  just 
out  at  the  line  where  the  German  offensive  of  1942  had  begun  eleven 
Uionths  earlier.  But,  in  that  eleven  months.  Hitler  had  lost  about  38  Ger- 
JUan  divisions,  an  equal  number  of  satellite  divisions,  had  reduced  all 
errnan  divisions  from  nine  battalions  to  six,  had  failed  to  capture  the 
aucasus  oil  fields,  Moscow,  or  Leningrad,  and  had  not  been  able  to  cut 
Murmansk  railway. 

^ver  that  railway,  and  by  other  routes,  a  growing  flood  of  American 
^Upplies  was  flowing  to  the  Sosfiet  armies.  By  October  1942,  85,000  trucks 
lad  arrived,  xvith  the  result  that  the  Soviet  Army  from  that  date  to  the 
^ud  of  the  war  had  greater  mobility  than  the  Germans.  Luftwaffe  forces 
un  the  eastern  front  had  2,000  planes  in  the  campaign  of  1941,  1,300  at 
^  opening  of  the  campaign  of  1942,  and  could  hardly  be  kept  at  1,000 
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after  the  end  of  that  campaign.  Allied  pressure  in  the  west  made  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  reduce  the  portion  of  the  German  Air  Force  allotted  to  the  east, 
with  the  result  that  Germany  had  only  265  operational  planes  on  the 
Russian  front  on  May  i,  1944.  At  the  same  time,  American  suppl'^*’ 
including  planes,  flowed  into  the  Soviet  Union  in  an  amazing  flood.  The 
German  U-boats  were  unable  to  prevent  this  flow  of  goods,  although  they 
did  sink  77  out  of  2,660  vessels  loaded  with  Lend-Lease  supplies.  AlfL' 
of  these  sinkings  occurred  on  the  frightful  Alurmansk  route. 

In  1941  and  1942  the  Allies  sent  the  Soviet  Union  almost  2,000,000 
tons  of  supplies.  This  was  followed  by  over  4,500,000  tons  in  1943 
a  total  of  over  15,000,000  tons  worth  $10,000,000,000  before  the  end  0 
the  struggle.  Included  in  the  final  total  were  375,000  trucks,  52,000  jeeps- 
7,056  tanks,  6,300  other  combat  vehicles,  2,328  artillery  vehicles,  14-79^ 
aircraft,  8,212  antiaircraft  guns,  1,900  steam  locomotives,  66  diesel  loco¬ 
motives,  11,075  railway  cars,  415,000  telephones,  3,786,000  vehicle  tires. 
15,000,000  pairs  of  military'  boots,  4,478,116  tons  of  food,  and  2,670,3? 
tons  of  petroleum  products.  In  contrast  with  this,  the  German  arniote 
divisions  were  kept  idle  for  lack  of  fuel  for  weeks  at  a  time  as  early  as 
1942,  and  both  operational  and  training  flights  of  the  Luftwaffe  were  dras 
ticallv  curtailed  from  1942  onward.  The  lack  of  fuel  was  so  acute  tt 
Hitler  decided,  late  in  1942,  to  decommission  most  of  the  surface  vesse 
of  the  German  Navy.  When  Grand  Admiral  Raeder  protested  too 
ouslv,  he  w'as  removed  from  his  position  as  head  of  the  navy,  and  replac 
by  the  U-boat  specialist  .Admiral  Karl  Doenitz,  in  January,  1943- 

All  these  events  should  have  made  it  clear  that  Germany  could  no^ 
possibly  win  the  war,  but  for  the  next  two  years  Hitler  and  his  >n' 
mediate  associates  became  increasingly'  fanatical,  increasingly  merci  e  - 
and  increasingly  remote  from  reality.  Anyone  who  audibly  doubted  t 
insane  vision  of  the  world  was  speedily  liquidated. 


Closing  in  on  Germany,  1943-1945 

The  year  1943  represented  the  turning  point  in  the  European  strUg 
gle  as  the  year  1942  had  seen  the  turning  point  in  the  Pacific.  In 
North  Africa  was  freed  from  the  Nazi  grasp  in  May,  Sicily'  v  as 
in  July'  and  August,  the  southern  part  of  Italy  was  occupied,  and 
German  armies  were  pushed  backward  from  eastern  Europe.  As  a  c 
sequence,  the  Mediterranean  was  opened  to  Allied  traffic,  and  Italy  " 
forced  to  surrender  in  September  1943. 

These  were  the  obvious  events  of  this  critical  y'ear  1943,  open  to  pu 
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''lew  and  hopeful  in  their  implications  for  the  future.  But  the  role  of  this 
y^ar  as  a  turning  point  in  the  conflict  with  Germany  was  much  greater 
than  this,  for,  behind  the  scenes,  the  military  successes  of  the  year  forced 
•icisions  on  strategic  plans  and  postwar  projects  whose  implications  are 
^till  being  worked  out  today.  And  still  very  much  behind  the  scenes,  these 
strategic  and  postwar  plans  revealed  deep  fissures  and  rivalries  among 
fhe  three  Allied  Powers. 

Rivalries  among  the  members  of  a  coalition  are  alwa\’s  to  be  e.\pected 
3itd  are  usually,  and  necessarily,  kept  secret  during  the  war  itself.  In  the 
^cond  World  War  they  were  most  significant  in  the  }"ear  1943.  In 
He  years  before  1943  these  disputes  were  more  concerned  with  strategic 
ecisions  than  with  postwar  planning,  while  in  the  later  years,  when 
^^•■“tegy  had  been  set,  postwar  plans  were  the  chief  causes  of  disputes.  The 
y^at  19431  however,  had  its  full  share  of  both,  since  the  major  strategic 
^cisions  were  made  in  that  year,  and  these  decisions,  in  themselves, 
P  ayed  a  major  role  in  determining  the  nature  of  the  postw  ar  world. 

ears  1941-1943  the  chief  strategic  questions  were  concerned 
o  problems:  (  1 )  Should  the  F.uropean  w  ar  against  Germany 
'"icinue  Co  receive  priority  over  the  Pacific  war  against  Japan-  and 
•■)  Should  Gennan\  be  attacked,  indirectly,  bv  aerial  bombardnieiu, 
nckacic,  and  guerrilla  forces  or  should  Europe  be  invaded  with  large 
iii'ti'}’  forces,  either  from  England  directly  across  the  Channel  to 
estern  Europe  or  from  the  .Mediterranean  through  southern  Europe- 
1  he  ---  . 


In  the  1 
"'ith  I 
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answ'ers  given  to  the.se  strategic  questions,  especially  the  last  one. 
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najor  role  in  establishing  the  postwar  political  settlement  in 


file  earlier  years  a  certain  direction 
th  proclamation  of  the  E - 


was  given  to  postwar  planning 

_  , . . . . .  Freedoms  in  January  1941,  and 

American  publication  of  the  Atlantic  Charter  in  .\ugust  1941. 
vn  the  stunning  news  of  Pearl  Harbor  reached  London  on  December 
’  '94b  Foreign  Minister  Eden  was  just  leaving  for  .Moscow'.  It  was 
cided  that  he  should  go  ant’wa)'  but  that  Prime  Minister  Churchill 
HHld  go  simultaneously  to  Washington  to  do  all  he  could  to  prevent 
r  pular,  anti-Japanese  feeling  in  the  United  States  from  reversing  the 
that  the  military  defeat  of  Germany  must  have  priority  over 
defeat  of  Japan.  In  Washington,  at  what  w  as  called  the  Arcadia  Con- 
eeuce  (December  1941-Januarv  14,  1942),  the  e.xuberant  prime 
i!>tci  tound  no  desire  to  change  the  agreed  military  priorities,  and 
as  able  to  plan  inteiLsiried  military  activity  along  the  lines  already 
I*  >  ished.  At  the  same  time  Roosevelt  presented  him  with  a  draft  for  a 
the  ^^^trlaration  of  the  United  Nations."  This  document  declared  that 
tw>enty-six  signatory  states  were  fighting  “to  defend  life,  liberty,  in- 
and  religious  freedom  and  to  preserve  human  rights  and 
v  in  their  own  lands  as  well  as  in  other  lands,  and  that  they  arc  now 
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engaged  in  a  common  struggle  against  savage  and  brutal  forces  seeking 
to  subjugate  the  world.”  Each  signer  promised  “to  employ  its  full  re¬ 
sources  and  to  make  no  separate  armistice  or  peace”  in  the  struggle  for 
victory  over  Hitlerism. 

Most  of  the  secret  discussions  leading  up  to  the  publication  of  this 
declaration  on  January  i,  1942  were  concerned  with  verbal  or  pro¬ 
cedural  issues,  but  some  of  these  were  symbolic  of  future  problems' 
There  was  considerable  discussion  as  to  the  order  in  which  the  signatures 
should  be  affi,\'ed  to  the  document;  the  decision  to  rank  them  in  two 
groups,  with  the  four  “Great  Powers”  of  the  United  States,  the  Unite 
Kingdom,  the  Soviet  Union,  and  China  followed  by  twenty-two  lessor 
states  in  alphabetical  order,  was  an  early  indication  of  the  similar  division 
which  still  e.xists  in  the  United  Nations  today.  The  inclusion  of  China, 
in  spite  of  its  obvious  weakness,  among  the  Great  Powers  was  a  con 
cession  made  to  the  United  States  by  the  other  Powers.  The  American 
leaders,  from  Roosevelt  down,  insisted  that  China  was,  or  at  least  shou 
be,  a  Great  Power,  although  the  only  evidence  they  could  find  to  sup 
port  this  argument  was  its  larger  population.  The  Americans  seemed  to 
hope  that  by  encouragement  and  reiteration,  or  perhaps  even  by 
cation,  China  could  be  made  into  a  Great  Power,  able  to  dominate 
Far  East  after  the  defeat  of  Japan.  , 

Other  notable  features  of  this  United  Nations  Declaration  were:  1  / 
the  fact  that  De  Gaullist  France  was  e.xcluded  from  the  signers  in  or  c 
not  to  recognize  it  as  a  government,  (2)  the  fact  that  the  Um 
States  was  ranked  first  among  the  Great  Powers,  and  (3)  the  difficu  7 
in  wording  the  declaration  so  that  Japan,  with  which  the  Soviet 
was  not  at  war,  should  not  specifically  be  included  among  the  enemy  ^ 
yet,  at  the  same  time,  should  not  be  e.xcluded  from  the  “brutal  for 
which  were  condemned.  .^1^ 

In  the  meantime,  in  .Moscow,  Anthony  Eden  was  being 
Soviet  demands  for  a  specific  delimitation  of  the  postwar  boundaries 
eastern  Europe.  In  the  north,  the  Bolshevik  leaders  wanted  e.xphcit 
ish  recognition  that  Latvna,  Estonia,  and  Lithuania  wete  parts  o 
Soviet  Union  and  that  the  Soviet-Finnish  frontier  should  be  as  ir 
existed  after  the  “winter  war”  of  1939-1940;  in  the  center,  the 
demanded  a  frontier  with  Poland  along  the  so-called  Curzon  Line, 
followed,  it  was  true,  the  linguistic  frontier,  but  was  150  miles 
the  Polish-Soviet  frontier  of  the  1921-1939  period;  in  the  south, 
wanted  Eden  to  agree  to  a  Soviet-Romanian  border  w  hich  wouW  ‘ 
allowed  Russia  to  have  Bessarabia  and  Bukovina.  These  demands 
recognition  of  the  Soviet  Union’s  w  estern  boundary  as  it  existed  betv 
the  Nazi-Soviet  Pact  of  September  1939  and  Hitjer’s  attack  in  June 
except  that  the  Curzon  Line  was,  in  some  places,  slightly  to  the  east  0 
1940  line. 
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Altliough  these  Soviet  demands  were  clearly  in  conflict  with  the  high 
purposes  of  the  Atlantic  Charter,  Churchill  was  not  averse  to  accepting 
them  on  grounds  of  ph)’sical  necessity,  but  American  objections  to  any 
settlement  of  territorial  questions  while  the  war  was  still  going  on  forced 
him  to  refuse  Stalin’s  requests.  In  general,  the  British  found  themselves 
tn  a  difficult  position  between  the  high  and  proclaimed  principles  of  the 
Americans  and  the  low  and  secret  interests  of  the  Russians.  Because  of 
American  pressure,  Eden  avoided  anv  territorial  commitments,  and  per¬ 
suaded  Stalin  to  accept  a  twenty-year  treaty  of  alliance  with  Britain. 
This  Anglo-Soviet  Treaty  of  May  z6,  1942  had  no  territorial  provisions, 
3ud  included  a  statement  that  the  signers  would  “act  in  accordance  with 
fhe  two  principles  of  not  seeking  territorial  aggrandizement  for  them- 
selves  and  of  non-interference  in  the  internal  affairs  of  other  States.” 

Although  the  Soviet  Union  accepted  the  terms  of  the  British  alliance, 
‘u  1942  their  suspicions  of  the  West  were  still  high,  and  their  relations 
"  ith  Britain  became  increasingly  unfriendly,  reaching  a  critical  stage  by 
'943-  In  .Moscow  there  was  fear  that  the  West  wished  to  protract  the 
^''ar  in  order  to  bleed  both  Germany  and  the  Soviet  Union  to  death.  It 
'^as  feared  that  this  end  could  be  obtained  if  American  supplies  to  Rus¬ 
sia  were  placed  at  a  level  sufficiently  high  to  keep  Russia  fighting  but  in¬ 
sufficiently  high  to  allow  her  to  defeat  Hitler.  To  avoid  this,  Moscow 
continued  to  insist,  svith  unreasonable  repetition,  on  the  need  to  increase 
-end-Lease  supplies  to  it  and,  above  all,  on  the  need  to  open  a  second 
J'ont  on  the  Continent  by  an  immediate  Anglo-American  invasion  of 
urope  from  England.  Judging,  perhaps,  that  American  psychology 
'''ould  work  along  the  same  lines  of  “power  politics”  as  their  owm,  a 
uiistakc  w'hich  the  Japanese,  with  considerably  greater  reason,  had  made 
in  the  months  before  Pearl  Harbor,  the  Russians  could  not  conceive  that 
ne  United  States  wmuld  grant  sufficient  aid  to  Russia  to  permit  a  speedy 
«eat  of  Hitler,  since  such  a  policy,  almost  inevitably,  wmuld  leave  the 
^lutorious  Soviet  armies  supreme  in  eastern,  and  probably  also  in  central, 
Turope. 

.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  while  some  Americans  unquestionably  did  think 
terms  of  “power  politics”  and  may,  in  a  few  cases,  have  gone  so  far 
to  prefer  a  Hitler  victory  over  Stalin  to  a  Stalin  victory  over  Hitler, 
^Uch  people  were  vet)'  remote  from  the  centers  of  pow'er  in  the  American 
government.  At  those  centers  of  pow'er  there  was  complete  conviction  in 
^0  value  of  unrestricted  aid  to  Russia,  the  speediest  possible  defeat  of 
ermany,  and  a  full  “cross-Channel”  invasion  of  Europe  as  soon  as  pos- 
^ti  fact,  these  aims  were  so  firmly  embraced  by  those  Americans  with 
om  the  Russians  had  relationships,  men  like  Harry  Hopkins,  General 
•  arshall,  or  Roosevelt  himself,  that  these  men  sometimes  misled  the  Rus¬ 
sians  by  expressing  their  hopes  rather  than  their  expectations,  with  the 
'"uusequence  that  Russian  suspicions  were  roused  again,  at  a  later  date, 


when  these  hopes  were  not  fulfilled.  Immediately  after  the  signing  of  the 
Anglo-Soviet  alliance,  Soviet  Foreign  Commissar  Molotov  came  to  Wash¬ 
ington  to  urge  the  need  for  an  immediate  second  front  in  Europe- 
Although  such  a  project  would  have  been  unwise,  if  not  impossible,  m 
1941,  the  White  House  communique  of  June  11,  1942  sought  to  satisfy 
the  Russians  and  to  frighten  the  Germans  by  saying  that  “full  under¬ 
standing  was  reached  with  regard  to  the  urgent  tasks  of  creating  a  second 
front  in  Europe  in  1942.” 

In  the  early  summer  of  1942  Soviet  messages  to  Washington  and  to 
London  continued  to  insist  on  the  need  for  an  immediate  second  front  m 
W'estern  Europe  in  order  to  reduce  the  Nazi  military  pressure  on  the 
Soviet  forces.  Recognizing  the  impossibility  of  such  a  venture  in  1942^  ^he 
Anglo-Americans  sought  to  relieve  the  pressure  on  Russia  by  landing  at 
a  place  where  the  German  defense  would  not  be  so  strong.  It  w  as  this 
desire  which  resulted  in  the  decision  of  July  25,  1942  to  invade  North 
Africa  in  November.  Having  made  the  decision  to  substitute  this  project 
for  any  possible  cross-Channel  attack  in  1942,  it  w  as  necessary  to  convey 
the  nev\  s  to  the  Soviet  Union.  Churchill  undertook  this  delicate  task  o'l 
his  first  meeting  with  Stalin  in  Moscow  in  August  194:.  'Ehc  result  was  a 
most  unpleasant  e.xplosion  by  Stalin.  'Ehc  Soviet  leader  charged  that  :\lolo- 
tov  had  obtained  a  definite  promise  for  a  second  front  in  1942,  that  failuic 
to  carry  out  this  promise  would  jeopardize  Soviet  military  plans,  and  that 
Churchill  was  opposed  to  such  a  venture  from  cowardice! 

The  strategic  disputes  among  the  three  Allied  Powers  were  sharp  an 
based  on  very  different  outlooks,  but  in  no  case  did  cowardice  play  any 
role.  The  Soviet  insistence  on  an  immediate,  all-out  cross-Channel  attac 
to  relieve  Nazi  pressure  on  Russia  was  perfectly  understandable,  a 
though  insistence  on  such  an  attack  in  1942  was  unrealistic.  Equally  uu 
derstandable  was  Russia’s  fear  that  the  Anglo-Americans  might  divert 
their  pow'er  from  Germany  in  order  to  avoid  a  Soviet-dominated  post 
war  Europe,  although  this  fear  showed  no  realistic  appreciation  of  tW 
American  outlook.  On  the  other  hand,  the  British  reluctance  to  attempt 
the  cross-Channel  attack  was  perfectlv  clear.  Sir  Alan  Brooke,  the  chiet  u 
the  Imperial  General  Staff,  opposed  all  plans  for  such  an  assault,  "  u 
otliers,  like  Churchill,  wanted  to  postpone  such  an  attack  indefinite!)  ui 
reduce  it  to  no  more  than  a  series  of  small  raids  to  establish  permanent 
anti-German  bridgeheads  in  western  Europe.  The  difficulties  of  sue 
raids  w’ere  shown  on  August  19,  1942  when  a  force  of  5,000  men,  mos  > 
Canadians,  landed  at  Dieppe  and  suffered  3,350  casualties  in  a  few  h^tS- 

The  Americans,  especially  General  Marshall,  w'ere  convinced  that 
many  could  be  defeated  only  by  a  cross-Channel  attack,  and  advoca 
one  on  the  largest  possible  scale  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

These  differences  of  strategic  opinion  reflected  basic  differences 
outlook.  The  American  outlook  was  largely  military.  They  were  cag 
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defeat  Gemianv  and  end  the  w  ar  as  soon  as  possible  and  had  little  time 
«r  energy  for  political  problems  or  postwar  planning.  The  British,  on 
the  other  hand,  were  much  concerned  u  ith  political  issues  and  the  wav 
'tt  which  the  postwar  situation  w'ould  be  influenced  by  strategic  and 
“lilitary  actions  earlier.  The  Soviet  leaders,  to  some  extent,  represented 
combination  of  the  two  other  points  of  view  and  could  do  so  because 
nere  was  no  such  divergence  between  their  military  and  political  or  be¬ 
tween  their  wartime  and  postwar  aims.  'I'he  more  deeply  the  .Anglo- 
^tnericans  could  be  involved  in  the  struggle  \vith  Germany,  the  sooner 
'^crniany  could  be  defeated,  and  such  a  defeat,  especially  if  it  arose  from 
®  cross-Channel  attack,  would  deliver  all  of  eastern  Europe  into  the 
power  of  the  Red  armies,  which  would  find  no  rivals  in  that  area. 

Churchill  and  other  British  leaders  could  not  forget  the  terrible  cas- 
Oalties  Britain  had  suffered  in  the  trench  warfare  of  1916.  They  felt  that 
cse  casualties  had  injured  Britain  permanently  by  wiping  out  a  whole 
generation  of  Britain’s  ^•oung  people,  especialh'  among  the  better-educated 
2ss,  and  they  were  determined  not  to  repeat  this  error  in  1944.  These 
eaders  wanted  a  Balkan  or  Aegean  offensive  which,  they  believed,  would. 
With  fewer  casualties,  leave  the  English-speaking  Pow  ers  dominant  in  the 
_  editerranean  and  in  the  Near  East,  would  make  it  possible  to  balance 


'uet  power  in  eastern  Europe,  and  would  cut  the  Soviet  Union  off  from 
.  l^alkans  and  some  of  central  Europe.  The  possibility  of  Britain  obtain- 
American  consent  to  such  an  Aegean  offensive  was  so  remote  that  lit- 
c  effort  was  made  to  get  it  bv-  direct  persuasion.  On  the  contrary, 
°rts  to  move  toward  it,  step  b\'  step,  were  persistent.  These  efforts 
^^'Ught  to  postpone,  or  to  reduce  the  emphasis  on,  the  cross-Channel  in- 
l^sion,  since  this  would,  inevitably,  have  compelled  the  end  of  Britain’s 
_  editerranean  projects.  But  here,  again,  American  insistence  on  the  cross- 
annel  invasion  was  so  emphatic  that  the  British  could  not  challenge 
IS  directly,  just  as  they  could  not  advocate  an  Aegean  invasion  directly, 
stead,  while  accepting  the  cross-Channel  invasion  explicitly,  the  British 
°  ered,  one  after  another,  alternative  projects  which  would  postpone  or 
's^act  from  the  cross-Channel  invasion. 

^  ^  he  North  African  invasion  u’as  the  first  of  these  distractions,  followed 
y  ^he  Sicilian  campaign,  and  then  by  the  Italian  invasion.  These  were 
Accepted  by  the  Americans,  since  tliey  felt  it  was  urgent  to  do  something 
meet  the  Soviet  demands  for  Anglo'-^merican  action  againsT  Hitler, 
kind  of  Balkan  intervention  was  the  next  British  proposal,  but 
Was  no  hope  of  obtaining  American  consent  to  such  a  project.  It 
formally  rejected  by  the  Combined  Chiefs  of  Staff  on  September 
^’  ’943-  Churchill  did  not  give  up,  but  continued  to  push  these  peripheral 
in  ^ould.  He  ordered  General  Wilson,  British  commander 

he  Near  East,  “to  be  bold,  even  rash’’  in  attacking  the  Germans  in  the 
gean  and  he  also  tried  to  persuade  Eisenhower  to  shift  forces  from  Italy 
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to  the  Aegean  or  to  persuade  Turkey  to  declare  war  on  Germany.  The 
only  success  Churchill  had  in  these  efforts  was  to  persuade  the  Americans 
to  engage  in  an  amphibious  attack  on  Italy  at  Anzio  after  the  Americans 
had  canceled  plans  for  such  an  attack  and  had  decided  to  choke  off 
the  Italian  offensive  in  order  to  concentrate  on  the  cross-Channel  attack. 

In  the  long  run  Churchill  had  to  accept  the  American  strategic  plans 
because  America  would  provide  most  of  the  supplies  and  even  a  majority 
of  the  men  for  any  direct  anack  on  Europe.  The  American  ability  to 
compel  British  acquiescence  in  strategic  decisions  was  a  very  real  ele¬ 
ment  in  the  conduct  of  the  war.  It  arose  from  the  great  British  need  for 
American  manpower  and  supplies,  and  it  functioned  through  the  mecha¬ 
nism  of  the  Combined  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

W'hen  Churchill  came  to  the  Arcadia  Conference  in  Washington  at 
the  end  of  1941,  his  chief  aim  was  to  retain  the  established  priority  0 
“Germany  first.”  He  obtained  this  very  easily  on  its  own  intrinsic  merits, 


but  at  the  same  time  he  had  to  accept  something  he  did  not  want-a 
Combined  Chiefs  of  Staff  organization  to  control  strategy  on  a  won 
wide  basis.  This  new  committee  developed  more  power  than  Churchill,  or 
anyone  else,  e.xpected,  because  it  had  control  of  the  supply  of  weapons. 
This  power  was  decisive.  Since  no  military  operation  could  be 
conducted  without  weapons  or  supplies,  control  over  these  gave  the  Com¬ 
bined  Chiefs  of  Staff  control  over  all  operations  and,  tlius,  over  the  .stra 
tegic  conduct  of  the  war  and  over  all  local  commanders.  The  Combine 
Chiefs  of  Staff  operated  through  weekly  meetings  within  the  framewor 
of  the  general  policy  decisions  made  by  Roosevelt  and  Churchill  at  their 
periodic  conferences.  In  this  way  Britain’s  dependence  on  the  Umt 
States  for  its  implements  of  war  gave  the  United  States  control  of  Britis 
strategic  decisions  and  military  operations,  even  in  those  areas  (such  as 
southeast  Asia  or  the  Near  East)  where  a  British  commander  was 
nominally  in  charge.  In  the  same  way,  the  United  States  had  indirect 
control  over  much  of  Britain’s  postwar  planning. 

In  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  Anglo-Americans  had  agreed  in  ambig^ 
ous  terms  with  .Molotov’s  insistence  on  the  need  for  a  direct  attack  on 
Hitler  in  Europe  in  1941,  it  was  perfectly  clear  that  no  such  assault  cou 
be  made  that  early  in  the  war,  so  the  attack  on  North  Africa  was  onsre 
as  a  substitute.  In  the  course  of  the  North  African  fighting  it  became 
clear  that  the  cross-Channel  attack  could  not  be  mounted  before 


spring  of  1944.  Accordingly,  when  the  Gennans  in  North  Africa 
rendered  in  .May  1943,  it  was  necessary  to  open  a  new  front  against  ti 
ler  quickly,  since  it  would  have  been  very  dangerous  to  leave  Hitler  ir 
to  throw  most  of  his  forces  against  Russia  for  a  full  year.  Plans 
attacks  on  Sardinia  or  Sicily  had  been  prepared,  and  on  January  2  3’  '9'^.^’ 
orders  were  issued  to  invade  the  latter  island  during  the  “favorable  jo  ; 
moon.”  This  was  not  regarded  by  the  Russians  as  a  major  effort,  a 
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their  resentment  rose  to  the  boiling  point.  As  Secretary  of  State  Hull 
put  It  in  his  memoirs,  the  atmosphere  in  Anglo-Russian  relations  became 
reminiscent  of  what  it  had  been  exactly  four  years  earlier,  just  before 
the  Nazi-Soviet  Treaty  of  August  1939.  It  was  at  this  time,  apparently, 
that  two  fateful,  and  mutually  incompatible,  decisions  were  made  on  the 
highest  levels  of  authority  in  Washington  and  Moscow. 

The  decision  made  in  Washington  is  one  we  have  already  mentioned— 
the  decision  to  try  to  win  Soviet  cooperation  in  the  postwar  world  by 
doing  everything  possible  to  win  her  trust  and  cooperation  in  the  war- 
tune  period.  This  decision  was  probably  based  on  the  belief  that  it  was 
uot  possible  to  control  Russia’s  postwar  behavior  by  any  policy  of  force 
against  her  during  the  war  itself,  since  such  an  effort  would  benefit  Hitler 
'vithout  winning  any  enforceable  agreements  from  Stalin. 

At  this  time,  it  would  appear,  Stalin  made  his  decision  to  seek  Russian 
security  in  the  postwar  vmrld,  not  through  any  scheme  for  friendly  co¬ 
operation  in  some  idealistic  international  organization,  as  Roosevelt 
°ped,  but  by  setting  up,  on  the  Soviet  Union’s  western  frontiers,  a  buf- 
area  of  satellite  states  under  governments  friendly  to  Moscow.  Such 
govermnents,  probably  in  Communist  control,  would  replace  the  Cordon 
^^nitaire  which  the  Western  Powers  had  created  to  isolate  Russia  fol- 
O'ving  the  First  World  AVar,  with  what  might  be  called  a  Cordon 
^nsanitaire"’’  which  could  serve  to  isolate  the  Soviet  Union  from  the  out- 
World  following  World  War  II,  \¥ashington  was  informed  of  this 
possibility  by  the  American  ambassador  in  Moscow  on  April  28,  1943, 
ot  paid  little  attention  to  the  warning,  probably  because  of  the  near- 
'Oipossibility  of  finding  any  alternative  policy  toward  the  Soviet  Union. 

In  spite  of  Soviet  scorn,  the  military  operations  in  Africa  and  the 
Aediterranean  were  major  efforts  for  the  inexperienced  forces  of  unmili- 
Aarized  nations,  although  they  obviously  could  not  compare  to  the  Nazi- 
oviet  deathlock  involving  hundreds  of  divisions  on  the  plains  and  in  the 
Orests  of  eastern  Europe.  The  victory  in  North  Africa  was  completed 
rn  May  months  later  came  the  invasion  of  Sicily,  The  attack 

op  this  strategic  island  was  the  greatest  landing-assault  of  the  war,  eight 
^Visions  coming  ashore  simultaneously  side  by  side.  The  island  is  almost 
^  right-angle  triangle,  with  its  right  angle  in  the  extreme  northeast,  sepa¬ 
rated  from  the  Italian  mainland  by  the  Strait  of  Messina,  only  three  miles 
Avide.  The  landings  were  made  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  island,  on 
te  hypotenuse  of  the  triangle,  where  the  coast  faces  southwestward  to- 
'''ard  Tunisia.  The  British  Eighth  Army,  under  General  Montgomery, 
^'th  250,000  men  in  8-i8  ships  and  escort  vessels,  landed  on  the  south- 
^^tem  point  of  the  Sicilian  triangle,  v'hile  the  American  Seventh  Army 
V  eneral  George  Patton),  with  228,000  men  and  580  vessels,  landed  on 

^  British  left  on  either  side  of  Gela. 

r  he  defensive  forces  of  four  Italian  divisions  and  two  German  panzer 
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divisions  were  widely  scattered  on  the  island,  and  the  Allied  landings  were 
skillfully  executed  against  light  resistance  (July  lo,  1943).  Once  ashore, 
however,  the  campaign  was  ineptly  carried  on  because  occupation  of 
territory  was  given  precedence  over  destruction  of  enemy  forces:  Pat¬ 
ton  drove  northwestward  to  seize  Palermo  (July  22nd),  and  then  fol¬ 
lowed  the  enemy  forces  eastward  to  Messina  along  the  northern  coast; 
Montgomer)’,  moving  slowly  northward  parallel  to  the  eastern  coast, 
made  a  detour  to  the  west  of  Mount  Etna. 

No  efforts  were  made  to  close  the  Straits  of  Messina;  as  a  result,  the 
Germans  were  able  to  send  almost  two  divisions  as  reinforcements  frooi 
Italy  and,  later,  when  the  island  had  to  be  abandoned,  they  were  equally 
free  to  evacuate  it,  carrying  almost  40,000  troops  with  9,650  vehicles  and 
17,000  tons  of  stores  over  the  Straits  of  Messina  to  Italy  in  seven  day* 
without  loss  of  a  man.  At  the  same  time,  in  a  separate  operation,  62,000 
Italian  troops  also  escaped  to  the  mainland.  By  August  17th  Sicily  had 
been  conquered,  but  the  evacuated  enemy  forces  were  reorganizing  to 
defend  Italy  itself. 

The  Italians  had  no  taste  for  the  defense  of  Italy.  They  had  been 
dragged  into  the  war  by  Mussolini’s  action  and  against  their  own  desires, 
in  June  1940,  and  by  1943  they  were  heartily  sick  of  the  w'hole  thing- 
This  discontent  w'as  fully  developed  long  before  the  attack  on  Sicily  m 
June.  In  February  the  Duce  had  dismissed  Count  Ciano,  his  son-in-la^v, 
and  Count  Dino  Grandi  from  their  posts  as  ministers  of  foreign  affau"® 
and  of  justice  because  of  their  defeatism  and  opposition.  But  these  quali¬ 
ties  continued  to  spread,  even  in  the  innennost  circles  of  the  govern¬ 
ment.  The  invasion  of  Sicily  gave  the  final  spurt  to  this  development.  On 
July  24th  the  Fascist  Grand  Council  passed  a  motion  calling  for  t 
restoration  of  the  constitutional  functions  of  all  agencies  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  and  the  restoration  to  the  king  of  full  command  of  the  arme 
forces.  This  motion,  carried  18-8,  was  essentially-  a  vote  of  no-confidence 
in  Alussolini.  The  following  morning  the  king  demanded  the  Duce 
resignation  and,  as  he  was  leaving  the  palace,  had  him  arrested. 

The  fall  of  Mussolini,  on  July  25,  1943,  after  being  in  power  for  over 
twenty-  years,  did  nothing  to  improve  Italy’s  position.  The  king, 
was  opposed  to  the  establishment  of  a  parliamentary  regime  or  a  respou 
sible  government,  put  Marshal  Pietro  Badoglio,  the  conqueror  of 
pia,  in  as  head  of  the  government  but  would  not  allow  him  to  estabus 
Cabinet  of  non-Fascist  leaders.  The  Fascist  Party-  was  abolished  and  t 
Fascist  Militia  was  incorporated  into  the  regular  army,  but  it  w  as  impus 
sible  to  get  rid  of  Fascist  sympathizers  from  either  the  adnunistrati^ 
system  or  from  the  armed  services.  On  the  whole,  the  fall  of  Musso 
was  welcomed  by  the  Italian  people,  not  because  of  any-  political  1 
but  simply-  because  thev  believed  that  it  would  lead  to  the  end  o 
war  and  the  end  of  food  rationing.  It  achieved  neither  of  these,  beca 
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*^he  powers  of  contending  forces  were  too  evenly  balanced  in  Italy  to 
allow  any  decisive  outcome  to  be  reached. 

The  history  of  Iraly  in  1943  is  a  histon^  of  lost  opportunities,  perhaps 
’Necessarily  lost,  but,  nevertheless,  a  disappointment  to  everyone  con- 
’-'enied.  If  events  had  turned  out  favorably,  Italy  might  have  got  out  of 
Nhe  war  in  the  summer  of  that  year  and  the  Germans  might  have  been 
ejected  from  the  peninsula  shortly  afterward.  Instead,  Italy  was  torn  to 
pieces;  its  peoples  and  the  invading  Allied  troops  suffered  great  hardships; 
and  the  country  got  out  of  the  war  so  slowly  that  Germans  u'ere  still 
fighting  on  Italian  soil  at  the  final  surrender  in  1945. 

These  general  misfortunes  of  Italy  were  the  result  of  a  number  of 
forces  working  together.  One  was  the  military  weakness  of  Italy  in 
respect  to  Germany;  rhis  made  it  impossible  for  Iraly  to  end  the  war, 
or  even  to  surrender  to  the  Allies,  because  any  effort  to  do  so  would 
'ead  to  an  immediate  German  seizure  of  the  whole  country  and  of  its 
'eaders,  the  exploitation  and  devastation  of  the  one  and  the  massacre 
of  the  others.  Italy  was  far  too  weak  to  hold  the  Germans  back  long 
enough  to  permit  an  Allied  occupation  of  Italy.  second  factor  w'as  the 
^I'eakness  of  the  Allies  because  of  the  diversion  of  their  power  to  Britain 
'0  preparation  for  Overlord;  this  meant  that  the  Allies  lacked  the 
strength  to  move  quickly  into  Italy  to  protect  it  from  complete  German 
occupation,  even  if  Italy  could  surrender  secretly  to  the  Allies  and 
Cooperate  y  ith  their  entrance.  A  third  factor  was  the  complete  mistrust 
of  the  Italians  both  by  the  Germans  and  b\'  the  Allies.  This  mistrust,  for 
"Tich  the  political  conduct  of  the  Italian.s,  both  foreign  and  domestic, 
over  at  least  two  generations,  was  responsible,  provided  the  ke\’  to  the 
"'hole  situation.  The  only  W'ay  in  which  the  fighting  in  Italy  could 
ave  been  ended  quickly  would  have  been  for  Italy  to  surrender  secretly 
fo  the  .Allies  and  cooperate  with  them  in  an  immediate  large-scale  inva- 
‘’’on  of  northern  Italy,  but  the  Allies  were  too  distrustful  of  the  Italians 
>^0  cooperate  with  them  in  a  project  such  as  this  or  even  to  accept  a 
floret  surrender.  And,  finally,  a  fourth  obstacle  was  the  wooden  and 
"^flexible  Allied  insistence  on  unconditional  surrender  which,  meaning- 
®ss  as  it  might  have  been,  nevertheless  made  it  impossible  for  the  Bado- 
gho  government  cither  to  cooperate  with  the  .Allies  as  co-belligerents 
^gainst  the  Germans  (as  it  wished  to  do)  or  to  keep  the  surrender  secret 
roin  the  Germans  long  enough  to  forestall  their  violent  reactions.  Not 
did  unconditional  surrender  exclude  both  co-belligcrencv  and 
''’^creev;  it  also  left  the  Italians  helpless  to  resist  the  Germans.  Above  all, 
four  factors  made  it  impossible  to  prevent  a  German  seizure  of 
oine,  which  was,  in  some  wavs,  rite  center  of  rlie  whole  problem. 

1  lie  Germans,  who  had  citrhr  divisions  in  Ital\',  doubled  this  number  as 
’’’’tin  as  rlicy  heard  of  the  fall  of  Mussolini.  Tlicv  refused  a  re(]ucst  from 
Nv  Badoglio  government  to  allow  any  of  the  fifty-three  Italian  divisions 
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in  the  Balkans  and  Russia  to  return  home,  thus  holding  them  as  hostages- 
When  the  Badoglio  government  made  contact  with  the  Allies  through 
Madrid  on  August  i6th  and  offered  to  join  them  in  fighting  Germany, 
all  it  could  obtain  was  a  demand  for  unconditional  surrender.  After  days 
of  discussion,  an  armistice  accepting  the  Allied  terms  was  signed  on 
September  3rd,  with  the  understanding  that  it  would  be  kept  secret 
until  the  Allies  had  troops  ready  to  land  in  force  on  the  mainland.  Three 
days  later,  the  Italian  government  discovered  that  the  Allied  landing 
operation,  already  in  progress,  was  only  a  small  force  and  was  heade 
for  Salerno,  south  of  Naples,  where  it  would  be  no  help  to  the  Italians 
in  resisting  any  German  efforts  to  take  over  most  of  Italy.  They  in¬ 
sisted  that  the  publication  of  the  armistice  and  a  tentative  Allied  par®' 
trooper  “drop”  in  Rome  must  be  put  off  until  sufficient  Allied  forces 
were  within  striking  distance  of  Rome  to  protect  the  city  from  the 
German  troops  near  it.  Eisenhower  refused,  and  published  the  Italian 
surrender  on  September  8th,  one  day^  before  the  American  Seventh 
Army  landed  at  Salerno. 

The  Germans  reacted  to  the  news  of  the  Italian  “betrayal”  and  of  the 
Allied  invasion  of  southern  Italv  with  characteristic  speed.  While  the 
available  forces  in  central  Italy  converged  on  the  Salerno  beachhead,  an 
armored  division  fought  its  w'a\"  into  Rome,  Italian  troops  were  disarme 
or  intimidated  everywhere,  and  the  Badoglio  government,  with  King 
Victor  Emmanuel,  had  to  flee  to  the  British-controlled  area  aroun 
Brindisi.  Much  of  the  Italian  fleet  escaped  to  Allied  control  in  the 
Mediterranean,  but  numerous  vessels  were  sunk  by  the  Germans  or  were 
scuttled  to  escape  falling  into  their  hands.  In  most  of  Italy,  there  was 
political  paralysis  and  confusion;  at  some  places  Italians  fought  one  an 
other,  or  simply’^  murdered  one  another,  while  opinion  ranged  the  tyno 
gamut  from  complete  indifference  on  one  e.xtreme  to  violent  fanaticism 
on  the  other. 

In  order  to  have  some  legal  e.xcuse  for  controlling  Italy,  the  Germans 
sent  parachutists  to  rescue  .Mussolini  from  his  “prison”  in  a  surnmer 
hotel  in  the  mountains  of  the  Gran  Sasso,  escaping  with  him  by  air  to 
northern  Italy  where  he  was  presented  with  a  German-picked  govern¬ 
ment  of  “neo-Fascists”  under  the  name  Italian  Social  Republic  (Seproo® 
ber  13-15,  1943).  Broken  and  weary,  the  e.x-Duce  of  Fascism  became  a 
pliant  tool  of  German  ruthlessncss  and  of  the  corrupt  and  criminal  neo 
Fascists  who  surrounded  him.  In  this  group  the  most  influential  'vere 
the  family  of  .Mussolini’s  mistress,  Clara  Petacci,  w'hich  Count  Ciano 
called  “that  circle  of  prostitutes  and  white  slavers  which  for  some 
have  plagued  Italian  political  life.” 

In  Allied  hands,  the  king  and  Badoglio  were  forced,  on  September  2^^* 
1943,  to  sign  another,  much  longer,  armistice;  by  its  provisions 
Italian  Government  were  bound  hand  and  foot,  and  made  comple’^^  y 
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subject  to  the  will  of  the  Allied  Governments  as  expressed  through  the 
Allied  Commander-in-Chief.”  In  conformity  to  this  will,  on  October 
‘  Jth  the  king’s  government  declared  war  against  Germany. 

As  the  Allied  forces  slowly  recovered  Italian  territory  from  the  tena¬ 
cious  grasp  of  the  Germans,  the  roval  government  remained  subserxdent 
its  conquerors.  Civilian  affairs  immediately  behind  the  advancing 
battle  lines  were  completely  in  military  hands  under  an  organization 
known  as  Allied  .Military  Government  of  Occupied  Territory,  or  AM- 
^OT;  farther  back,  civilian  affairs  were  under  an  Allied  Control 
Commission.  The  creation  of  these  organizations,  on  a  purely  Anglo- 
American  basis,  to  rule  the  first  Axis  territory  to  be  “liberated”  became  a 
''cry  important  precedent  for  Soviet  behavior  when  their  armies  began 
to  occupy  enemy  territorv  in  eastern  Europe:  The  Russians  were  able 
argue  that  they  could  exclude  the  Anglo-Americans  from  active 
participation  in  military  government  in  the  east  since  they  had  earlier 
been  excluded  from  such  participation  in  the  west. 

While  these  political  events  were  taking  place,  the  military  advance 
"'as  moving  like  a  snail.  The  Allied  invasion  of  Italy,  at  American  insist¬ 
ence,  was  given  very  limited  resources  for  a  very  large  task.  This 
umitation  of  resources  in  ltal\^  sought  to  prevent  the  British  from  using 
^be  Italian  campaign  as  an  excuse  for  delaying  or  postponing  the  cross- 
Channel  attack  on  Europe  scheduled  for  the  spring  of  1944.  It  was  only 
"nder  such  limitations  of  resources,  explicitly  stated,  that  the  Americans 


uaa  accepted  the  British  suggestion  for  any  invasion  of  mainland  Italy 
^  all.  In  May  1943,  at  a  plenary  meeting  in  Washington,  the  Combined 
Chiefs  of  Staff  had  set  May  1944  as  target  date  for  a  cross-Channel 
invasion  of  Europe  with  29  divisions,  had  ordered  a  full-scale  aerial 
offensive  on  Germany  with  2,700  heavy  and  800  medium  bombers,  had 
&iven  the  American  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  complete  control  over  the 
acific  war  against  Japan,  and  had  asked  General  Eisenhower  to  draw 
plans  for  an  invasion  of  Italy  using  no  forces  beyond  what  he  had 
On  hand.  This  last  limitation  was  repeated  on  July  26th  when  the  general 
"'as  ordered  to  carry  out  his  plans. 

The  invasion  of  Italy  was  a  tw'o-pronged  effort.  On  September  3rd 
^0  British  divisions  under  General  Montgomery  crossed  the  Straits  of 
essina  and  began  to  move  northw'ard  against  little  opposition.  Six  days 
or  a  British  airborne  division  from  Bizerte  was  landed  at  Taranto  and 
ogan  to  move  up  the  Adriatic  coast.  On  the  same  day,  September  9th, 
0  Fifth  Army  of  two  American  and  two  British  divisions  under  Lieu- 
onant  General  Mark  W.  Clark  landed  at  Salerno.  The  landing  site  was 
'll  the  next  bay  south  of  the  famous  Bay  of  Naples,  and  separated  from 
y  the  rugged  Sorrento  Peninsula.  There  was  no  preliminary  bombard- 
by  naval  guns,  in  order  to  retain  tactical  surprise,  and  the  American 


ts  came  over  the  heavily  mined  and  barbwired  beaches  right  into  the 
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face  of  the  German  i6th  Panzer  Division.  Within  three  days,  six  German 
divisions,  four  of  them  motorized,  were  around  the  Salerno  beachhead, 
with  six  hundred  tanks.  In  fierce  fighting,  the  area  was  slowly  expanded, 
although  at  one  point  the  German  counterattacks  almost  broke  through 
to  the  beach.  Naval  gunfire  against  the  German  tanks  was  the  decisive 
factor  in  a  seesaw  struggle. 

On  September  13th  the  American  82nd  Airborne  Division  w^s 
dropped  behind  the  beachhead.  About  the  same  time,  Rommel,  m 
command  in  nonhern  Italy,  refused  to  release  reinforcements  to  Kessel* 
ring  in  the  south.  On  September  i6th  the  latter  commander  authorized  a 
withdrawal  from  the  area  in  order  to  get  beyond  the  range  of  nava 
gunfire.  On  the  same  day,  Montgomery’s  Eighth  Army  made  contact 
with  Clark’s  Fifth  Armv.  and  an  Allied  line  was  stretched  across  Italy 
to  the  Adriatic.  This  line  moved  slowly  northward,  capturing  Naples 
on  the  first  day  of  October  1943.  The  city  was  a  shambles,  filled  wit 
wreckage  and  heavih'  boobv-trapped;  the  water  supply  had  been  delib" 
erately  polluted,  and  all  food  stores  and  government  records  had  beeti 
destroyed;  the  harbor  area,  coniplerelv  in  flames,  was  filled  with  sunken 
ships,  locomotives,  and  other  large  objects  to  make  it  unusable. 


was  the  kind  of  situation  where  American 


energy 


humanitarianisni. 


and 

ingenuity  excelled;  sanitation  and  order  were  restored  at  once,  fnnd 
was  provided  for  the  hungry  Italians,  and  the  harbor  was  cleaned  up  s<> 
successfully  that  it  was  handling  tonnage  beyond  its  prewar  rated  ca¬ 
pacity  within  three  months. 

By  October  7th  the  Allied  advance  had  been  stopped  on  the  Vohumo 
River  line  twentv  miles  north  of  Naples.  Two  months  later,  when  Gen^ 
eral  Eisenhower  was  transferred  to  take  over  the  Supreme  Comma 
for  the  approaching  invasion  of  western  Europe,  the  Allied  Hues  ha 
moved  northward  no  farther  than  the  German  Gustav  Line,  d  his  Hne, 
eighty  miles  south  of  Rome  and  following,  roughly,  the  Rapido  Rivc^ 
in  the  west  and  the  low’er  Garigliano  in  the  east,  took  every  advantage 
of  the  rugged  terrain,  and  allowed  the  enemy  to  inflict  heavy  casualties 
on  the  attackers,  especially  by  artillery  fire  from  the  greatly  fea 
German  88-mm.  guns.  To  outflank  this  position,  an  amphibious  laiin  g 
was  ordered  bev’ond  the  German  rear  at  Anzio,  just  north  of  the  Ponone 
•Vlarshes,  thirty  miles  south  of  Rome.  Originally  the  landing  w'as  to  ba^e 
been  made  in  one  operation,  leaving  the  Allied  forces  on  a  beach  wi 
supplies  for  eight  days  and  no  provision  for  any  reinforcements  or 
plenishment  from  the  sea.  This  w'as  based  on  the  expectation  that  ^ 
main  Allied  forces  would  come  up  from  the  south  in  time  to  re 
the  new  beachhead.  When  it  became  clear  that  the  Allied  forces  cou^^ 
not  advance  up  the  peninsula,  the  plan  w'as  canceled  on  December  a-  ' 
Three  davs  later,  at  a  hurriedlv  summoned  conference  at  Tunis,  Chur 
ill  was  able  to  have  the  plan  reinstated,  offering  a  British  division  to  g 
with  the  single  American  division  originally  planned. 


Riv 
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January  20,  1944,  General  Clark  tried  to  cross  tlie  flooded  Rapido 
tlie  foot  of  the  great  hill  on  \\  hich  stood  the  ancient  Benedic- 
'^'Be  Alonasterv  of  .Monte  Cassino.  His  aim  was  to  advance  northward 
fOM’ard  Anzio.  After  two  days  of  bloodv  fighting,  the  crossing  had  to 
abandoned;  that  same  day  (January  22nd)  the  two  Allied  divisions 
landed  at  Anzio,  hoping  to  cut  the  German  communications  going 
southward  toward  .Monte  Cassino.  The  landing  was  easy,  but  witliin  a 
"eek  .Marshal  Kcsselring  was  .able  to  shift  sufficient  forces  from  the 
subsiding  Rapido  front  to  seal  off  the  .\nzio  beachhead.  Although  the 
^llies  committed  four  more  divisions  to  the  Anzio  operation,  giving  si.x 
ui  all,  they  could  not  break  out  of  the  German  vise.  The  result  was  a 
stalemate  in  which  the  Germans  could  hold  both  the  Rapido  line  and 
the  Anzio  line  bv  shifting  forces  rapidly  from  one  to  the  other  as  seemed 
t>ecessar\'. 

As  is  usual  in  a  stalemate,  there  was  much  of  criticism  of  these  opera- 
tions,  especially  from  the  Allied  side.  It  was  suggested  that  the  German 
success  in  holding  the  Rapido  was  due  to  the  accuracy  of  their  artillery 
^te  and  that  this  was  being  .spotted  from  the  ancient  monastery  (founded 
uy  St.  Benedict  in  a.d.  529)  on  the  top  of  .Monte  Cassino.  It  was  further 
suggested  that  General  Clark  should  have  obliterated  the  monastery  \yith 
aerial  bombardment  but  had  failed  to  do  so  because  he  was  a  Catholic. 
After  February  15,  1944,  General  Clark  did  destroy  the  site  completely 
>>'  .-Air  Force  bombs  without  helping  the  situation  a  bit.  VVe  now  know 
that  the  Germans  had  not  been  using  the  monastery;  but,  once  it  was 
tlcstroyed  by  us,  the\'  dug  into  the  rubble  to  make  a  stronger  defen.se. 

The  stalemate  on  the  Gustav  Line  was  broken  in  the  latter  half  of 
■  lay  1944.  that  time  French,  Polish,  and  Italian  units  were  fighting 
un  the  Allied  side,  giving  twenty-seven  Allied  divisions  against  twentv^ 
German.  On  May  i6th  a  French  corps  crossed  the  Garigliano  River, 
and  three  days  later,  after  terrible  casualties,  a  Polish  division  captured 
T>nte  Cassino.  Kesselring  sullenly  withdrew  northward,  followed  by 
he  Allied  forces.  The  latter  nere  greeted  with  hysterical  enthusiasm 
y  the  liberated  Italians.  On  .May  25th  contact  was  made  with  the  Anzio 
utecs,  and,  on  June  4,  1944,  the  .American  88th  Division,  an  all-.sclective- 
®£rvice  unit,  entered  Rome. 


As  the  liberating  forces  came  in  and  the  Gennans  hurriedly  withdrew, 
^onie  was  little  short  of  a  madhouse.  Hundreds  of  prisoners  held  by  the 
'ernians  and  neo-Fascist  secret  police  were  murdered  in  their  cells,  and 
^•pless  civilians  were  murdered  as  hostages  or  in  reprisal  bv'  the  re- 
^tcating  German  forces.  Guerrilla  bands  behind  the  German  lines  per- 
urmed  good  services  to  the  .Allied  cause,  harassing  communications, 
assisting  Allied  intelligence,  and  helping  escaping  prisoners.  .Many  of 
lose  guerrillas  were  fighting  for  social  revolution  as  well  as  for  the 
'.ration  of  Italy,  and  there  was  a  good  deal  of  rivalry  and  even  of 
'Violent  conflict  among  them.  The  dominant  influence  was  that  of  the 
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Communists,  who  were  more  highly  disciplined  and  more  closely  con¬ 
trolled  than  the  non-Communist  units. 

The  fall  of  Mussolini  gave  a  considerable  impetus  to  postwar  planning 
vv'ithin  the  Allied  camps.  There  had  been  a  certain  amount  of  this  during 
the  dark  days  from  1939  to  1943,  but  on  the  whole  the  Allied  leaders 
were  reluctant  to  commit  themselves  to  any  projects  which  might  re¬ 
strict  their  freedom  of  action  in  conducting  the  war  or  in  manipulating 
its  diplomatic  and  propagandist  background.  The  collapse  of  one  of  the 
enemy  states,  howei'er,  made  it  necessary  to  devote  some  serious  at¬ 
tention  to  postwar  plans.  At  the  same  time,  experiences  in  Italy  showed 
that  the  problems  of  the  postwar  era  would  be  much  broader  than 
merely  political  or  diplomatic,  and  would  include  social,  economic,  and 
ideological  problems  on  a  scale  never  experienced  previously.  It  was 
clear  that  the  povert)',  confusion,  and  human  suffering  found  by  our 
advancing  armies  in  Italy  would  be  increased  tenfold  when  the  much 
more  bitter  resistance  of  Germany  had  been  overcome. 

In  order  to  avoid  any  repetition  of  the  widespread  Allied  “deals”  with 
Darlan  and  other  “VAchyites,”  the  occupied  areas  of  Italy  were  subjecte 
to  a  completely  military'  Alhed  government,  although,  to  obtain  leg^^ 
continuity  and  legal  justification  for  this  government,  the  various  agree- 
ments  were  signed  by  Badoglio.  Even  this  small  amount  of  contact  wit 
ex-Fascist  leaders  aroused  adverse  comment  in  certain  circles  in  the 
United  States,  although  at  the  same  time  and,  usually,  in  the  same  circles, 
there  was  objection  to  the  use  of  a  purelv  military  administration  as  an 
alternative.  The  only  other  possibility  would  have  been  to  turn  the 
newly  liberated  areas  over  to  the  local  anti-Fascist  native  groups.  This 
last  solution  was  out  of  the  question,  for  these  groups  were  general  y 
so  determined  on  social  and  economic  revolution  that  they  would  have 
created  conflicts  and  disturbances  which  would  have  jeopardized  t  e 
position  of  our  arrnies  of  occupation  and  would  certainly  have  increase 
the  social  and  economic  problems  which  most  Americans  were  eager  to 
reduce.  These  social  and  economic  problems  were  mostly  of  a  very 
practical  nature  and  were  concerned  with  starvation,  disease,  pti°“ 
order,  and  the  care  of  displaced  persons. 

All  these  problems  were  drastically  increased  by  the  ruthless  de^ru*^' 


itself- 

left 


tiveness  of  the  German  forces  as  they  withdrew  toward  Germany 
Food  supplies  were  taken  away  or  were  destroyed;  millions  were  1 
homeless,  many  of  them  far  from  their  homes  and  in  pitiful  conditions 
of  semistarvation  and  disease.  These  conditions,  which  became  steadi) 
worse  as  the  war  drew  to  its  close,  made  a  great  appeal  to  the  huniair' 
tarian  feelings  of  Americans,  and  presented  problems  with  which 
ican  generosity  and  organizational  efficiency  were  well  able  to  deal.  ^ 
the  other  hand,  Americans  had  weak  political  interests  and  narrow 
ideological  training  and  w  ere  eager  to  avoid  problems  such  as  forms  0 


WORLD  WAR  II:  EBB  OF  AGGRESSION,  I941-I945  769 

government,  patterns  of  property  distribution,  or  nationalistic  disputes. 

is,  then,  not  surprising  that  American  postwar  planning  and  the  be¬ 
havior  of  American  administrators  neglected  the  latter  kinds  of  prob¬ 
lems  to  devote  their  energies  to  the  more  practical  tasks  of  material 
sunhval.  On  the  political,  legal,  or  ideological  problems  the  American 
liberators”  had  little  to  offer  beyond  rather  vague  and  idealistic  praise 
of  democracy,  private  ownership,  and  freedom. 

While  the  military  efforts  of  the  Anglo-Americans  were,  in  full 
public  view,  passing  from  victory  to  victory  in  the  early  months  of 
•943>  a  very  ominous  situation  had  arisen  behind  the  scenes  in  respect 
to  their  relations  with  the  Soviet  Union.  We  have  already  mentioned 
the  evidence  that  quite  incompatible  decisions  about  the  postwar  world 
had  been  made  in  Washington  and  Moscow  at  this  time.  The  decision 
ui  Washington  seems  to  have  been  that  every  effort  would  be  made, 
through  wartime  concessions  to  the  Soviet  Union,  to  obtain  Russian 
cooperation  in  a  postwar  international  organization  and  that  all  territorial 
problems  should  be  left  to  the  postwar  period.  The  decision  in  Moscow 
seems  to  have  been  that  the  Anglo-American  Powers  could  not  be  trusted 
and  that  the  Soviet  Union  must  seek  to  ensure  its  postwar  security  by 
creation  of  a  series  of  satellite  and  buffer  states  on  its  western  frontier. 
The  incompatibility  of  these  points  of  view  gave  rise  to  the  Polish  crisis 
of  May  1943. 

After  the  Nazi-Soviet  division  of  Poland  in  September  1939,  a  Polish 
government-in-exile  was  established  in  France  and  later  in  London,  with 
General  Wladyslaw  Sikorski  as  prime  minister.  This  government,  al¬ 
though  recognized  as  the  successor  to  the  defeated  Polish  government 
by  most  of  the  world,  was  not  recognized  by  the  Axis  Powers  or  by 
the  Soviet  Union.  These  pretended  that  Poland  had  ceased  to  exist. 
Russia,  which  had  received  half  of  Poland,  with  13.2  million  of  Poland’s 
35  million  inhabitants,  incorporated  these  areas  into  the  Soviet  Union, 
unposing  Soviet  citizenship  on  the  inhabitants,  and  forced  over  a  million 
of  them  to  go  to  other  parts  of  Russia  to  work  in  mines,  in  factories,  or 
on  farms.  Afost  educated  or  professional  persons  among  the  Poles  were 
attested  and  put  into  concentration  camps  with  the  captured  officers  of 
the  Polish  armies.  In  the  meantime  the  portions  of  Poland  taken  by 
Germany  had  been  divided  into  two  parts,  of  which  the  w'estern  (with 
•0.5  million  inhabitants)  was  incorporated  into  Germany,  and  the  rest 
(with  1 1.5  million  inhabitants,  and  including  Warsaw)  was  organized 
as  the  government-general  of  Poland  under  German  administration.  The 
^azis  sought  to  force  all  ethnic  Poles  into  the  government-general;  to 
exterminate,  either  directly  or  through  the  exhaustion  and  malnutrition 
uf  slave  labor,  all  the  educated  elements  among  the  Polish  people;  and 
murder  without  compunction  the  country’s  large  Jewish  population. 

The  German  attack  on  the  Soviet  Union  on  June  22,  1941  led  to  a 
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brief  reversal  of  the  Kremlin’s  attitude  toward  Poland.  In  an  apparent 
effort  to  obtain  Polish  support  in  the  struggle  with  Germany,  the  Soviet 
Union  reestablished  diplomatic  relations  with  the  Polish  government-in- 
e.xile  in  London,  and  signed  an  agreement  on  July  30,  1941  by  which  the 
Soviet-German  partition  treaties  of  1939  were  canceled,  a  general  am¬ 
nesty  was  granted  Polish  citizens  imprisoned  in  the  Soviet  Union,  and 
General  W’ladyslaw  Anders  was  allowed  to  organize  a  new  Polish 
army  from  the  Poles  in  the  Soviet  Union.  Efforts  to  create  this  arniy 
were  hampered  by  the  fact  that  about  10,000  Polish  officers  along  with 
about  5,000  Polish  intellectuals  and  professional  persons,  all  of  whom 
had  been  held  in  three  camps  in  western  Russia,  could  not  be  found.  In 
addition  at  least  100,000  Polish  prisoners  of  war,  out  of  the  230,000 
captured  by  Soviet  forces  in  September  1939,  had  been  exterminated  in 
Soviet  labor  camps  from  starvation  and  overwork,  and  over  a  million 
Polish  civilians  were  being  similarly  treated. 

Constant  obstacles  were  offered  "by  the  Soviet  authorities  to  the  efforts 
of  General  Anders  to  reconstruct  a  Polish  army  in  the  east.  When 
rations  were  cut  to  26,000  to  feed  a  force  of  70,000  soldiers  and  many 
thousands  of  Polish  civilian  refugees,  Anders  obtained  permission  to 
evacuate  his  force  to  Iran  (.Vlarch  1942).  It  was  this  group  which 
fought  so  w  ell  the  following  years  in  Italy  and  in  western  Europe. 

As  soon  as  Anders’s  forces  left  Russia,  the  Soviet  leaders  began  to 
organize  a  group  of  Polish  and  Russian  Communists  into  a  so-calle 
Union  of  Polish  Patriots  w  hich  sponsored  a  Polish-language  radio  station 
and  a  new  Communist-controlled  Polish  army  in  Russia.  In  January^ 
1943,  .Moscow  informed  the  Sikorski  government  in  London  that  a 
Poles  originating  from  the  provinces  occupied  by  Soviet  forces  m 
September  1939  would  be  regarded  as  Soviet  subjects. 

While  Soviet-Polish  relations  w'ere  deteriorating,  the  German  radio 
suddenly  announced,  on  April  13,  1943,  that  German  forces  in  occupie 
Russia  had  discovered,  at  Katyn  near  Smolensk,  Russia,  mass 
containing  the  bodies  of  5,000  Polish  officers  who  had  been  murdere 
bv  the  Soviet  authorities  in  the  spring  of  1940.  Moscow^  called  this  a 
Nazi  propaganda  trick  and  declared  that  the  Polish  officers  had  been 
murdered  and  buried  by  the  Nazis  themselves  when  they  captured  t  e 
officers  and  the  locality  by  overrunning  this  Soviet  territory  and  its 
concentration  camps  in  August  1941.  When  the  Polish  government  m 
London  requested  an  investigation  of  this  crime  at  the  site  by  tlte  Inter¬ 
national  Red  Cross,  the  Soviet  government  broke  off  diplomatic  relations 
w  ith  the  Sikorski  government  on  the  grounds  that  it  had  fallen  victim  to 
Nazi  propaganda  because  of  anti-Soviet  feeling. 

The  Katyn  massacres  were  a  subject  of  controversy  for  years.  Today 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  great  mass  of  evidence  indicates  that  these 
victims,  numbering  4,243,  met  their  deaths  by  being  shot  through  tie 
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I'ack  of  the  neck  in  the  early'  spring  of  1940  and  not  August  1941  (or 
®tcr),  when  the  area  was  in  German  possession.  This  evidence,  which 
c  earlv  indicates  Soviet  guilt,  includes  the  following  points:  (i)  the 
'•ctinis  were  w  earing  the  uniforms  and  hoots  issued  to  them  at  the  out¬ 
break  of  war  in  1939,  and  these  were  in  good  condition,  show'ing  a  niini- 
niuin  of  wear  as  might  be  the  case  in  April  1940,  hut  could  not  have 
been  true  in  August  1941;  (2)  all  letters,  journals,  or  documents  on  the 
bodies  had  dates  previous  to  Mav  1940,  and  in  no  case  later;  (3)  the 
Victims  w'cre  arranged  in  the  graves  in  groups  in  the  same  order  in  which 
thev  had  been  removed  from  the  Soviet  concentration  camp  at  Kozielski 
bbi  March  and  April  1940;  (4)  the  victims  wrote  letters  to  their  families 

home  up  to  April  1940,  but  not  later;  (5)  letters  to  victims  from  their 
Emilies  were  delivered  bv  Soviet  authorities  up  to  April  1940,  but  w'ere 
returned  to  the  senders  as  undeliverable  after  that  date;  (6)  in  private 
eonversations  various  Soviet  authorities  at  various  times  admitted  the 
biHirders.  There  is  much  other  evidence  showing  Soviet  guilt  in  this 
‘iffair,  but  it  must  not  be  forgotten  that  both  Soviet  Russia  and  Nazi 
'^erniany  were  determined  to  e.xterminate  all  Polish  leaders  and  the 
b^olish  nation  by  reducing  tlie  leaderless  Poles  to  the  status  of  slave 
laborers  and  that  Germany  also  w'ould  have  killed  these  Polish  officers  if 
‘^'bey  had  captured  them,  since  the  Germans  did  e.xterminate  4,000,000 
Poles  in  this  way  during  the  w'ar.  Although  the  number  of  bodies  at 
Katym  was  less  than  5,000,  the  number  of  officers  murdered  was  almost 
t^Wice  this  figure,  the  rest,  apparently,  having  been  drowmed  in  the 
^'^liite  Sea. 

The  crisis  in  Soviet- Polish  relations  in  the  spring  of  1943  marks  a 
b^urning  point  in  the  relations  of  the  three  Great  Powers  fighting  Ger- 
niany,  although  every^  effort  was  made  to  conceal  this  fact  at  that  time, 
rtom  March  1943  onward,  the  Soviet  authorities  did  all  they  could  to 
build  up  the  Union  of  Polish  Patriots  as  the  center  of  aspirations  of 
Poles  still  suffering  in  their  ow  n  country,  while,  at  the  same  time, 
Washington  began  to  pay  the  Polisli  govemment-in-exile  an  annual  sub¬ 
sidy  of  512.5  million  to  finance  its  underground  organizations  in  Poland 
“ud  its  diplomatic  relations  w'ith  Latin-American  countries.  Within 
(bland  itself,  the  London  government  soon  had  a  secret  army  and  a 
^^cret  underground  government,  including  a  parliament,  schools,  and  a 
^.b'steni  of  courts.  This  government  met  in  secret,  made  decisions,  and 
^■Wcuted  sentences  on  disloyal  Poles,  especially  on  collaborators  with  the 

Nazis. 


Nazi  plans  aimed  at  the  eventual  extermination  of  the  Poles  and  the 
ulish  nation.  In  the  w  inter  of  1939-1940,  all  Poles  w-erc  deported,  street 
b.V  street  with  only  a  few'  hours'  notice,  from  the  western  areas  annexed 
b-'b  Gennan\’  into  the  government-general.  In  tlic  latter  areas,  under 
b^lbe  rule  of  Hans  Frank  and  Arthur  Sevss-Inquart,  all  wealth  which  could 
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be  used  by  Germany  was  confiscated  and  removed;  all  Polish  institutions 
of  higher  learning  or  culture  were  abolished,  so  that  only  elementary 
schools  (and  these  conducted  in  the  German  language)  were  allowed; 
all  outstanding  persons  ^vere  murdered;  millions  were  deported  west¬ 
ward  to  work  as  slave  laborers  in  German  factories;  the  food  con¬ 
sumption  of  those  who  remained  was  reduced  by  German  seizure  of 
food  supplies  to  a  quarter  of  the  daily  need  (to  600  calories);  and  various 
measures,  such  as  separation  of  the  sexes,  wxre  taken  to  prevent  the 
reproduction  of  Poles.  Under  these  circumstances  it  is  remarkable  that 
Polish  spirit  could  not  be  broken,  that  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Poles 
continued  to  resist  in  guerrilla  bands,  in  the  underground  “Home  Army" 
under  Generals  “Grot”  (Stefan  Roweeki)  and  “Bor”  (Thaddeus  Ko- 
morowski),  and  that  sabotage,  propaganda,  spying,  and  communication 
with  the  Polish  government  in  London  continued  to  flourish. 

At  the  time  these  events  were  taking  place,  the  people  of  the  English- 
speaking  ^\’orld  ^\■ere  almost  totally  ignorant  of  the  diplomatic  contro¬ 
versies  behind  the  scenes  and  almost  equally  ignorant  of  the  conditions 
of  life  in  German-occupied  Europe.  On  the  other  hand,  they  were  fully 
aware  of  the  victory  in  North  Africa,  of  the  conquest  of  Sicily,  and  of 
the  invasion  of  Italy.  The  strategic  decisions  involved  in  these  campaigns 
and,  above  all,  the  decision  of  September  1943  to  reject  Churchill’s  plans 
for  a  Balkan  campaign  in  order  to  concentrate  on  the  cross-Channel 
offensive  for  1944,  were  of  vital  importance  in  setting  the  form  that 
postwar  Europe  would  take.  If  the  strategic  decision  of  1943  had  been 
made  differently,  to  postpone  the  cross-Channel  attack  and,  instead,  to 
concentrate  on  an  assault  from  the  Aegean  across  Bulgaria  and  Romania 
toward  Poland  and  Slovakia,  the  postwar  situation  would  have  been 
quite  different.  This  we  can  say  with  assurance  even  though  we  cannot 
say  with  any  certainty  w’hat  the  difference  would  have  been. 

In  the  course  of  1943,  while  Roosevelt,  Churchill,  and  Stalin  were 
still  devoting  their  chief  attention  to  the  conduct  of  the  war,  their 
foreign  ministers,  Cordell  Hull,  Anthony  Eden,  and  Vyachislav  Molo¬ 
tov,  were  giving  increasing  attention  to  planning  for  postwar  problems. 
The  chief  of  these  problems  w  hich  were  discussed  were:  (1)  the  eco¬ 
nomic  demobilization  of  the  victor  Pow'^ers,  (2)  the  relief  and  rehabili¬ 
tation  of  the  defeated  countries  and  of  the  liberated  areas,  (3)  problems 
involving  refugees  and  displaced  persons,  (4)  problems  of  finance  and 
of  international  monetarv^  exchanges,  (5)  the  punishment  of  “war  crimi¬ 
nals  in  the  defeated  states,  (6)  the  forms  of  government  of  these  states 
and  of  the  liberated  states,  (7)  territorial  questions  such  as  the  boundaries 
of  Germany,  of  Hungarvq  or  of  Poland,  (8)  the  disposition  of  the  colonial 
possessions,  or,  as  they  w^ere  called,  the  “dependent  areas,”  of  both  vic¬ 
tors  and  vanquished,  (9)  the  problem  of  the  postwar  political  relation¬ 
ships  of  the  victorious  states  and  of  the  world  as  a  whole. 
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It  is  evident  that  many  of  these  problems  were  of  an  explosive  nature 
2tid  could  lead  to  disputes  among  the  Allies  and  possibly  even  to  a 
'Weakening  of  their  joint  anti-German  efforts.  As  a  consequence,  the 
toreign  ministers’  discussions  of  manv  of  these  problems  were  tentative 
®od  hesitant  and  w^ere  frequently  interrupted  to  confer  with  the  three 
I'eads  of  governments.  Even  on  this  higher  level,  agreement  could  not  be 
reached  in  some  cases,  and  these  problems  were  generally  put  aside  lest 
efforts  to  reach  an  agreement  alienate  the  Allies  to  the  detriment  of  their 
'yar  efforts  against  Germany.  This  was  most  emphatically  true  of  ques- 
'^jons  involving  the  possible  postwar  situation  in  eastern  Europe  where 
‘^'re  frontiers  of  Germany,  of  Poland,  and  of  the  Soviet  Union  or  the 
^ratus  of  Poland  and  of  the  Baltic  states  were  far  too  controversial  to 
^  raised  except  in  a  most  tentative  way. 

fr  has  frequently  been  argued  in  recent  years  that  failure  to  reach 
any  agreement  on  the  territorial  and  governmental  settlement  of  eastern 
^rope  while  the  war  w'as  still  in  progress  meant  that  these  questions 
"'ould  tend  to  be  settled  by  the  military  situation  in  existence  at  the  end 
?  ^he  War  with  little  consideration  for  questions  of  legality,  humanity, 
reedom,  nationalism,  the  rights  of  small  states,  or  other  factors  which 
^re  mentioned  so  frequently  in  the  Allied  wartime  propaganda.  Spe- 
'  tally,  this  meant  that  the  ^viet  armies  would  undoubtedly  dominate 
trn  Europe  once  Germany  was  defeated  and  that  these  armies  could 
Ke  a  settlement  based  on  force  unless  the  Soviet  Union  had  been  com- 
P®  to,  before  the  complete  defeat  of  Germany,  to  make  agreements 
g  Its  fellow  Allies  for  some  more  desirable  settlement  in  eastern 
These  arguments  usually  assume  that  the  Soviet  Union  was 


''^luctant 


. . .  to  make  an  early  agreement  on  this  subject  and  that  it  could 

duri^  forced  to  do  so  because  of  its  need  for  American  supplies 
thr'*^^  lighting.  This  assumption  implies  that  America  should  have 
t-atened  to  reduce  or  to  cut  off  Lend-Lease  supplies  going  to  the 
let  Union  unless  w^e  could  obtain  Soviet  agreement  to  the  kind  of 
hi  ^ni'opean  settlement  we  wanted.  These  arguments  are  based  on 
^sight  and  not  on  any  realistic  understanding  of  the  historical  facts 
'^jfhey  developed.  ' 

Was  clear,  from  the  published  documents,  that  the  Soviet  Union 

War  obtain  some  early  agreement  on  the  eastern  European  post- 

settlement  and  that  both  the  United  States  and  Britain  were  reluc- 
eoul(3°  ^“e:h  an  agreement,  apparently  because  of  the  fear  that  xve 

exn  price  of  extensive  concessions  to  Russia  at  the 

Use  smaller  eastern  European  states.  We  were  unwilling  to 

bee  ‘^nii’^rol  of  Lend-Lease  supplies  to  force  concessions  from  Russia 
I'esi  f  reduction  of  such  supplies,  bv  weakening  the  Soviet  Union’s 

Anp-I  Germany,  would  increase  Genuany’s  ability  to  fight  the 

^'Americans  and  would  lengthen  the  war.  .Moreover,  Soviet  ideas 
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on  the  Baltic  states  and  the  eastern  frontiers  of  Poland  were  so  rigidly 
uncompromising  that  no  concessions  could  have  been  obtained  on  these 
points  except,  perhaps,  by  reducing  Lend-Lease  shipments  to  a  degree 
which  the  Anglo-Americans,  in  their  own  interests,  were  unwilling  to  do. 
It  was  feared  that  any  drastic  Anglo-American  pressure  on  Russia  if 
this  form  would  lead  to  violent  protests  from  the  electorate  in  Britain 
and  in  the  United  States,  since  the  citizens  of  the  two  democratic  Powers 
were  much  more  concerned  with  getting  on  with  the  war  than  they 
with  the  posrwar  situation  of  the  Poles  or  of  the  Baltic  states.  Moreover, 
the  Anglo-American  leaders  were  fearful  that,  if  Russia’s  ability  to  figh'^ 
Germany  was  reduced  bv  any  curtailing  of  supplies,  the  Soviet  leaders 
might  make  a  separate  peace  with  Hitler,  allowing  the  Nazis  to  turn  the 
full  brunt  of  their  furv  westward.  Rumors  of  possible  Soviet-Nazi  dis¬ 
cussions  looking  toward  a  separate  peace  were  circulating  in  London 
and  Washington  at  various  times,  particularly  in  the  latter  part  of  1943’ 
and  the  Anglo-American  leaders  were  too  clearly  aware  of  the  sudcic 
Nazi-Soviet  agreement  of  August  1939  to  push  the  Russians  so  h^t 
that  they  might  make  another,  more  fateful,  agreement  of  a  .simia'^ 
character. 

The  blunt  truth  which  was  faced  by  the  Anglo-American  leader 
throughout  the  war  was  that  full-scale  Soviet  resistance  to  Germany 
seemed  essential  if  the  Nazis  were  ever  to  be  beaten  and  that 


seemed,  at  the  time,  to  be  lesser  or  more  remote  considerations 


had  ti 

yield  to  that  fundamental  fact.  Winston  Churchill,  in  June  194*’ 
welcomed  the  Russians  as  allies  against  Hitler  with  the  statement  that 
would  be  ready  to  ally  with  the  devil  in  hell  if  the  devil  was 
fight  Hitler.  Naturally,  this  point  of  view  became  less  extreme  as^^^^^ 
defeat  of  Hitler  became  less  remote,  but  the  Germans  fought  so  '  ’ 

up  to  the  very  end  of  the  war,  that  it  never  became  possible  to  n 
any  Soviet  concessions  in  regard  to  the  postwar  political  settlement 
eastern  Europe.  Instead,  the  tactic  was  adopted,  wholeheartedly  by 
ident  Roosevelt,  more  reluctantly  by  Prime  Minister  Cliurchill,  of 
to  win  the  Soviet  leaders,  especially  Stalin,  to  a  less  suspicious  and  mo 
conciliatory  mood  bv  full-scale  cooperation  in  the  war  and  by 
concessions  to  Soviet  sensibilities  on  wider  issues.  This  alternative  p 
was  by  no  means  an  eas>’  one,  for  Soviet  suspicions  were  so  c  <  ^ 
the  surface  and  Soviet  sensibilities  were  so  touchy  that  cooperation 
these  people  prov'ed  to  be  a  very  delicate  and  unpleasant  businc.ss.  ^ 
however,  a  business  at  which  Roosevelt  was  personally  adept, 
worked,  adequately  enough,  until  the  war  with  Germany  and  Roosev 
life  drew  to  their  close  together  in  the  spring  of  1945. 

The  various  postwar  problems  we  have  mentioned  were  <- 
at  a  series  of  high-level  conferences  during  the  war  years.  At  a^ 
ference  in  Washington  in  March  1943,  Eden  and  Roosevelt  agi^c 
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rniany  should  be  broken  up  into  three  or  four  states  after  its  defeat, 
not  see  eye  to  eye  on  many  other  matters.  Roosevelt  felt  that 


'‘I'  y  the  four  Great  Powers  would  need  to  be  armed  in  the  postwa. 
'orld  and  could  keep  the  peace  for  all  other  states  if  they  could  agree 
^'^ong  themselves.  Other  states,  relieved  of  the  burden  of  armaments, 
u  d  devote  all  their  resources  to  economic  reconstruction.  The  four 
^  rcat  Po^\•ers  would  be  helped  in  the  task  of  keeping  the  peace  for  all 
y  their  joint  possession  of  various  strategic  points  throughout  the 
"odd,  like  Dakar  or  Formosa,  and  could  work  together  to  instruct  the 
P  he  opinion  of  the  world  by  a  joint  sponsorship  of  informational 
^®oters  scattered  aliout  the  globe.  In  such  a  system,  in  which  lesser  states 
'  not  have  to  defend  themselves,  there  coulil  be  no  objection,  in  Roose- 
^  t  s  thinking,  to  separating  peoples,  like  the  Serbs  and  Croats,  who 
"‘U  not  agree,  or  in  providing  independence  for  dependent  areas,  such 
''s  Hong  Kong.  .Most  of  this  made  little  sense  to  Eden,  who  was  not 
P^’epared  to  give  up  Hong  Kong  or  other  portions  of  the  British  colonial 
possessions  or  to  see  the  Soviet  Union  on  the  borders  of  a  Europe  in 
>ch  all  other  states  wxre  disarmed.  The  chief  areas  of  agreement  at 
IS  conference  were  that  German\"  should  be  dismembered  after  the 
"'at  and  that  Poland  could  obtain  East  Prussia. 

"■()  months  later,  at  the  so-called  “Trident”  Conference  in  W  ashing- 

Churchill  and  Roo.sevelt  went  over  the  same  matters  (.May  1943). 
0  cross-Channel  attack.  Overlord,  was  set  for  Alav  1944,  and  an  in- 
.  aerial  bombardment  of  Germanv  ordered  as  a  preliminary.  No 

'niportant  decisions  could  be  made  on  postw  ar  problems,  although  the 
®hnosphere  w’as  brightened  bv  a  Soviet  announcement  of  the  abolition 
Communist  International  and  an  Anglo-American  announcement 
"^^^uiicing  extraterritorial  rights  in  China. 

^  he  next  conference,  held  in  .May  and  June  1943  at  Hot  Springs, 
‘^gmia,  w’as  of  a  technical  nature,  and  discussed  postw^ar  food  and 
^ficultural  problems.  From  this  conference  there  emerged  a  United 
^^ations  Food  and  Agriculture  Organization  (FAO),  an  advisory  body 
°  Collect  and  disseminate  agricultural  information,  as  had  been  done 
by  the  League  of  Nations  affiliate,  the  International  Institute 
^griculture  in  Rome. 

o.seIy  related  to  FAO,  but  of  a  temporary  rather  than  permanent 
aracter  and  possessing  administrative  rather  than  simply  advisory 
United  Nations  Relief  and  Rehabilitation  Administration 
Atl  ■  meeting  of  this  international  organization,  at 

antic  City,  New'  Jersey,  in  November  1943,  forty-four  nations  agreed 
contribute  1  percent  of  their  national  incomes  to  purchase  relief  sup- 
of  \T  'Car-devastated  peoples.  Herbert  Lehman,  former  governor 
c\\’  York,  w  as  elected  director-general  of  the  new  organization. 


the 


meantime,  in  August  1943  at  Quebec,  in  what  is  sometimes 
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called  the  “Quadrant”  Conference,  Churchill  and  Roosevelt  found  some 
time  for  discussion  of  posnvar  policy,  although  their  chief  concern  rvas 
with  Italy,  with  Overlord,  and  with  a  new  supplement  to  Overlord  con¬ 
sisting  of  an  invasion  of  southern  France  from  the  Mediterranean  Sea 
and  up  the  Rhone  Valley.  This  new  invasion,  known  as  Anvil,  was  to 
launched  in  the  summer  of  1944.  . , 

At  Quebec,  Churchill  accepted  Roosevelt’s  postwar  projects  wi 
considerable  reluctance.  The  prime  minister  felt  strongly  that  the  Umte 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  would  be  the  two  giants  of  the  post""®^ 
world  and  that  Britain’s  best  interests  lay  in  building  some  kind  of  Boris 
sphere  of  influence  in  Europe  and  in  Asia  as  a  balance  against  these  two 
giants.  He  wished  to  see  two  regional  associations  for  these  two  areaSi 
with  Britain  in  both,  the  two  forming  part,  if  necessary,  of  some  largest 
worldwide  association.  It  soon  became  clear  that  the  United  States  wou 
accept  no  regional  associations  of  this  character,  and  insisted  on  a  wor 
wide  association  of  individual  countries.  The  American  insistence  on 
spheres  of  influence  and  no  settlement  of  frontiers  while  the  war  was  on, 
like  the  American  insistence  that  China  was  a  Great  Power,  was  re^ 
garded  by  the  other  two  Allies  as  childishly  unrealistic  and  even  nyp^ 
ocritical,  especially  as  both  Britain  and  Russia  were  convinced  that 
United  States  was  aiming  to  create  American  spheres  of  interest,  n 
regional  associations,  in  its  areas  of  chief  concern,  Latin  America  a 
the  Far  East. 

Churchill  had  to  accept  Roosevelt’s  projects  for  a  postwar  mt® 
national  organization  for  fear  that  resistance  to  these  might  lead 
revival  of  American  isolationism  following  the  Second  World  Waf) 
had  happened  after  1919.  This,  above  all,  Churchill  had  to  prevent,  si 
it  would  leave  Britain  facing  the  Soviet  Union  with  no  Great  Po 
companionship.  Accordingly,  at  Quebec  in  August  1943,  Churchil 
cepted  Hull’s  draft  for  a  postwar  United  Nations  Organization,  ®  ^ 
sisting  of  four  Great  Powers  and  associated  lesser  Powers  on  ^ 
worldwide  basis.  This  meant  that  Britain  was  committed  to  seek  , 


against  the  Soviet  Union  from  the  United  States  within  the  -- 
Nations  organization  rather  than  through  some  tripartite  balance  0 
power  system  with  spheres  of  influence. 

One  important  consequence  of  this  British  commitment  to  the 
ican  point  of  view  appeared  in  1943  with  respect  to  the  explosive  pto 
of  the  Polish  frontiers.  Britain  and  Russia  reached  a  tentative  agreed 
to  move  the  whole  Polish  state  westward  by  wholesale  transfer^^^^ 
population,  drawing  its  eastern  boundary  along  the  Curzon  Line 
compensating  for  this  loss  of  territory'  in  the  east  by  moving  its  w 
boundary  to  the  Oder  and  Neisse  rivers.  Churchill  sincerely  felt  t^^^ 
this  shift  would  greatly  strengthen  Poland,  since  the  areas  lost 
east  to  Russia  were  largely  su'amps  and  pine  barrens,  while  the 


Unite^l 


WORLD  WAR  II:  EBB  OF  AGGRESSION,  194I-1945  777 

to  be  acquired  from  Germany  in  the  west  were  rich  in  agricultural  and 
ttiineral  resources.  This  project  had  to  be  abandoned,  however,  when  it 
't'as  rejected  by  both  the  United  States  and  Poland.  The  onlv^  agreement 
^hich  could  be  reached  was  an  informal  one  that  Poland  should  obtain 
East  Prussia. 

preparation  for  the  forthcoming  first  meeting  of  the  Big  Three 
(Roosevelt,  Churchill,  and  Stalin)  in  Teheran,  their  foreign  ministers 
in  Moscow  in  October  1943.  Russian  suggestions  to  force  Turkey 
'"'to  the  war  or  to  demand  air  bases  in  Sweden  were  rejected,  and  it  was 
^nerally  agreed  not  to  dismember  Germany  after  the  war  but  to  force 
Cl  mans  to  pay  reparations  for  damages  and  to  undergo  punishment  for 
^times  against  humanity  or  international  lau'.  It  was  agreed  that  a  dis¬ 
armed  Germany  should  be  ruled  jointly  under  an  Inter-Allied  Commis¬ 
sion  and  that  Austria  should  be  reestablished  as  an  independent  countr}'. 
The  chief  achievement  of  the  conference  was  the  signature  of  a  Four- 
ation  Declaration  on  the  United  Nations.  This  document  stated  that 
c  signers  would  continue  to  cooperate  after  the  war  “for  the  organ¬ 
ization  and  maintenance  of  peace  and  security.”  It  further  promised  to 
iireate  “a  general  international  organization  based  on  the  principle  of  the 
sovereign  equality  of  all  peace-loving  states  and  open  to  membership  by 
?  such  states.”  The  four  Powers  also  promised  not  to  use  their  armies 
lu  the  postwar  period  in  the  territories  of  other  states  “except  for  the 
purposes  envisaged  in  this  declaration  and  after  joint  consultation”  and 
Cooperate  together  to  regulate  postwar  armaments.  This  declaration 
significant  because  of  the  American  promise  not  to  relapse  into 
sulation  again  and  because  of  the  American  success  in  having  China 
accepted,  admittedly  with  reluctance,  as  a  Great  Power. 


u  reporting  to  a  joint  session  of  Congress  on  the  significance  of  this 
agreement.  Secretary  of  State  Hull  voiced  that  kind  of  naive  idealism 
ich  made  Churchill  squirm.  He  said,  “As  the  provisions  of  the  Four- 
3tion  Declaration  are  carried  into  effect,  there  will  no  longer  be  need 
ui'  spheres  of  influence,  for  alliances,  for  balancing  of  power,  or  any 
cr  kind  of  special  arrangements  through  which,  in  the  unhappy  past, 
^  nations  strove  to  safeguard  their  security  or  to  promote  their  in- 
I'ests.  ’  He  W'ent  on  to  point  out,  as  a  desirable  fact,  that  questions  of 
Juundarics  had  been  left  in  abeyance  until  the  end  of  hostilities,  as  the 
uited  States  had  desired. 

Just  at  this  time  considerable  efforts  were  being  made  in  the  United 
•  *^0  obtain  popular  commitments  against  any  postwar  return  to 

u  ationism.  On  September  7,  1943,  a  conference  of  leaders  of  the  Re- 
r  lican  Party  at  .Mackinac  Island,  Michigan,  endorsed  the  hopes  for  a 
postwar  international  organization.  Two  weeks  later,  the  Fulbright 
solution  favoring  such  an  organization  passed  the  House  of  Represen- 
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tatives  by  a  vote  of  360  to  19,  and  in  November  a  similar  expression,  the 
Connallv  Resolution,  was  accepted  in  the  Utiited  States  Senate  by  a 
of  85  to  5. 

The  Moscow  Conference  of  Foreign  Ministers  was  followed,  withm 
a  month,  b\'  the  first  meeting  of  the  Big  Three,  held  at  Teheran  from 
November  28  to  December  i,  1943.  Since  Russia  was  not  at  war 
Japan,  there  were  no  Chinese  representatives  at  Teheran,  and  the  Anglo' 
Americans  met  with  these  at  two  separate  conferences  in  Cairo  before 
and  after  the  sessions  in  Teheran  (November  22-26  and  December  3-'^' 
1943).  Although  the  war  against  China  was  being  fought  quite  moc 
pendently  from  the  war  against  Gennanv,  the  Cairo  discussions  fornitN 
a  background  for  the  Teheran  negotiations,  and  undoubtedly  influence 
them.  Once  again,  this  influence  was  exerted  through  strategic  discus¬ 
sions. 

Originally,  American  strategy  against  Japan  had,  under  General 
Arthur’s  influence,  given  a  major  role  to  the  army  with  supporting  ro 
for  the  navv  and  air  force.  This  earlier  strategy  had  taken  a  for”’ 
known  as  “island-hopping”  and  had  envisaged  a  major  role  for  China  a 
the  Chinese  Army.  This  strategy  intended  to  approach  Japan  from  Aus 
tralia,  island  by  island,  landing  on  each  and  wiping  out  the  Japanese 
risons  on  each  before  going  on  to  the  next.  Eventually  this  method  wou 
have  brought  the  American  Army  into  contact  with  China,  both  acro  - 
Burma  into  the  southwestern  provinces  and  also  along  the  southeaste^^ 
coast  at  the  traditional  points  of  entry  to  China,  at  Hong  Kong  a 
Canton.  Once  contact  with  China  had  been  made  in  this  way,  the  ” 
assault  on  Japan  would  be  made  by  using  Chinese  forces  and  Chine- 
bases  as  major  elements  in  this  final  assault. 

Just  as  the  Teheran  Conference  was  meeting,  this  Far  East  strategy 
being  modified  as  a  result  of  three  factors.  In  the  first  place,  the  sue 
of  the  United  States  Navv  with  carrier-based  planes  and  with  amphi  )io 
landing  operations  was  showing  that  an  attack  on  Japan  could  be  m 
directly  from  the  open  Pacific  without  any  need  to  recapture 
Japan’s  island  bases  bevond  those  which  were  needed  as  bases  for  ” 
own  air-force  attacks  on  Japan  and  that  this  could  be  done 
any  preliminary  contact  xvith  the  Chinese  mainland.  .\t  the  same  ^ 

it  was  becoming  increasingly  clear  that  the  Chinese  regime  of  ^ 

Kai-shek  xvas  hopelessly  corrupt  and  noncombative  and  could  contri 
little  or  nothing  to  the  final  assault  on  Japan’s  home  islands  or  even  to 
elimination  of  the  large  Japanese  forces  on  the  -Asiastic  mainlano. 
just  at  this  moment  that  Stalin  indicated  his  willingness  to  intervei^ 
the  war  on  Japan  and  to  provide  Soviet  forces  for  the  elimination  o 
Japanese  troops  in  Asia  as  soon  as  the  war  with  Germany  y  as  hni 
As  American  faith  in  China’s  ability  to  overcome  the  Japanese 
the  Asiastic  mainland  steadily  dwindled  and  their  faith  in  America  s 
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'0'  to  Strike  a  fatal  blow  at  Japan  itself  from  the  open  Pacific  grew,  it 
became  increasingly  a  part  of  .\nicrica's  aims  to  obtain  a  Soviet  commit- 
ment  to  enter  the  w  ar  against  Japan  in  order  to  overcome  the  Japanese 
Stoops  in  Asia.  This  desire,  forced  on  Roosevelt  by  Iris  military  leaders, 
greatly  weakened  the  President  in  lus  negotiations  with  Stalin,  since 
Roosevelt  could  not  be  adamant  on  Russia’s  position  in  eastern  Europe, 
”r  e\'en  in  eastern  Asia,  if  he  was  seeking  to  obtain  a  Soviet  commitment 
go  to  w  ar  with  Japan. 

At  Teheran,  Stalin  was  chiefly  motivated  by  an  intense  fear  of  Ger- 
niany  and  a  desire  to  strengthen  the  Soviet  Union  along  its  western 
border  as  protection  against  Germany.  ApparentU',  this  fear  was  so  great 
f|iat  Stalin  did  not  want  Germany  to  go  Communist  after  the  war,  pos- 
sihly  from  fear  that  such  a  change  would  strengthen  it.  Instead,  he  de- 
oianded,  and  obtained,  Polish  frontiers  on  the  Curzon  Line  and  the  Oder- 
eissc  Line  and  M  on  acquiescence  for  his  rather  moderate  plans  for 
'Bland.  The  latter  included  the  1940  frontier,  a  Soviet  naval  base  at 
•'"igd  or  Petsamo,  reparations  to  Russia,  and  a  complete  break  with 
^'crnianv. 

I  he  British  w  ere  generally  unsuccessful  in  obtaining  their  desires  at 
''hcran.  They  hoped  to  postpone  Overlord  and  the  projected  campaign 
'eopen  the  Burma  Road,  shifting  the  Burma  equipment  instead  to  the 
^^gean,  but  were  forced  to  accept  a  May  1944  target  date  for  Overlord, 
'Bile  Stalin  emphatically  vetoed  any  Turkish,  Aegean,  or  Balkan  proj- 
Stalin  and  Roosevelt  did  authorize  Churchill  to  negotiate  with 
urkey  in  an  effort  to  persuade  that  country'  to  go  to  war  on  Germany, 
■t  no  one  h^d  much  hope  that  these  efforts  w’ould  be  successful,  and 
ooscvclt  and  Stalin  generally  opposed  them  for  fear  they  might  delay 

Overlord. 

Roosevelt  was  mostly  concerned  M  ith  military  questions  at  Teheran, 
aving  fixed  a  date  for  Overlord,  he  announced  his  decision  to  give  the 
supreme  command  of  that  operation  to  Eisenhower.  On  the  same  day,  as 
®  result  of  Stalin’s  announcement  that  the  Soviet  Union  would  go  to  war 
]"ith  Japan  as  soon  as  Germany  was  beaten,  he  made  the  decisive  shift 
’"r  East  strategy  from  the  Chinese  approach  to  the  Pacific  approach 
^1’  leaving  the  Japanese  Asiastic  forces  to  Russia  rather  than  to 

'e*  Chinese,  and  decided  to  allow  the  Burma  campaign  to  languish.  At 
^  same  time,  he  asked  Stalin  for  the  use  of  heav\’-bomber  bases  in  Eu- 
Russia  and  in  the  Siberian  Maritime  Provinces.  The  Siberian 
ases  Were  to  be  used  against  lapan,  but  never  came  into  action  because 


B  Was  reluctant  and  because  the  rapid  American  advance  across  the 
'f  gave  the  L'nited  States  substitute  bases,  especialK'  on  Okinawa. 
I’Bses  in  European  Russia  were  to  have  been  used  for  a  “shuttle- 
bing  ’  technique  bv  which  American  heavy  bombers  would  fly  from 
"lid  to  Russia,  and  return,  bombing  Germany  on  both  trips.  The 
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technique  was  used  several  times  but  could  not  be  continued  because  the 
Russians  did  not  provide  sufficient  antiaircraft  protection  for  the  eastern 
bases,  with  the  result  that  the  German  Air  Force  bombed  American 
planes  on  the  ground  with  relative  impunity  and  heavy  losses. 

The  Teheran  Conference  reached  important  conclusions  regarding  R®" 
and  Yugoslavia.  A  joint  declaration  was  signed  and  issued  by  which  the 
three  Powers  agreed  to  maintain  the  independence,  sovereignty,  and  ter¬ 
ritorial  integrity  of  Iran.  This  was  regarded  as  a  victory  for  the  Anglo- 
American  cause,  since  Russian  intrigues  in  Persia  had  been  threatening  its 
independence  and  integrity  since  the  days  of  the  czars  and  had  been 
particularly  objectionable  since  the  Anglo-Soviet  military  occupation  0 
the  country  in  August  1941.  This  occupation  had  been  undertaken  to 
force  the  e.xpulsion  of  about  seven  hundred  German  agents  and  tech¬ 
nicians,  and  was  justified  under  the  Soviet-Persian  Treaty  of  1921-  That 
treaty  permitted  Russia  to  send  troops  into  Persia  if  it  were  ever  threat¬ 
ened  by  other  forces.  As  the  Russians  occupied  the  northern  portion  0 
the  country,  the  British  occupied  the  south.  Iranian  public  opinion 
sullenly  submissive.  The  assembly  accepted  an  Allied  demand  that  the 
German,  Italian,  Romanian,  and  Hungarian  legations  be  expelled,  and  a 
week  later  the  shah  abdicated  in  favor  of  his  son,  Muhammad  Rizu 
lavi.  On  January  29,  1942,  Britain,  the  Soviet  Union,  and  Iran  signed  an 
alliance  by  which  the  first  two  promised  to  respect  and  protect  Irans 
integrity,  sovereignty,  and  independence,  while  Iran  gave  the  rw’O  P®'' 
ers  military  control  over  the  trans-Iranian  trade  route  until  six  mont 
after  the  war  ended,  and  promised  as  well  to  sever  diplomatic  relations 
with  all  countries  which  had  broken  with  the  other  two  signers. 

Reorganization  and  reequipment  of  the  trans-Iranian  route  under 
ican  guidance  made  it  possible  to  ship  to  the  Soviet  Union  over  t  ^ 
route  5.5  million  tons  of  suppUes  during  the  war.  These  efforts 
a  considerable  disruption  of  Iranian  life,  especially  by  price  inflation  > 
acute  food  shortages,  but  the  chief  disturbance  arose  from  Soviet  pontj  ‘ 
actions  in  northern  Iran.  The  Russians  excluded  most  Iranian  officia  j 
and  encouraged  local  separatist  and  revolutionary  forces.  On  several 
casions  the  United  States  secretary  of  state  sent  inquiries  to  AIoscow  a  0  ^ 
these  activities,  but  never  received  a  satisfactory  reply.  Thus,  the  Dec  a^^^ 
tion  of  Teheran  of  December  i,  1943  was  a  diplomatic  victory  ^ 
West,  for  in  it  Stalin  joined  with  Roosevelt  and  Churchill  in  guarantee 
ing  Iran’s  independence  and  integrity. 

The  Teheran  agreement  about  Yugoslavia  was  even  more  sigm 
than  the  one  about  Iran,  and  could  not,  in  any  honesty,  be  called  a  v' 
tory  for  the  West.  The  South  Slav  state  had  been  suffering  under  a  r^i|^ 
Axis  occupation  since  the  spring  of  1941  and  was  also  split  by  a 
war  between  two  underground  movements  which  spent  more 
fighting  each  other  than  they  used  to  fight  the  Axis.  The  earlier  of  J 
undergrounds,  that  of  the  Chetniks,  supported  the  Yugoslav  leginin 
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government  now  in  exile  in  London;  it  was  led  by  General  Draza  Mi- 
hajlovic,  minister  of  war  in  the  exiled  government.  The  second  under¬ 
ground  movement,  known  as  the  Partisans,  was  Leftish  and  republican 
m  Its  sympathies  and  was  dominated  by  the  Communists  led  by  Moscow- 
’^ained  Josip  Broz,  know  m  as  Tito. 

The  contrast  between  these  two  underground  movements  was  a  sharp 
°oe,  but  to  Churchill  and  Roosevelt  these  differences  were  largely  ig¬ 
nored  in  favor  of  the  more  immediate  question  of  which  was  more  will- 
''^g  to  fight  the  Axis.  The  answer  to  that  question,  in  Churchill’s  opinion 
Tito.  For  this  reason  Churchill  at  Teheran  made  the  fateful' sugges- 
that  the  Allied  supplies  going  to  Yugoslavia  be  shifted  from  Alihajlo- 
'’ic  to  Tito  and  that  Russia  should  send  a  military  mission  to  Tito  to  join 
’^he  British  military  mission  already  there.  These  suggestions  were  ac¬ 
cepted  by  the  Big  Three  apparently  without  any  clear  idea  of  what  this 
change  in  policy  meant,  but  it  was  a  change  filled  with  significance  since 
meant  that  the  Communists  would  control  Yugoslavia  in  the  postwar 
period.  This  outcome  was  certainly  not  intended  by  at  least  two  of  the 
®*g  Three,  but  they  were  willing  to  overlook  obvious  facts  in  their 
eagerness  to  defeat  Germany.  Among  these  obvious  items  was  the  fact 
that  Mihajl  ovic  represented  the  forces  of  royalism,  of  Serb  centralism, 
®td  of  social  conservatism,  while  the  Partisans  represented  the  forces  of 
republicanism,  of  South  Slav  federalism,  and  of  social  revolution. 

Mihajlovic’s  reluctance  to  continue  guerrilla  attacks  on  the  Axis  forces 
°st  him  British  support  but  was,  from  his  point  of  view,  the  only  possible 
tactic.  Every  guerrilla  attack  on  the  Germans  was  answered  by  German 
reprisals  on  the  Serbs  in  which  thousands  were  massacred,  undefended 
villages  were  destroyed,  and  hundreds  of  peasants  had  to  flee  to  the  moun- 
r^ins  where  they  w  ere  recruited  into  Partisan  bands.  Tito,  who  had  no 
®^ite  to  maintain  the  previous  social,  economic,  or  ideological  structure 
°  Yugoslavia,  had  no  desire  to  avoid  German  reprisals  which  simulta¬ 
neously  destroyed  the  old  social  structure  and  provided  recruits  for  his 
3nisan  forces.  Accordingly,  Tito  was  more  wiling  to  fight  Germans, 
thus  won  the  right  to  Allied  support  at  Teheran.  But  Tito’s  willing- 
to  fight  Germans  was  only  slightly  more  eager  than  that  of  Mihaj- 
°vic,  since  the  chief  aim  of  each  was  to  keep  his  forces  strong  enough  to 
Ke  over  Yugoslavia  w  hen  the  Axis  was  driven  out.  Moreover,  neither 
group,  even  wdth  Allied  supplies,  w^as  sufficiently  strong  to  drive  the 
>us  out  of  the  country  or  to  take  over  control  of  any  significant  parts 
n  country.  The  Italian  forces  in  Yugoslavia  were  defeated  by  the 
nglo-American  victory  in  Italy  itself,  w'hile  the  German  forces  were 
firnately  expelled  by  the  advance  of  Soviet  and  Bulgarian  forces  from 
^  east  in  the  wdnter  of  1944-1945.  Nevertheless,  the  Teheran  decision 
?  Allied  supplies  from  the  Chetniks  to  the  Partisans  was  of  major 
Significance  in  forming  postwar  Europe. 

The  Allied  leaders  parted  after  the  Cairo  and  Teheran  conferences 
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in  hopeful  moods  and  proceeded  to  direct  their  full  energies  to  military 
matters.  Thus,  there  was  no  other  important  meeting  until  the  Second 
Quebec  Conference  in  September  1944,  and  no  other  meeting  of  the  Big 
Three  until  Yalta  in  February  1945.  The  nine  months  following  Teheran 
were  devoted  to  military  matters  of  w  Inch  the  chief  was  Overlord,  be¬ 
gun  on  D-Day,  June  6,  1944. 

The  preparations  for  Overlord  were  among  the  most  elaborate  in  mil¬ 
itary  history.  The  planning,  under  British  General  Frederick  E.  Morgan, 
occupied  almost  a  year  before  Eisenhower  came  to  England  to  take  com¬ 
mand  in  January  1944.  The  preparatory  work  involved  the  accumulation 
of  enormous  manpower  and  supplies  in  England,  extensive  intelligor*^^ 
work  and  retraining  of  troops,  detailed  planning  on  a  very  large  scale, 
the  accumulation  of  much  special  equipment,  including  over  5,000  escort 
vessels  and  landing  craft,  two  artificial  floating  harbors,  numerous  block 
ships  and  caissons  for  emergency  piers,  and  strenuous  exertions  to  over¬ 
come  the  German  Air  Force  and  submarine  fleet  before  the  project  began. 

The  Eighth  American  Air  Force  had  been  established  in  England  in 
August  1942,  but  had  not  delivered  the  full  impact  of  its  attack  because 
of  constant  diversion  of  men  and  planes  to  North  Africa  and  the  Mediter¬ 
ranean.  At  Casablanca  in  January  1943,  the  divergent  British  and  Amer¬ 
ican  ideas  on  aerial  bombardment  were  reconciled  in  what  was  called 
the  “Combined  Bomber  Offensive.”  The  Americans  believed  that  Ger¬ 
many  could  be  crippled  to  the  point  of  paralysis  by  precision  dayUg^^ 
bombing  on  strategically  chosen  plants  of  German  industry;  the  Brit¬ 
ish,  who  felt  that  daylight  bombing  would  be  too  costly,  placed  their 
hopes  in  nighttime  saturation  bombing  of  whole  areas,  thus  destroying 
civilian  morale  and  exhausting  German  manpower  as  well  as  destroying 
military  facilities.  The  Combined  Bomber  Offensive  sought  “round-the- 
clock”  bombing  of  Germany  by  allowing  each  Allv  to  concentrate  on 
its  special  type  of  attack.  Gradually  the  very  heavy  casualties  suffered 
by  the  ^Americans  in  daylight  raids,  along  with  recognition  that  “preci¬ 
sion  bombing”  was  far  too  inaccurate  to  fulfill  the  goals  set  for  it, 
technical  advances  such  as  radar  and  radio-locating  which  improved  the 
precision  of  night  bombing  brought  the  Americans  to  some  extent  to 
the  British  point  of  view'. 

The  Combined  Bomber  Offensive  shifted  its  targets  several  times,  and 
at  the  beginning  of  1944  concentrated  on  the  elimination  of  German 
fighting  planes.  This  was  achieved  by  killing  off  German  pilots  faster 
than  they  could  be  trained,  a  goal  which  was  greatly  assisted  b\'  the  fact 
that  fuel  supplies  in  Germany  were  not  sufficient  to  permit  adequate 
training  flights.  In  spite  of  Allied  bombing  on  factories,  German  produc¬ 
tion  of  fighter  planes  rose  stcadilv  in  1944  and  was  at  2,500  a  month  ju^t 
before  D-Day.  But  pilot  training,  from  lack  of  gasoline,  had  been  cut 
from  260  to  100  hours  and  even  in  some  cases  to  50  hours.  As  a  result, 
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bosses  of  planes  from  accidents  were  almost  as  high  as  losses  from  Allied 
action  and,  in  Februar}^  1944,  reached  the  extraordinarily  high  figure  of 
’>300  planes,  half  of  the  month’s  production  of  new  planes.  In  the  mean- 
losses  of  American  bombing  planes  on  raids  over  Germany  were 
approaching  10  percent,  and  in  one  case,  over  the  ball-bearing  factory 
■■’t  Schweinfurt,  reached  25  percent  of  the  planes  sent.  In  the  early 
Months  of  1944  a  series  of  raids  on  Berlin  was  launched  with  the  dclib- 
^rate  purpose  of  provoking  the  German  fighter  forces  into  combat  so 
at  they  could  be  destroyed.  This  was  a  complete  success.  On  the  last 
these  raids  the  Allied  bombers  \\  ere  not  attacked  by  German  fighters 


all,  and  by  June  the  Allies  had  won  complete  aerial  supremacy  over 

Germany. 

.  ^  similar  result,  somewhat  earlier  and  not  so  conclusive,  was  reached 
the  antisubmarine  warfare.  In  this  effort,  thanks  to  radar  and  com- 
>ned  air  and  sea  attacks,  the  U-boats  were  driven  completely  from  the 
Orth  Atlantic.  The  turning  point  occured  in  .May  1943,  when  30  per- 
of  the  German  submarines  which  put  to  sea  failed  to  return.  The 
number  of  Allied  ships  torpedoed  fell  from  141  in  March  1943  to  19  in 
June  1944  und  only  3  in  August  1944.  At  the  same  time  the  Allied  ship- 
Uilding  program  was  growing  so  rapidly  that  even  in  1943,  after  losses 
>d  been  subtracted,  it  increased  b)"  almost  1 1  million  tons. 

The  Germans  were  poorly  prepared  to  cope  with  any  Allied  landing  in 
’e  West.  Two-thirds  of  their  forces  were  fighting  in  Russia  and  eastern 
Otope,  and  the  rest  had  to  be  spread  from  the  Aegean  to  the  Pyrenees 
®nd  thence  north  to  Norway  and  Finland.  The  drain  on  German  man- 


Povver  and  vital  materials  was  so  great  that  the  country  grew  steadily 
U’eaker.  Still  it  fought  on,  the  leaders  becoming  more  and  more  ruthless 
^ud  more  and  more  remote  from  reality  until  finally  they  w^ere  living  in 
msane  frenzy  of  hatred,  suspicion,  and  frustration.  Lack  of  manpower, 
particularly  of  trained  hands,  and  lack  of  materials,  even  of  such  ordi- 


‘W  commodities  as  concrete  or  steel,  made  it  impossible  to  strengthen 
'^Ue  German  defenses  to  the  necessary  degree.  Above  all,  lack  of  gasoline 
j^ade  it  impossible  even  to  withdraw  equipment  before  the  advancing 
asians.  In  the  last  two  months  of  1943,  the  German  armies  lost  almost 
^thousand  tanks  and  half  as  many  self-propelled  guns  to  Soviet  forces. 
I  P'^irs  became  as  difficult  to  achieve  as  new  construction.  In  June  1943 
'c  Germans  had  2,569  operational  tanks  and  463  under  repair;  in  Febru- 
‘'0  1944  rfie  corresponding  figures  w  ere  1,519  and  1,534- 
J'l  tlic  west  the  German  defen.ses  had,  necessarily,  been  allow  cd  to  run 
uu  n  in  order  to  strengthen  the  Russian  front.  \Vhile  there  were  a  few 
&'*<)d  divisions  in  the  w  est,  the  majoritt*  of  the  German  forces  there  were 
units  not  prepared  for  combat,  and  totally  lacking  in  mobility.  The 
Uien  Were  over-age  or  very  young,  physically  unfit  or  convalescing,  pre- 
puted  to  serve  as  occupation  police  and  beach-watchers  but  quite  unfit 
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for  real  fighting.  There  was  even  one  division  made  up  almost  entirely  oi 
men  with  digestive  disorders.  Most  divisions  in  the  west  were  only  ttvo 
regiments,  and,  because  they  were  totally  lacking  in  transport,  they  'vete 
classified  as  “static”  (not  fully  combatant)  units. 

Although  Hitler  had  ordered  the  coast  to  be  fortified,  this  was  done 
almost  nowhere,  for  lack  of  concrete  and  manpower.  Allied  aerial  born- 
bardment  increased  these  lacks;  almost  a  million  men  were  engaged  'A 
air  defense  in  Germany  itself.  Disruption  of  railway  transportation  made 
it  difficult  to  get  the  supplies  that  were  available  to  the  shore  area.  1 
May,  for  e.xample,  with  a  daily^  need  of  240  carloads  of  cement  for  one 
area,  the  arrival  was  16  a  da\^  WTten  Rommel  took  over  the  active  de¬ 
fense  in  the  west,  he  ordered  a  continuous  belt  of  land  mines  to  e 
laid,  requiring,  at  a  minimum,  50  million  mines.  Only  6  million  were  In  , 
Similarly,  sea  mines  were  ordered  laid  off  the  coast,  plus  a  renewal  0 
the  mid-Channel  mines  which  had  been  put  down  in  1943  and  were  doW 
too  old  to  function  properly.  The  last  could  not  be  done  at  all,  whi 
the  coastal  mines  were  put  down  in  the  wrong  area. 

The  chief  German  defensive  forces  were  the  Fifteenth  Army  defen  - 
ing  the  Pas-de-Calais  and  the  Seventh  Army  farther  southw'est  id  Nor¬ 
mandy  and  Brittany'.  The  Germans  expected  the  attack  to  come  in  the 
Pas-de-Calais,  since  it  was  closer  to  England.  They  continued  to  believe 
this,  even  after  D-Day,  since  they  thought  that  the  Normandy  landing* 
were  merely'  a  diversion  preliminary  to  the  main  attack  farther  nort  • 
Moreover,  the  Germans  were  convinced  that  the  attacks  would  come 
just  before  high  tide  in  order  to  minimize  the  width  of  beach  to  cross 
and,  accordingly,  constructed  their  obstacles  and  laid  mines  down  to 
the  half -tide  mark  only. 

Although  the  Allied  cross-Channel  attack  was  not  a  large  one,  being 
only  five  attack  divisions  preceded  by  parts  of  three  airborne  division®’ 
it  was  beautifully'  planned,  competently  carried  out,  and  encountere 
number  of  very  lucky'  chances,  especially  from  the  weather. 

The  desired  landing  conditions  were  low  tide,  just  after  dawn,  foHo'V 
ing  a  moonlit  night.  These  occurred  only'  once  a  month  and  lasted  or 
only  three  day's.  In  June  1944  these  days  were  the  5th,  6th,  and  7*-  ' 
Bad  weather,  making  air  operations  difficult,  and  impossibly'  heavy  * 
forced  Eisenhower  to  postpose  the  attack  on  June  5th;  but  because 
weather  information,  expertly'  interpreted,  showed  the  Allies  that 
weather  would  improve  suddenly',  the  supreme  commander  ordered 
attack  to  take  place  on  June  6th,  at  a  time  when  the  Germans  e.xpe^ 
the  adverse  weather  to  continue.  The  two  American  divisions  went  ash 
on  either  side  of  the  Vire  River  near  Carentan  with  “Utah  Beach 
the  west  and  “Omaha  Beach”  (between  the  Vire  and  the  Drome  rive 
to  the  east.  A  Canadian  and  two  British  divisions  went  ashore  betW 
the  Drome  and  the  Ome  rivers,  in  front  of  Bayeux  and  Caen.  Airbo 
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divisions  were  dropped  inland  on  either  flank  of  the  attack  area  to  hold 
up  any  German  counterthrust,  and  another  airborne  division  was  dropped 
•uside  Utah  Beach  to  sieze  the  causeways  which  crossed  the  lagoons  in¬ 
side  the  beach.  Tactical  surprise  was  achieved  at  all  points,  so  completely, 
lu  fact,  tliat  at  Omaha  Beach  the  strongest  German  coastal  battery  in 
the  west  was  found  unmanned  and  unguarded.  Except  at  Omaha  Beach, 
where  high  bluffs  had  to  be  scaled  under  fire,  the  landings  were  immedi- 
®tely  successful.  At  Omaha  the  issue  hung  on  the  balance  into  the  second 
‘la.V-  As  a  result,  2, OCX)  casualties  were  suffered  at  Omaha  compared  to 
200  at  Utah  Beach. 

As  soon  as  the  landings  were  established,  men  and  equipment  were 
poured  into  the  beachheads.  A  great  gale  of  June  i9th-2  3rd  stopped  all  un- 
ioading  for  two  days  and  destroyed  the  American  artificial  harbor  at 
^niaha,  but,  by  the  time  the  gale  began,  there  had  been  put  ashore 
*^-9iOoo  men,  95,000  vehicles,  and  218,000  tons  of  supplies.  The  millionth 
landed  on  July  6th,  just  a  month  after  the  first. 

In  spite  of  this  success,  the  Allied  forces  were  hemmed  in  in  Normandy 
‘Or  two  months.  On  the  left,  the  British  forces  under  the  cautious  Mont¬ 
gomery  were  unable  to  take  Caen;  the  American  forces  under  General 
nradley  were  stopped  in  the  center  before  Saint-L6.  Only  on  the  right 
'''as  movement  possible,  to  cross  the  peninsula  (June  18th)  and  turn 
'''estward  to  storm  and  capture  Cherbourg.  This  great  seaport,  taken 
its  40,000  German  troops  on  June  27th,  was  so  devastated  that  it 
Could  not  be  brought  into  service  until  late  in  August,  and  Allied  sup- 
phes  continued  to  come  in  over  the  Normandy  beaches. 

In  the  first  18  days  of  July,  Caen  and  Saint-L6  were  taken  after  severe 
nghcing  initiated  by  a  terrific  aerial  bombardment  by  over  2,200  planes 
"'hich  dropped  7,000  tons  of  explosives  on  one  town  and  4,000  on  the 
ncher.  Both  towns  were  wrecked,  but  the  Allied  forces  were  still  unable 
™ove,  meeting  furious  resistance  from  German  forces  as  they  fought 
L  "'ay  across  field  after  field,  each  bordered  by  an  impenetrable 
hedgerow. 


As  the  Allies  crept  forward  in  this  way,  two  sensational  events  oc¬ 
curred  elsewhere  in  western  Europe.  On  June  15th  the  first  of  Hitler’s 
weapons,”  the  V-i,  was  fired  from  Pas-de-Calais  on  London. 
Was  a  small  jet-propelled,  pilotless,  and  automatically  guided  plane, 
Roving  at  400  miles  per  hour  and  carrying  a  one-ton  e.xplosive  charge. 
,  out  8,000  of  these  were  fired  in  80  days,  but  the  defense  was  steadily 
‘rnproved  so  that,  late  in  August,  90  percent  were  being  stopped  before 
ucy  reached  London.  Nevertheless,  2,300  reached  their  targets,  inflicting 
°''cr  20,000  casualties,  one-quarter  of  them  fatal,  and  forcing  a  million 
omen  and  children  to  evacuate  the  city. 

September  8,  1944,  the  V-i  was  replaced  by  the  much  superior 
a  rocket  which  could  not  be  intercepted  because  it  moved  faster 
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than  sound.  A  total  of  1.050  of  these  weapons  fell  on  laigland  before 
the  end  of  the  war,  killing  over  2,700  persons  and  injuring"  three  times 
that  number.  On  the  whole  these  weapons,  while  frightening,  used  up 
larp  German  resources  and  energies  but  achieved  no"militarv  results. 

Equally  spectacular  was  the  attempt  to  assassinate  Hitler  b\-  e.xploding 
a  bomb  concealed  in  a  briefcase  beside  his  chair  at  his  headquarters  in 
East  Prussia.  This  was  the  last  of  several  attempts  of  tltis  kind,  made  by 
the  same  group  which  had  tried  in  \  ain  to  negotiate  with  Chamberlain, 
Hahfa.v,  and  Churchill  in  September  1958.  The  conspirators,  mosth  from 
the  conservative  upper  classes,  consisted  chiefly  of  arniv  officers,  witli 
a  minority  of  civilian  and  diplomatic  leaders.  The  chief  military  figures 
were  Generals  Ludvig  Beck,  Georg  Thomas,  Erwin  yon  \Vitzreben. 
Karl  von  Stuelpnagel,  and  others;  the  chief  civilian  leader  vas  Carl 
Goerdeler,  one-time  mayor  of  Leipzig;  the  chief  intellectual  figure  was 
Count  Helmut  von  .Moltke,  son  of  the  German  commander  in  chief  of 
1914;  the  leading  diplomatic  figures  were  the  brothers  Kordt,  Theodor 
and  Erich,  the  first  in  the  London  Embassy,  while  the  second  headed 
Ribbentrop’s  office  in  the  Eoreign  .Ministry;  among  those  linked  with 
the  conspiracies  in  an  ambiguous  fashion  were  Admiral  M'ilhelm  Canaris, 
chief  of  .Military  Counterintelligence,  and  Paul  Schmidt,  Hitler’s  personal 
interpreter. 

This  group  for  years  discussed  ways  of  getting  rid  of  Hitler  and  what 
should  be  done  with  Germany  afterward.  Sporadically  they  made  at¬ 
tempts  to  kill  the  Fiihrer.  All  of  these  were  unsuccessful  becau.se  of  a 
combination  of  bad  luck,  lack  of  resolution,  and  Hitler’s  e.xtraordinarv 
intuition. 

On  July  20,  1944,  however,  success  seemed  near  when  Colonel  Count 
Klaus  Schenk  von  Stauffenberg,  chief  of  staff  of  the  Home  Army,  made 
his  daily  report  to  Hitler,  and  left  the  conference  without  picking  up 
his  briefcase,  which  rested  against  the  leg  of  Der  Fiihrer’s  chair.  In  the 
briefcase  was  an  English-made  bomb  with  a  ten-minute  fuse.  When  the 
bomb  e.xploded,  Stauffenberg  gave  the  signal  for  the  military  units  in 
Berlin,  Pans,  and  elsewhere  to  seize  control  of  thc.se  areas  from  the  fanat¬ 
ical  Nazi  SS  units. 

Unfortunately,  Hitler’s  conference  on  July  20th,  because  of  the  heat, 
■was  held  in  a  wooden  shed  instead  of  the  usual  concrete  bunker.  This 
allowed  the  e.xplosion  to  dissipate  itself.  .Moreover,  a  few  seconds  before 
the  bomb  went  off.  Hitler  left  his  chair  to  go  to  a  map  on  the  most  dis¬ 
tant  wall  of  the  conference  room.  As  a  result,  some  in  the  room  were 
killed  or  badly  injured,  but  Hitler  escaped  relatively  unscathed.  This  was 
broadcast  on  the  radio  at  once  by  the  Nazis,  and,  by  contradicting  Stauf¬ 
fenberg  s  signal,  threw  the  conspirators  into  sufficient  confusion  and  ir¬ 
resolution  to  enable  the  SS  and  loyal  Nazis  to  disrupt  the  plot. 
iVbout  7,000  suspects  were  arrested  and  about  5,000  were  killed,  us- 
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after  weeks  or  even  months  of  horrible  tortures.  A  few,  like  Field 
‘  larshal  Rommel,  were  allowed  to  commit  suicide,  as  a  special  reward 
or  their  past  services  to  the  Nazis.  xAs  a  consequence  of  this  fiasco,  the 
^oti-Hitler  opposition  was  destroyed,  the  most  fanatical  and  least  sane 
"^azis  increased  their  power  within  Germany,  any  chance  of  negotiating 
peace— admittedly  a  remote  possibility  at  all  times— became  impossible, 
the  inner  administration  of  the  Nazi  regime  became  a  complete  mad¬ 
house. 


Iti  the  meantime,  in  the  u-est,  the  main  strength  of  the  German  forces 
concentrated  against  the  British  near  Caen.  As  the  latter  slowly 
'Oched  southward  toward  Calais,  a  newly  formed  x\merican  Third  Army, 
^ostly  armored,  under  General  George  S.  Patton,  drove  southward  from 
^•Bt-L6  to  Avranches  (July  i8-x\ugust  i).  While  some  units  turned 
'leftward  from  Avranches  into  Brittany  in  an  effort  to  capture  addi- 
honal  seaports  at  Saint-Malo,  Brest,  and  Saint-Nazaire,  the  armored  units 
^'t'Ung  eastward  to  Le  Mans  (August  nth)  and  then  northward  to  Ar- 
S^ttan,  leaving  only  a  narrow  gap  (Calais- Argentan)  between  American 
^'Hl  British  forces,  as  an  escape  route  through  which  eight  shattered  Gcr- 
divisions  might  escape  eastward  (August  19-12,  1944)-  Many  broke 
d  -.yooo  men  were  captured  in  this  pocket,  and  the  German 

cnsivc  forces  in  France  were  completely  disrupted.  From  Le  Mans 
'^'^ts  of  the  .American  Third  Army,  moving  at  speeds  up  to  forty  miles 
drove  eastw'ard  south  of  Paris,  passing  the  city  to  reach  the  Seine 
f  (Uitaincbleau.  On  their  left,  the  ^American  First  Army  reached  the 
"er  below  Paris  on  the  same  day,  while  farther  w  est  British  and  Cana- 
'^>1  armies  swung  left  toward  the  lower  Seine. 

'1  the  midst  of  this  excitement  the  American  Seventh  xArmy,  with 
^ftong  hrench  forces,  landed  on  the  Mediterranean  coast  of  France  (Au- 
Siist  15th)  and  began  to  drive  nortlwvard  up  the  Rhone  Valley.  The  land- 
made  between  Toulon  and  Cannes  against  negligible  resistance, 
quickly  captured  Marseille.  At  the  end  of  two  days,  the  German  Fiigh 
otiimand  ordered  all  German  forces  to  withdraw  from  the  French  .At¬ 


lantic 


and  .Mediterranean  coasts  except  from  seaports  and  fortresses.  At 


®  eud  of  eight  days,  the  Set’enth  .Army  had  advanced  140  miles  up  the 
and  had  taken  57,000  prisoners.  Both  Lyon  and  Dijon  w'ere  taken 
'Mout  a  fights  aiij  contact  was  made  w'ith  the  United  States  Third 
near  Chatillon-sur-Seine  on  September  nth. 
the  meantime,  on  .August  19,  1944,  the  citizens  of  Paris  rose  in  re- 
fkD  50,000  armed  memhers  of  the  French  Forces  of  the  Interior 

,  as  the  underground  resistance  armies  w  ere  called.  Here,  as  else- 
^te  in  Europe,  these  forces  were  dominated  by  Communists.  General 
Leclcrc,  w  ith  the  French  2nd  Armored  Division,  burst  into  the  city 
'August  24th  and  accepted  the  surrender  of  the  German  garrison  of 
aioo  men  eager  to  escape  from  the  FFI.  By  this  time  the  resistance  forces 
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w  ere  rising  in  much  of  France,  attacking  German  forces  and  wreaking 
vengeance  on  Frenchmen  who  had  collaborated  with  the  Germans.  0*^ 
August  26th  De  Gaulle  entered  Paris  and  immediately  was  made 
dent  of  a  provisional  government  formed  by  a  coalition  of  returning  e-’i' 
iles  and  underground  leaders.  General  Eisenhower  reviewed  a  triumpna 
march  of  Allied  forces  down  the  Champs  Elvsces,  but  the  main  AU'^ 
armies  swept  by  both  sides  of  Paris  toward  the  German  frontiers. 

During  the  autumn  of  1944,  the  Allied  advance  in  the  west  was  slowe 
up,  as  much  by  its  oe\  n  problems  of  transport  and  supply  as  it  w^s  > 
German  opposition.  This  advance  had  to  cross  a  series  of  famous  riverS’ 
the  Seine,  the  Somme,  the  Aisne,  and  the  Meuse.  All  were  crossed  without 
difficulty  because  of  weak  German  resistance.  But  the  big  problem 
ing  ahead  w'as  the  Rhine,  w'here  German  resistance  would  inevitably  0^ 
tenacious.  On  an  Allied  front  over  two  hundred  miles  wide,  the 
ican  Third  Army,  on  the  right,  captured  Verdun  as  early  as  August  3r0) 
the  American  First  Army,  in  the  center,  took  Sedan  and  entered  Be 
gium  (August  31st);  on  the  left  the  British  Second  Army  passed  Aniie*’ 
heading  for  Lille  (xAugust  31st),  while  on  the  extreme  left  the  Can^i®” 
First  Army  had  the  unrewarding  task  of  sealing  off  the  entrenched 
man  garrisons  in  the  Channel  ports.  These  wxre  taken,  one  by  one, 
very  bitter  fighting,  but  in  most  cases  the  harbors  could  not  be  used  a 
once  because  of  damage  or  other  causes.  Antwerp,  taken  on  Septet 
4th,  could  not  be  used  for  two  months  because  the  Germans  continue 
to  hold  the  river  banks  nearer  the  sea. 

On  September  nth  the  United  States  First  Army  crossed  the 
frontier  near  Trier  and  headed  for  the  Rhine.  When  Aachen,  the  r  ^ 
German  city  to  be  reached,  refused  to  surrender,  it  was  almost  com 
pletely  destroyed  by  bombardment  and  taken  by  bitter  street  fights' 


Most  German  cities  subsequently  preferred  to  surrender. 

At  this  point,  a  sharp  diference  of  opinion  arose  between  Eisenho 
and  Montgomery.  The  former  wdshed  to  continue  the  broad-front 
sault  on  Germany,  while  the  latter  u  ished  to  put  every  hope  on  a  si 
lightning  thrust  across  the  lou’er  Rhine  and  into  the  essential 
area  of  the  Ruhr.  The  low^er  Rhine  splits  into  a  number  of  small 
as  it  approaches  the  sea;  in  order  to  pass  several  of  these  in  one 
Montgomery  offered  a  daring  plan;  three  airborne  divisions  were  to 
dropped  at  step-intervals  ahead  of  the  British  Second  Army  to  cap 
the  river  crossings  and  open  the  way  for  a  sixty-mile  advance  by 
Second  Army.  On  August  15th,  this  attempt  was  made.  The 
82nd  Airborne  Division  dropped  at  Eindhoven  to  cover  the  iMeuse 
the  American  loist  Airborne  Division  dropped  near  Nijmegen  to  c 
the  Waal  crossing;  and  the  British  ist  Airborne  Division  was  j. 

near  Arnhem  to  cover  the  northernmost  branch  of  the  Rliine,  the  IN 
Rijn,  above  Rotterdam.  German  resistance  to  the  advance  of  the  Se 
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Army  was  so  great  that  it  was  unable  to  reach  Arnhem,  and  after  a  week 
furious  fighting,  the  remnants  of  this  heroic  group,  less  than  a  quarter 
of  those  dropped,  were  evacuated.  This  failure  doomed  the  hopes  for  one 
''ital  thrust  across  the  Rhine  to  the  Ruhr, 
f^y  mid-December  the  Allied  armies  were  struggling  eastward  tow'ard 
Rliine,  in  fog  and  rain,  wfith  short  days  and  long  nights.  Conditions 
"'ere  particularly  bad  in  the  thick  forests  of  the  Ardennes.  There  the 
Germans  determined  to  make  their  last  counteroffensive.  Secret!)'  con¬ 
centrating  25  divisions  in  weather  too  bad  for  air  reconnaissance,  the 
'mermans  struck  westward,  chieflv  with  armored  forces,  into  General 
Gitiar  Bradley’s  Twelfth  Army  Group,  splitting  it  w’ide  open  and  threat¬ 
ening  to  break  through  over  the  Meuse.  Although  the  First  and  Third 
American  armies  were  separated  by  a  German  advance  of  over  6o  miles, 
''o  vital  points  were  reached  largely  because  of  the  stubborn  American 
resistance,  even  when  surrounded,  as  at  Bastogne.  By  December  26th 
le  German  drive  had  stopped,  and  three  weeks  later  most  of  the  lost 
ground  had  been  recovered.  In  the  attack  the  Germans  inflicted  casualties 
°  about  76,000  on  the  Americans,  but  suffered  casualties  of  about  90,000 
remselves  and  used  up  irreplaceable  supplies  and  equipment.  Before  this 
^rtle  of  the  Bulge  could  be  finished.  Hitler  had  to  withdraw  from  it 
■^any  of  the  forces  which  had  made  the  original  attack,  in  order  to  send 
cm  IiurriedI)'  to  the  east  in  a  vain  attempt  to  slow'  dow'n  the  Soviet  win- 
^®r  offensive  w'hich  began  on  January  12,  1945. 

.  Battle  of  the  Bulge  was  hardly  over  before  the  German  defenses 
rhe  West  had  to  sustain  a  series  of  shifting  hammerlike  blows  prepara¬ 
tory  to  the  Allied  invasion  of  Germany.  Plans  for  the  spring  offensives 


showed 

In  the 


85  Allied  divisions  attacking  80  understrength  German  divisions, 
‘"the  east  the  Germans  were  already  reeling  before  the  Soviet  winter 
^  ensive  of  155  divisions.  On  .March  7,  1945,  the  American  9th  Armored 
^'Vision  captured  the  Ludendorff  Railway  Bridge  across  the  Rhine  at 
^cniagen  a  few  minutes  before  it  was  to  have  been  blown  up  by  the 
^^errnans.  In  spite  of  desperate  Nazi  efforts  to  destro)'  it,  tliis  could  not 
,  ^  ^one  for  ten  days.  By  that  time  it  w'as  too  late,  for  other  crossings 
®  been  established,  and  man\'  Allied  divisions  w'ere  across.  By  the  end 

46  div 


'^larch  1945,  German  strength  in  the  w'est  amounted  to  no  more  than 
'Visions  heavily  pressed  by  85  Allied  divisions.  As  the  official  History 


the  United  States  Army  put  it,  “The  German  Army  could  no  longer 
th  a  major  obstacle.”  But  the  German  militarv'  leaders,  under 

'c  fanatical  insistence  of  Hitler  and  Himmler,  were  not  permitted  to 

surrender. 

^The  Allied  advance  in  the  w'est  was  regarded  with  mixed  feelings  in 
^^oscow,  where  there  was  real  concern  that  the  Germans  might  shift 
'^beir  strength  to  the  east  to  oppose  Russia  while  admitting  the  Anglo- 
ctican  forces  in  the  west.  The  Germans  regarded  the  Russians  as  sub- 
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humans  aroused  to  frenzy  bv  German  atrocities  on  Soviet  soil,  and  had 


every  reason  to  fear  Russian  occupation  and  retaliation,  while  everyone 
knew  that  any  American  occupation  would  be  motivated  by  humanitar¬ 
ian  considerations  rather  than  by  retaliation.  The  Nazi  leaders  were  too 
much  absorbed  in  their  own  irrationalities  to  adopt  such  tactics  as  these, 
however,  although  the  Soviet  leaders  continued  to  dread  the  possibility 
and  convinced  themselves,  in  spite  of  the  contradictory  evidence,  that 
it  was  likely.  Accordingly,  the  Soviet  advance  became  a  race  with  the 
Western  Powers,  even  though  these  Powers,  by  Eisenhower’s  orders, 
held  back  their  advance  at  manv  points  (such  as  Prague)  to  allow  the 
Russians  to  occupy  areas  the  Americans  could  easily  have  taken  first. 

From  midsummer  of  1943  until  the  war’s  end  in  May  1945,  the  Soviet 
offensive  in  the  east  was  almost  continuous.  In  Januarv  1944,  Russian 
forces  crossed  the  old  border  into  Poland;  in  February  they  pushed  the 
Germans  back  from  besieged  Leningrad,  and,  in  the  following  month, 
they  began  a  southern  offensive  which  crossed  the  Prut  into  Romania.  In 
July  1944,  the  Soviet  armies  reached  the  Vistula  River,  across  from  War¬ 
saw,  and  began  an  offensive  to  overrun  Romania.  These  events  raised  in 
acute  form  the  problem  of  who  would  rule  over  the  liberated  areas  0 


eastern  Europe. 

In  general,  the  Anglo-Americans  recognized  the  Russian  need  for 
security  along  their  western  frontier,  but  felt  that  this  could  be  ob¬ 
tained  if  independent  states  with  constitutional  governments  (in 
the  Communist  Party  played  a  role)  could  be  established  in  Polan  , 
Romania,  Bulgaria,  Greece,  and  Yugoslavia.  They  saw  no  hope  of  liberat¬ 
ing  the  Baltic  states  from  Russia,  and  paid  little  attention  to  Finland,  t 
was  generall)’  felt  that  Russian  security  in  eastern  Europe  could  be  as 
sured  if  the  victorious  Powers,  including  Russia,  could  retain  their  unity 
in  the  postwar  period  and  operate  together  in  a  United  Nations  orgamri' 
tion  in  peacetime  as  they  had  done  in  war.  While  the  Western  Powers 
recognized  that  the  Russians  had  a  justifiable  suspicion  of  internation,^ 
organizations  based  on  their  unhappy  experiences  with  the  League  ^ 
Nations,  it  y  as  felt  that  this  could  be  overcome  by  the  English-speaking 
Powers  giving  evidence  of  their  new  spirit  of  cooperation  and  by  t 
existence  of  regional  arrangements,  such  as  the  Anglo-Soviet  twenty-y^‘ 
alliance  of  May  26,  1942,  or  the  French-Soviet  agreement  of  Decern 
10,  1944.  All  efforts  to  achieve  some  arrangement  w'ith  Russia  over  ^ 
lesser  states  w  as  deeply  involved  with  the  indecisive  negotiations  abo 


the  fate  of  Germany. 

There  was  general  agreement  about  Germany  to  the  extent  that 
errors  of  October  1918  would  not  be  repeated:  German  military  lea 
would  be  forced  to  sign  a  total  capitulation  witlrout  any  legal  restrictio 
on  the  victors’  future  behavior  toward  Germany;  Germany  would  t 
fall  under  the  victors’  rule  directly  through  military  government;  con 


WORLD  WAR  II:  EBB  OF  AGGRESSION,  I94I-I945  79I 

siderable  portions  of  eastern  Germany,  possibly  as  far  west  as  the  w  estern 
^eisse  River  (the  line  of  the  Oder),  w'ould  be  taken  from  Germany; 
Germany  would  be  completely  disarmed  and  industrially  crippled;  and 
Considerable  reparations  in  kind  would  be  taken  from  her.  The  apparent 
Conflict  between  the  desire  to  reduce  Germany’s  industrial  level  and  the 
csirc  to  obtain  reparations  from  her  w'as  glossed  over  temporarily  by  a 
P  3n  to  dismantle  German  industrial  plants  as  reparations  for  Russia. 

liiese  agreements  about  Germany  left  unsettled  at  least  three  major 
questions  and,  in  consequence,  left  Stalin  with  a  strong  feeling  of  insecu¬ 
rity  about  Germany’s  future:  there  was  no  agreement  whether  Germany 
"  ould  be  dismembered  or  be  treated  as  a  unity,  even  under  military  oc¬ 
cupation;  there  was  no  agreement  about  the  nature  of  the  future  German 
government;  and  there  was  no  agreement  about  methods  for  permanent 
enforcement  of  German  disarmament  and  restricted  industrial  develop¬ 
ment. 


^Ve  need  not  narrate  the  continuous  series  of  negotiations,  temporary 
agreements,  misunderstandings,  and  reinterpretations  w'hich  wxnt  on  for 
years  among  the  Allied  Pow-ers  regarding  the  fate  of  Germany  and  of 
ue  liberated  countries.  The  idea  that  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  Anglo- 
^crican  Powers  could  continue  to  cooperate  in  peace  as  they  had  done 
"ar,  either  by  diplomacy  and  conference  of  their  leaders  or  wnthin 
^onie  structure  of  international  organization,  was  naive.  Such  a  possi- 
uiity  Was  foreclosed  by  two  factors:  the  fundamental  underlying  sus¬ 
picions  on  both  sides,  even  in  wartime,  and  the  very  nature  of  the  political 
power  of  modern  states. 

vor  these  two  reasons,  both  sides,  in  the  midst  of  reassuring  public 
^t^atements  about  their  solidarity  of  outlook  and  plans  for  postwar  co¬ 
operation,  began  to  w'ork  toward  another,  more  realistic  arrangement  of 
Phercs  of  interest  and  pow'er  balances.  This  alternative,  and  ultimately 
^evitable,  path  W'as  adopted  earlier  by  Stalin  and  Churchill  than  by 
oosevelt,  not  because  the  latter  was  naive  or  ill  but  because  he  wanted 
smother  the  naked  opposition  of  power  balances  by  a  chaotic  blanket 
of  legal 

restrictions,  conflicting  public  opinion,  and  alternative  institu- 
’^lonal  arrangements  w  hich  w  ould  hamper  the  outright  operation  of  pow  er 
Conflicts  and  which  would  allow  men  like  himself  to  divert  and  post¬ 
pone  crises  from  day  to  day,  while  they  improvised  better  economic 
social  arrangements  for  their  peoples  in  the  successive  inten'als  of 
peace  Won  from  the  postponement  of  forcible  solutions  to  power  con- 
*cts.  None  of  this  could  be  achieved,  in  Roosevelt’s  view,  unless  Stalin’s 
JOania  of  suspicion  of  capitalist  Powers  could  be  reduced  by  granting 
j  m  as  Concessions  things  he  could  not  be  prevented  from  taking  anyway. 
Che  last  rcsoit  Roosevelt's  sense  of  the  realities  of  power  were  quite 
3cute  as  Churcliill’s  or  Stalin’s,  but  he  concealed  that  sense  much  more 
iberatcly  and  much  more  completely  under  a  screen  of  high-sounding 
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moral  principles  and  idealistic  statements  of  popular  appeal.  It  is  unlikely 
that  Roosevelt  had  any  alternative  plan  based  on  power  politics  to  la' 
back  upon  if  his  stated  aims  of  posnt  ar  cooperation  and  United  Nations 
failed.  Churchill,  on  the  other  hand,  while  sincerely  pursuing  coopeta- 
tiv'e  goals,  had  a  secondary'  outline  based  on  power  balance  and  spheres 
of  interest.  Stalin  reversed  Churchill’s  priorities,  giving  primary  position 
to  spheres  of  power  and  secondary,  rather  ironic,  acceptance  of  coopera¬ 
tion  and  international  organizations. 

So  far  as  eastern  Europe  was  concerned,  the  Stalin  priorities  made 
quite  impossible  any  mechanism  of  cooperation  or  international  agree¬ 
ment.  There  can  be  little  doubt  that  Stalin  was  determined  to  achieve 
security  on  the  Soviet  western  frontier  by  establishing  a  buffer  of  states 
under  complete  Communist  control.  This  covered  Poland,  Romania,  an 
Bulgaria  necessarily  and  any  others  he  might  get  incidentally.  He  was 
not  concerned  with  Greece,  Albania,  or  Austria,  had  little  hope  of 
ting  Czechoslovakia,  hoped  to  retain  Yugoslavia,  and  had  considerable, 
but  unspecified,  fears  over  Iran.  The  technique  to  be  used  to  get  Corn- 
munist  control  over  these  states  was  similar  to  that  used  by  Hitler  m 
Austria:  (i)  to  establish  a  coalition  government  containing  Communists, 
(2)  to  get  in  Communist  hands  the  ministries  of  Defense  (the  army)> 
Interior  (the  police),  and,  if  possible,  Justice  (the  courts);  (3)  use 
administrative  decrees  to  take  over  education  and  the  press  and  to  crip* 
pie  opposition  political  parties;  and  (4)  to  establish,  finally,  a  complete  y 
Communist  regime,  under  the  protection  of  Soviet  military  forces  1 
necessary. 

The  success  of  these  steps  in  Poland,  Bulgaria,  and  Romania  was  3®" 
sured,  while  the  war  was  still  going  on,  by  the  Western  Powers’  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  coalition  governments  containing  Communists  as  a  necessary 
price  for  Soviet  security  locally  and  for  Soviet  cooperation  elsewhere 
(especially  the  Far  East)  and  by  the  fact  that  Russian  armies  were  lU 
occupation  of  the  areas  concerned. 

One  of  the  first  evidences  of  Churchill’s  alternative  policy  based  on 
spheres  of  power  was  Eden’s  suggestion  to  the  Soviet  ambas-sador  in  Lon 
don  on  May  5,  1944  that  Britain  would  permit  Russia  to  take  the  le®^ 
in  policy  about  Romania  in  return  for  Russian  support  for  Britain’s  po^^ 
icies  in  Greece.  This  was  defended  as  being  based  on  “military  realities, 
was  opposed  by  Secretary  of  State  Hull,  but  was  accepted  by 
“for  a  three  months’  trial.”  It  led  to  an  agreement  between  Churchill  an 
Stalin,  at  the  Moscow  Conference  of  October  9-18,  1944,  that  Ang' 
Soviet  interests  in  the  Balkans  might  be  divided  on  a  percentage  basis, 
with  Russia  predominant  in  Romania  and  Bulgaria,  with  England  pr^^ 
dominant  in  Greece,  and  with  Hungary^  and  Yugoslavia  divided  n  b 
fifty.  No  one  had  any  idea  what  these  percentages  meant,  but  the 
ment  was  put  down  on  paper  and  signed.  At  Stalin’s  insistence,  the  gist 
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arrangement  had  already  been  sent  to  Washington,  where  Roosevelt 
'nitialed  it  during  Hull’s  absence  on  vacation  (June  12,  1944). 

This  agreement  had  little  influence  on  Churchill’s  actions.  He  con- 
^nued  to  work  for  cooperative  constitutional  arrangements  in  eastern 
Europe  and  elsewhere.  When  Belgian  Foreign  Minister  Paul  Henri  Spaak, 
the  summer  of  1944,  sought  to  obtain  a  Western  defense  bloc,  extend- 
from  Norway  to  the  Iberian  Peninsula  and  including  Britain, 
lurchill  and  Eden  botit  rebuffed  the  plan  on  the  grounds  that  it  would 
'Vide  Europe  into  two  blocs,  Western  and  Soviet,  which  would  outbid 
^3ch  other  for  German  support  in  the  postwar  world.  The  British  chiefs 
^aff,  however,  in  the  autumn  of  1944,  sought  to  establish,  as  an  al¬ 
ternative  policy,  the  dismemberment  of  Germany  and  the  incorporation 
^  'idustrialized  west  Germany  into  Western  defense  plans  in  the  event 
°  Russian  hostility  in  postwar  eastern  or  central  Europe.  The  British 
'^'vil  leaders,  led  by  Eden,  in  September  and  again  in  October,  rejected 
ese  General  Staff  suggestions  and  reiterated  their  determination  to 
pursue  a  policy  of  unitv  and  cooperation  within  the  United  Nations  and 
0  renounce  any  efforts  to  form  anv  anti-Soviet  bloc,  least  of  all  with 
urmany.  The  chiefs  of  staff  yielded,  unconvinced,  and  warned  of  the 
to  prepare  an  alternative  policy  if  the  United  Nations  broke  down 
owing  to  differences  with  Russia  and  the  need  then  arose  to  face  a  united 
urmany  dominated  by,  or  in  collaboration  with,  Russia, 
n  the  meantime  the  Soviet  Union,  in  1944,  under  cover  of  the  con- 
"ed  violence  of  war  and  the  negotiations  to  establish  a  united  postwar 
orld  organization,  took  steps  to  establish  its  western  buffer  of  Com- 
^oized  satellite  states. 

n  August  1944,  Finland,  Romania,  and  Bulgaria  sought  to  get  out  of 
War.  King  Michael  of  Romania  overthrew  the  pro-Nazi  government 
Ueneral  Antonescu  and  sent  a  delegation,  led  by  a  Communist,  to 
scow  to  sign  a  formal  armistice.  The  surrender,  signed  on  September 
Was  to  the  United  Nations,  but  its  enforcement  was  left  to  the 
^uviet  High  Command,  with  the  Anglo-British  members  of  the  Allied 
untrol  Commission  relegated  to  the  status  of  observers.  A  similiar  armi- 
signed  with  Finland  on  September  19th. 
u  Bulgarian  surrender  was  more  complicated,  since  that  country' 
not  at  war  with  Russia.  A  new  Bulgarian  government,  formed  on 
^Pteuiber  4th,  proclaimed  its  neutrality,  and  requested  wdthdraw'al  of  all 
^"'■ces.  Russia  declared  w'ar  the  next  day,  marched  unopposed 


Sofia 


on  September  i6th  and  supported  a  coup  d'etat  w'hich  estab- 
The  new  regime  at  once 


j  ^  a  Communist-dominated  government.  T 
and  German)"  and  w"as  occupied  by 

th  Quebec,  vetoed  an  armistice  like  the  Romanian  one,  but 

ual  Bulgarian  armistice  of  October  28,  1944  w’as  little  different. 
V'et  forces  meanwhile  had  crossed  Bulgaria  and  invaded  Yugoslavia, 
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liberating  Belgrade  on  October  15th.  They  then  s\vung  north  into 
garv,  reached  Budapest  on  November  nth,  and  surrounded  it  by  the  en 
of  the  month.  The  Germans  prevented  a  Hungarian  surrender  by  seizing 
control  of  the  government  on  October  15,  1944,  and  as  a  result  Budapest 
was  largely  destroyed  in  fierce  fighting  during  November  and  December. 
Only  on  January  20,  1945,  was  the  provisional  government  of  Genera 
Miklos  able  to  conclude  an  armistice  with  the  Russians,  although  fighting 
continued  in  the  country  for  several  months  longer.  The  agreement  le 
Hungary  largely  under  Soviet  military  control  (signed  January  20,  1945)' 

V^ain  efforts  e.xtending  over  several  years  were  made  by  the  Weste^ 
Powers,  especially  Britain,  to  prevent  Yugoslavia  and  Poland  from 
ing  under  complete  Communist  influence.  In  the  course  of  1943^  rather 
futile  efforts  were  made,  through  control  of  supplies  of  weapons  an 
the  work  of  British  liaison  officers,  to  get  the  Chetniks  and  Partisans  to 
fight  Germans  rather  than  each  other.  Growing  evidence  that  the  ptO' 
Serb  Chetniks  under  royalist  General  Mihajlovic  were  collaborating 
with  the  Germans  inclined  the  British  to  shift  their  support  to  Tito,  bu 
it  proved  as  difficult  to  get  the  royal  Yugoslav  government-in-e.\ile 
London  to  accept  Tito  as  it  was  to  get  the  latter  to  accept  the  roya 
government.  A  successful  German  attack  on  Tito,  which  forced  him  w 
flee  to  the  Adriatic  islands,  brought  both  sides  to  terms,  and,  in  October 
1944,  royal  Prime  .Minister  Ivan  Subasic  agreed  to  join  a  Tito  govern 
ment  in  which  the  Partisans  would  hold  an  overwhelming  majority  of  t  ® 
posts.  The  agreement  promised  free  elections  for  a  constituent  assem  , 
within  three  months  of  total  liberation  and  the  return  of  King 
only  after  he  had  been  accepted  by  a  plebiscite.  The  king  refused  to  ac 
cept  this  agreement  until  Churchill  threatened  to  expel  him  from  Log 
land.  The  new  government,  accepted  by  the  Powers  at  Yalta,  was  es 
tablished  in  Belgrade  on  March  4,  1945. 

As  might  be  inferred,  the  Polish  settlement  was  even  less  happV  ^ 
the  Yugoslav  one,  since  the  Poles  were  under  the  full  weight  of  the  ^0^ 
viet  armies,  and  inaccessible  to  Western  power.  As  early  as  1943' 
Polish  Cabinet  in  London,  which  operated  an  underground  army 
underground  government  in  Poland,  was  threatened  by  Russian  deman 
that  the  Polish  eastern  frontier  be  moved  westward  to  the  Curzon 
and  that  anti-Soviet  members  of  the  government  be  removed. 
negotiations  dragged  on  for  months.  In  July  1944,  when  the  Soviet 


^  armi^^ 

were  approaching  the  Vistula,  a  Communist  “Polish  Committee 
tional  Liberation”  was  set  up  under  Soviet  protection  in  Russia.  It  clai 
full  legal  sovereignty  over  Poland  under  the  Constitution  of  19- * 
denounced  the  Polish  government  in  London  as  illegal.  .  .1 

Polish  ministers  hurried  from  London  to  Moscow  to  negotiate.  vA 
they  were  still  talking  there,  and  when  the  Soviet  Army  was  onty  ^ 
miles  from  Warsaw,  the  Polish  underground  forces  in  the  city> 
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^viet  invitation,  rose  up  against  the  Germans.  A  force  of  40,000  re¬ 
sponded  to  the  suggestion,  but  the  Russian  armies  stopped  their  advance 
3nd  obstructed  supplies  to  the  rebels,  in  spite  of  appeals  from  all  parts  of 
^he  World.  On  October  3,  1944,  after  si.xty-three  days  of  hopeless  fight- 
"ig,  the  Polish  Home  Army  had  to  surrender  to  the  Germans.  This 
Soviet  treachery  removed  the  chief  obstacle  to  Communist  rule  in  Po- 
and  the  London  government  accordingly  was  ignored.  On  January 
L  19457  Russia  recognized  the  Committee  of  National  Liberation  as  the 
government  of  Poland,  while  the  Western  Powers  continued  to  recog¬ 
nize  the  government  in  London. 

Only  in  Greece  was  it  possible  to  save  a  Balkan  state  from  Communist 
oinination;  this  was  achieved  because  the  country  was  accessible  to 
ntish  forces  arriving  by  sea.  The  guerrillas  resisting  the  Germans  in 
^reece  W'ere  controlled  by  two  groups:  a  Communist  one  was  known 
‘torn  its  initials  as  ELAS,  while  a  smaller  local  group  of  anti-Communist 
^sistance  fighters  in  Epirus  was  known  as  EDES  (under  pro-English 
'-olonel  Zervas).  British  efforts  to  unite  the  two  groups  under  a  com- 
nion  government  and  program  w'ere  frustrated  by  the  extreme  unpopu- 
3ntv  of  the  king.  Finally,  such  a  government  was  formed  under  a  liberal 
*'cpublican,  George  Papandreou,  with  British  General  R.  M.  Scobie  as 
Commander  in  chief  of  all  guerrilla  fighters.  In  mid-October  1944,  Brit¬ 
ish  forces  returned  to  Athens  with  this  gov^ernment,  but  armed  ELAS 
groups  prowled  Athens  as  a  constant  threat  to  public  order.  A  decision 
^0  disarm  these  led  to  an  armed  uprising  in  the  city.  Defeated  by  the 
rihsh,  they  took  to  the  hills,  but  received  no  support  from  Russia,  and, 
On  February  13,  1945,  accepted  disarmament  and  amnesty  under  the 
I'cgency  of  Archbishop  Damaskinos,  ndth  General  Nicholas  Plastiras  as 
prime  minister  in  a  non-Communist  government. 

In  spite  of  these  conflicts  with  Communist  elements  in  eastern  Europe, 
c  Western  Powers  continued  to  cooperate  with  the  Soviet  Union  in 
c  military  subjugation  of  Germanv^  and  the  diplomatic  negotiations  to 
establish  a  general  postwar  arrangement.  In  the  latter  negotiations  the 
problem  of  a  European,  particularly  a  German,  postwar  settlement  was 
Inextricably  mingled  with  the  establishment  of  a  world  security  organi¬ 
sation.  The  central  core  of  both  was  the  hope  that  the  three  Great  Pow¬ 
ers  Would  be  able  to  cooperate  in  peace  as  they  had  done  in  war,  but 
IS  rather  tenuous  hope  was  concealed  under  a  mass  of  other  consid¬ 
erations. 

have  already  seen  the  dominant  role  played  in  Soviet  operations 
Russia’s  insistence  on  security  along  its  western  frontier.  Britain  had 
equally  forceful  aspirations,  of  which  the  chief  were  to  prevent  an 
merican  reversion  into  postwar  isolationism  as  in  1921  and  to  maintain 
.  ^  rinity  of  the  Commonwealth.  The  Roosevelt  .\dministration  in  Wash- 
^gron  was  equally  fearful  of  anv  resurgence  of  American  isolationism, 
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and  hoped  to  avoid  it  by  a  symphonic  appeal  to  mingled  notes  o 
American  idealism  and  interests:  The  United  States  would  be  the  great¬ 
est  Power  in  a  world  security  organization  which  would  prevent  future 
wars  but,  at  the  same  time,  would  be  unable  to  impose  any  decisions  on 
the  United  States.  Under  that  peace  the  world  would  be  reconstructe 
economically  to  satisfy  the  basic  needs  of  all  human  beings,  end  poverty 
and  disease  by  American  technical  skill  and  science,  and  raise  standaru 
of  living  everj'where  to  the  simultaneous  satisfaction  of  American  idea  - 
ism  and  American  industry’s  need  for  profitable  markets. 

The  outlines  of  this  American  postwar  paradise  were  sketched  as 
goals  by  such  proclamations  as  the  Four  Freedoms  speech  of  January 
1941,  the  Atlantic  Charter  of  August  14,  1941,  and  the  United  Nations 
Declaration  of  January  2,  1942.  Differences  of  view  among  the  Big  Three 
in  dra\\'ing  up  the  latter  document  were  concealed  in  its  final  wording, 
but  are  of  some  significance.  They  included  American  insistence  on  e.x 
eluding  France  and  including  China  as  Great  Powers,  British  efforts  to 
include  social  security  and  to  protect  imperial  preference,  and  Sovie 
objections  to  the  importance  of  religious  freedom. 

The  organizational  structures  to  secure  these  goals  in  the  postwar  pe 
riod  were  sketched  out  in  a  number  of  international  conferences  on  van 


ous  governmental  levels.  These  included  the  major  summit  conferences 
of  heads  of  governments  already  mentioned  and  subsequent  ones  at  Sec 
ond  Quebec  (September  1944),  Moscow  (October  1944),  Malta  (J^^u 
ary  1945),  Yalta  (February  1945),  and  Potsdam  (July  1945)' 
number  of  specialists’  conferences.  The  latter  included:  (1)  a  conference 
on  postwar  economic  problems  at  London  in  September  i94>; 
other  on  food  and  agriculture  at  Hot  Springs,  ’Virginia,  in  May-J^'?^ 
1943;  (3)  one  on  refugees  and  emergency  postwar  relief  held  at  Atia 
City,  New  Jersey,  in  November  1943;  (4)  a  conference  on  internatio 
monetary  problems  at  Bretton  Woods,  New'  Hampshire,  in  July  '944^ 
(5)  the  Conference  of  .Ministers  of  Education  of  the  Allied  Govern^ 
ments,  held  in  London  in  April  1944;  and  (6)  the  two  conferences 
establish  an  international  security  organization  at  Dumbarton 
Washington,  in  October  1944,  and  at  San  Francisco  in  April-June  i94v 
These  conferences  were  surrounded  with  preliminary  and 
negotiations  and  gave  rise  to  the  basic  international  organizations  or 
postwar  period.  Among  these  were  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
tion  (FAO),  now  stationed  in  Rome;  the  United  Nations  Relief  and 
habilitation  Administration  (UNRRA);  the  International 
Fund  and  the  International  Bank  for  ReconsTruction  and  Devclop'U 
(World  Bank),  now  in  M'ashington;  the  United  Nations  Educations^ 
Scientific,  and  Cultural  Organization  (UNESCO),  now  in  Paris, 
the  United  Nations  security  organization  now  operating  out  of  A®  S 
tering  glass  buildings  along  the  East  River,  New'  York  City.  The  aeg 
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nients  and  conflicts  whose  compromises  and  resolutions  provided  these 
postwar  organizations  of  “one  world”  idealism  will  be  discussed  later; 
(luring  the  war  itself  they  were  largely  lost  under  the  din  of  world 
conflict. 


While  the  Western  Powers  were  thus  laying  the  foundations  for  their 
Constructive,  humanitarian,  and  rational  approach  to  the  postwar  world 
during  19^.3-19^5,  the  basically  destructive,  pathological,  and  irrational 
character  of  Nazism  was  turning  Germany  and  occupied  Europe  into  a 
uiadhouse.  By  September  1943,  no  objective  person  in  Germany  could 
expect  a  German  victory;  by  September  1944,  every  German  military 
cader  saw  that  defeat  was  imminent.  Yet  the  Nazi  hierarchv  and  its  jackal 
collaborators,  isolated  from  reality  by  their  obsessive  delusions,  only  in¬ 
creased  the  violence  of  their  insane  frenzies.  This  violence  was  turned 


■icrcasingly  inw^ard  in  a  determination  to  destroy  everything  in  one  vast 
olocaust  if  Hitler’s  New  Order  could  not  be  achieved.  Effons  to  destroy 
entirely  those  peoples,  such  as  Jews,  gypsies,  Slavs,  and  the  “politically 
'unreliable,”  who  were  special  targets  of  the  Nazi  psychosis,  were  acceler- 
p'^d  as  the  Western  and  Soviet  armies  slashed  deeper  into  the  Reich. 
.  8cr  subordinates  worked  overtime  to  slaughter  the  emaciated  prisoners 
concentration  camps  before  the  whole  system  collapsed.  More  sig- 
'hcantly,  persons  held  as  resisters  and  opponents  in  crowded  prisons 
condemned  to  destruction  by  shooting  or  hanging  before  they  could 
c  released  by  the  invading  armies. 

m  many  places  within  Germany  the  uproar  of  the  war  itself  was  almost 
°st  in  the  crackle  of  the  e.xecutioners’  guns,  the  screams  of  the  tortured, 
®  acrid  smell  of  the  gas  chambers,  the  moans  of  millions  of  victims  of 
®^arice  and  hate,  the  stench  of  burning  bodies,  and  the  scurrying  around 
°  rhe  bestial  Nazis  seeking  to  hide  or  destroy  documentary  evidence,  to 
Conceal  the  treasures  looted  from  centuries  of  Europe’s  earlier  culture  in 
c  days  of  Hitler’s  victories;  to  secrete  the  jewels  and  precious  metals 
eluding  gold  yanked  from  the  teetli  of  murdered  Jews),  and  to 
satisfy  their  last  impulses  of  avarice  and  spite.  Hundreds  of  millions  of 
ars  of  such  hidden  loot  were  uncovered  by  the  armies  in  their  final 
of  victory. 

^  When  these  victorious  armies  broke  into  German\",  late  in  1944,  the 
ers^'^  "  ere  still  holding  the  survivors  of  8,000,000  enslaved  civilian  work- 
'  10,000,000  Jews,  5,750,000  Russian  prisoners  of  war,  and  millions  of 
P  isoners  from  other  armies.  Over  half  of  the  Jews  and  Russians  and  sev- 
der  of  the  others,  possibly  12,000,000  in  all,  were  killed  by  mur- 

’  ox’erwork,  or  deliberate  neglect  before  final  victory  in  the  spring  of 
945-  The  work  of  these  enslaved  and  e.vploited  millions  allowed  the  great 
thc^^^'*^'  of  Germans  to  escape  the  economic  stringencies  of  the  war.  While 
g  '"^andards  of  living  of  the  British  were  pushed  downward  by  rationing 


rtages  to  levels  where  energy 


work  were  hampered,  and  at 


a  time  when  German-occupied  countries  w^ere  frequently  forced  below 
the  subsistence  level,  German  standards  of  living  were,  on  the  average, 
higher  than  they  had  been  since  1928,  and  the  mobilization  of  Gentians 
for  work  or  war  service  w’as  less  stringent  than  in  any  other  major  com¬ 
batant  country.  This  was  especially  true  of  women  and  nonessentia 
workers.  By  mid- 1943,  for  example,  the  number  of  persons  in  doniestic 
service  in  Germany  was  only  about  8  percent  less  than  four  years  earlier. 
W'hile  in  Britain  over  the  same  four  years  the  reduction  was  67  pcrcenc 
Over  the  same  period  the  number  of  workers  in  heavy  industry  increase 
68.5  percent  in  Britain,  but  only  18.8  percent  in  Germany.  In  August 
1944,  Albert  Speer,  minister  of  armaments  and  war  production  and  one 
of  the  few  rational  figures  in  high  position  in  Germany,  estimated  that 
there  were  still  7.7  million  unproductive  employees  in  Germany,  iut^m 
ing  1.4  million  in  domestic  service.  The  number  of  women  mobilized  fot 
W'ar  production  in  the  first  four  years  of  the  conflict  w'as  2.25  niilliot^  m 
Britain  compared  to  182,000  in  Germany. 

This  relative  ease  of  the  Germans  in  the  midst  of  history’s  most 
structive  w^ar  was  possible  because  of  the  convergence  of  a  number  0^ 
factors  of  which  the  most  significant  were  the  slowness  of  industna 
mobilization,  the  ruthless  looting  of  occupied  areas,  and  the  working 
death  of  millions  of  enslaved  peoples.  As  one  consequence  of  this  situa 
tion,  recognition  that  the  war  was  lost  came  to  the  Germans,  as  it  catne 
to  Hitler,  relatively  late  and  with  surprising  suddenness,  but  the  lea  e 
of  the  armed  forces  recognized  their  hopeless  position  a  year,  or  even  t^' 
years,  before  the  end.  Fear  of  Hitler’s  terror  prevented  them  from  ® 
any  steps  to  end  the  w'ar  or  even  from  mentioning  it  to  Hitler,  from  e 
of  his  rage;  and  their  efforts  to  kill  Hitler,  though  persistent,  w'ete  p 
thetically  incompetent.  , 

Thus  Hitler’s  fanatical  devotion  to  destruction  made  surrender 
sible  and  drove  the  war  on  to  its  bitter  end.  This  bitterness  was  carrie 
the  majority  of  Germans  by  the  Combined  Bomber  Offensive,  appt®  ^ 
by  the  Combined  Chiefs  of  Staff  on  June  10,  1943.  Before  this  offei^*^^^ 
the  bombardment  of  Germany  from  the  air  was  of  little  signifieanc^^^^ 
the  whole  war  almost  1.5  million  tons  of  bombs  w  ere  dropped  on 
many,  but  only  15,000  of  this  fell  in  1940,  and  about  46,000  m  9 
The  1942  figure,  even  with  the  help  of  the  United  States  Eighth  Air 
was  only  7,000  tons  higher  than  that  for  1941.  Thus  95  percent  of  the  to 
bombs  dropped  on  Germany  in  the  w:u-  fell  after  January  i943-  |^, 

The  Combined  Bomber  Offensive  was  an  effort  to  carry  out  the 
erroneous  ideas  of  an  Italian  general,  Giulio  Douhet,  wlio.se 
nificant  achievement  was  a  book.  The  Coimnnui  of  the  Air:  \ 

on  the  Art  of  Acrid  Warfare,  published  in  Italian  in  1921- 
other  works,  Douhet  made  a  series  of  claims  and  a.ssumptions  w  m 
almost  totally  wrong  and  had  a  pernicious  influence  on  subsequent  u- 
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These  included  the  following:  (i)  that  the  defensive  supremacy  prevailing 
l^Rd  w  arfare  in  1916  would  continue,  and,  accordingly,  no  decision 
IJould  be  reached  hy  ground  combat;  (;)  that  air  forces,  on  the  contrary, 
3d  an  offensive  supremacy  against  which  no  defense  \vas  possible;  (3) 
decision  in  war,  accordingly,  could  be  reached  by  air  forces  alone 
3nd  could  be  reached,  on  that  basis,  within  the  first  twenty-four  hours  of 
uture  war;  (4)  that  all  air  power  must  be  devoted  to  such  strategic 
purposes  (immediate  total  defeat  of  the  enemy)  and  must  not  allow  them- 
'cs  to  become  involved,  on  a  tactical  basis,  with  ground  or  naval  forces; 

1 5)  that  aerial  victory  would  be  achieved  by  the  immediate  and  total  col- 
3pse  of  civilian  morale  under  minimal  bombardment;  (6)  accordingly, 
3t  attack  by  air  must  be  directed  at  civilians  in  enemy  cities,  with  poison 
&3S  as  the  chief  weapon  supplemented  by  incendiary  bombs  but  with 
^'gh-explosive  bombs  unnecessary  beyond  a  minimum  and  token  amount 
°  “bout  twenty  tons.  (Any  city,  he  felt,  would  be  destroyed  totally  by 
^‘^ris  of  bombs,  mostly  gas.) 

1  o  this  nonsense  Douhet  added  a  number  of  subsidiary  ideas,  including 
^  following:  (1)  war  must  begin  with  a  preemptive  (first)  strike  from 
air  on  enemy  cities  without  any  formal  declaration  of  war;  (2)  since 
3utiaircraft  guns  are  totally  ineffective  and  fighter  planes  are  almost 
^^ually  futile,  bombers  do  not  need  high  speed  and  will  never  need  escort 
’y  fighter  planes;  and  (3)  since  whole  cities  will  collapse  immediately, 
‘‘u  is  no  problem  of  target  selection,  no  need  for  economic  warfare  or 
Economic  mobilization,  and  little  need  for  concern  for  replacements  or 
deserves  of  planes  or  other  equipment. 

their  face  these  ideas  seem  so  unconvincing  that  it  is  almost  in¬ 
conceivable  that  they  played  a  major  role  in  twentieth-century  history, 
^ut  they  did  play  such  a  role,  and  made  a  substantial  contribution  toward 
tniing  the  new  age  in  which  we  live.  These  ideas  were  almost  wholly 
'guored  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  were  largely  rejected  in  Germany;  they 
created  great  controversy  in  France;  and  were  accepted  to  a  large  extent 
3mong  airmen  in  Britain  and  the  United  States.  Wherever  they  were  ac- 
'"cpted  they  led  airmen  to  struggle  to  escape  from  tactical  operations  by 
getting  free  from  the  other  services  (land  or  sea)  by  the  creation  of  a  third 
Service,  the  independent  air  force. 

Acceptance  of  Douhetism  by  civilian  leaders  in  France  and  England 
"ss  one  of  the  chief  factors  in  appeasement  and  especially  in  the  .Munich 
surrender  of  September  1938.  Baldw  in  reflected  these  ideas  in  November 
'932,  when  he  said;  “I  think  it  is  well  also  for  the  man  in  the  street  to 
3  ISC  that  there  is  no  power  on  earth  that  can  protect  him  from  being 
nibed.  Whatever  people  ma\’  tell  him,  the  bomber  will  always  get 
'"ough.  .  .  .  When  the  next  war  comes,  and  European  civilization  is 
"''Ped  out,  as  it  will  be,  and  by  no  force  more  than  that  force,  then  do 
let  them  lay  blame  on  the  oid  men.”  In  September  1938,  the  Chamber- 
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lain  government  reflected  these  ideas  and  prepared  the  way  to  Munich 
by  issuing  35  million  gas  masks  to  city  dwellers. 

And  as  a  consequence  of  Douhetism  among  British  and  American  air¬ 
men,  the  strategic  bombing  of  Germany  was  mishandled  from  the  begin¬ 
ning  until  almost  the  end  of  the  war.  Correctly,  such  strategic  bombing 
should  have  been  based  on  careful  analysis  of  the  German  war  econom) 
to  pick  out  the  one  or  two  critical  items  which  were  essential  to  the  war 
effort.  These  items  were  probably  ball  bearings,  aviation  fuels,  and  chenii 
cals,  all  of  them  essential  and  all  of  them  concentrated.  After  the 
German  General  Gotthard  Heinrici  said  that  the  war  would  have  ende 
a  year  earlier  if  Allied  bombing  had  been  concentrated  on  ammonia  plants- 
Whether  this  is  correct  or  not,  the  fact  remains  that  strategic  bombing 
was  largely  a  failure,  and  was  so  from  poor  choice  of  targets  and  from 
long  intervals  between  repeated  attacks.  Relentless  daily  bombardment, 
with  heavy  fighter  escort,  day  after  day,  in  spite  of  losses,  with  absolute 
refusal  to  be  distracted  to  area  or  city  bombing  because  of  losses  or  shit 
ing  ideas  might  have  made  a  weighty  contribution  to  the  defeat  of 
many  and  shortened  the  war  substantially.  As  it  was,  the  contribution  V 
strategic  bombing  to  the  defeat  of  Germany  was  relatively  incidental,  m 
spite  of  the  terrible  losses  suffered  in  the  effort. 

The  shift  to  city  bombing  was  more  or  less  accidental.  In  spite  of  ^  ® 
erroneous  ideas  of  Chamberlain,  Baldwin,  Churchill,  and  the  rest,  t 
war  opened  and  continued  for  months  with  no  city  bombing  at  all,  0 
the  simple  reason  that  the  Germans  had  no  intentions,  no  plans,  and 
equipment  for  strategic  bombing.  The  British,  who  had  the  intentions 
still  lacked  the  plans  and  equipment,  also  held  back.  After  the  fad 
France,  where  almost  all  German  bombardment  was  tactical  or  psyubo 
logical  with  the  major  e.vception  of  the  attack  on  Rotterdam,  the  oa 
of  Britain  was  fought  and  lost  by  tactical  bombing  on  shipping  and  occa 
sional  airdromes  or  airplane  factories. 

The  attack  on  cities  began  by  accident  when  a  group  of  German  pla 
which  were  lost  dumped  their  bomb  loads,  contrary  to  orders,  on  Lon 
on  August  24,  1940.  The  RAF  retaliated  by  bombing  Berlin  the  n^|^^ 
night.  On  September  2,  1940,  as  counterretaliation.  Goring  announced 
beginning  of  city  bombardment  for  September  7th,  but  the  policy 
already  begun  with  a  series  of  attacks  on  Liverpool  after  August  2 
The  British  efforts  to  counterattack  by  daylight  raids  on  military 
tives  in  Germnnv  rpsnlrpH  in  «iirh  tn«p«  th,ir  rhp  ,iir  nfFpnsive  waS  SUl 


to  ib' 


1  Germany  resulted  in  such  losses  that  the  air  offensive  was  : 
to  night  attacks.  This  entailed  also  a  shift  from  industrial  targets 
discriminate  bombing  of  urban  areas.  This  was  justified  with  the 
mistaken  argument  that  civilian  morale  was  a  German  weak  point 
that  the  destruction  of  workers’  housing  would  break  this  morale- 
evidence  shows  that  the  German  war  effort  was  not  weakened  m  ^ 
way  by  lowering  of  civilian  morale,  in  spite  of  the  horrors  heaped  up 
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In  1942  an  effort  was  was  made  to  begin  “thousand-bomber”  raids 
against  a  single  target  in  one  night,  and  three  of  these  were  carried  out, 
the  first  at  Cologne  on  Alav  30th.  This  was  a  terrible  shock  to  the  Ger- 
ttians,  but  had  little  impact  on  their  ability  to  wage  war.  Since  the  British 
Bomber  Command  had  about  450  first-line  bombers,  a  raid  as  large  as  that 
on  Cologne  required  use  of  all  reserves  and  training  planes,  with  instructors 
flying  about  a  quarter  of  the  planes.  Of  1,046  planes  sent  off,  898  reached 
the  target  and  dropped  1,455  tons  of  bombs,  with  40  planes  lost  in  action 
and  12  more  damaged  beyond  repair.  In  the  city  474  persons  were  killed, 
565  hospitalized,  over  5,000  injured,  45,000  made  homeless,  and  hundreds 
of  factories  destroyed,  yet  the  life  of  the  city  was  back  to  normal  in  two 
"'eeks,  with  war  production  in  the  city  back  to  normal  in  about  six 
'veeks.  The  next  thousand-plane  raid  (really  956),  on  Essen  two  days 
after  the  attack  on  Cologne,  was  so  ineffective,  partly  from  cloudy 
't’eather,  that  the  German  air  defense  did  not  even  report  an  attack  on 
Essen  that  night,  while  reporting  attacks  on  three  other  Ruhr  cities. 

Improvements  in  finding  their  targets,  heavier  attacks,  and  the  arrival  of 
the  American  Eighth  Air  Force  (which  inaugurated  “round-the-clock 
bombing”  in  1943)  increased  the  damage  from  strategic  bombing  of 
'Germany,  without  reducing  the  scale  of  the  German  war  effort.  This 
failure  resulted  from  a  number  of  factors  which  should  be  understood, 
fhe  chief  one  was  that  the  Western  governments  had,  from  1933  on, 
entirely  misconceived  the  nature  and  amount  of  German  munitions  pro¬ 
duction.  It  was  overestimated  by  a  wide  margin  (twofold  or  threefold)  in 
'933-1943,  and  was  underestimated  by  an  equal  margin  in  1943-1945.  The 
British  assumed  that  there  was  full  industrial  mobilization  for  war  in 
'Germany  as  early  as  1938;  but  this  was  never  achieved  and  was  not  even 
attempted  until  December  1943. 

Consequently,  Germany,  until  the  winter  of  1944-1945,  had  a  cushion 
bf  unmobilized  resources  which  allowed  an  astonishingly  rapid  repair  of 
onib  damage  and  an  even  more  astonishing  increase  in  production  of  war 
goods  as  late  as  January  1945. 

Failure  by  the  Western  Powers  to  analyze  the  German  war  economy 


led 


to  changeable  and  misguided  efforts  to  attack  it.  When  successful  at¬ 


tacks  Were  made  on  vital  objects,  such  as  ball-bearing  or  chemical  plants, 
fhey  ^vere  not  followed  up,  thus  giving  the  Germans  time  to  repair  or 
bt'cn  to  disperse  these  facilities.  Much  effort  was  expended  on  bombing 
®  tnost  wholly  unrewarding  targets,  such  as  airfields,  submarine  pens,  ports, 
tailroad  yards,  tank  factories,  and  others.  For  a  variety  of  reasons,  these 
f^tgcts  could  not  be  damaged  sufficiently  to  make  substitution  or  repair 
uupossible.  The  original  decision  for  the  Combined  Bomber  Offensive  in 
January  19^,  gave  highest  target  priority  to  submarine  construction 
.^'ards.  A  fraction  of  the  planes  and  crews  used  in  this  unremunerative 
f®sk  could  have  contributed  greatly  to  defeat  the  submarine  if  they  had 
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been  used  in  night  searches  for  the  submarines  themselves  on  the  Atlantic- 
As  early  as  June  lo,  1943,  the  Combined  Bomber  Offensive  top  prionty 
was  shifted  from  submarine  yards  to  German  fighter-plane  production, 
but  here  the  error  was  made  of  concentrating  on  body  and  assembly  plants 
(of  which  there  were  many)  instead  of  on  engine  factories,  which  w’cre 
few  and  more  vulnerable.  By  April  1944,  with  production  of  Gertnan 
fighter  planes  Increasing  rapidly,  this  effort  had  failed,  and  the  Bomber 
Offensive  at  last  turned,  in  May  1944,  toward  a  vulnerable  target:  air¬ 
plane-fuel  production.  To  this  was  added,  in  October  1944,  an  attack  on 
the  genera]  rail  and  canal  transport  svstem.  The  fuel  attack  incidentally 
disrupted  the  chemical  industry,  and  this  combination,  along  with  trans- 
ponation,  brought  the  German  economic  base  for  war  to  its  knees  m 
February  1945.  The  delay  was  partly  caused  by  the  lack  of  determination 
in  concentrating  on  the  targets  selected  and  the  constant  attraction  0 
the  mirage  of  city  bombing.  Even  after  .May  1944.  when  the  chief  target 
was  fuel  factories,  only  16  percent  of  the  bombs  dropped  were  aimed  at 


these,  and  27  percent  were  still  being  thrown  away  on  bombing  civina 
residences  in  cities.  The  importance  of  choosing  the  correct  target  m 
strategic  bombing  may  be  seen  from  one  incidental,  and  probably  ac¬ 
cidental,  success.  The  Germans  had  only  one  factory  producing  t 
.Maybach  heavy  HL  engine  used  in  their  Tiger  and  Panther  tanks.  T 
was  destroyed  by  an  aerial  bomb  in  1944.  This  immobilized  hundreds  0 
these  heavy  tanks  on  the  Russian  front  and  contributed  substantially  to 


a  successful  Russian  breakthrough. 

The  British  effort  to  break  Gennan  civilian  morale  by  area  night  bom 
ing  was  an  almost  complete  failure.  In  fact,  one  of  the  inspiring  and  aniaz 
ing  events  of  the  war  was  the  unflinching  spirit  under  unbearable  atta 
shown  by  ordinan'  working  people  in  industrial  cities.  This  was  as  true 
Russia  (in  Moscov\-  and  above  all  in  Leningrad)  as  it  was  in  Germany 
Britain  (above  all  in  the  dock  areas  of  East  London).  Attacks  on  these 
peoples  had  a  greater  influence  on  the  morale  of  their  soldiers  fight*  & 


on  the  front  than  it  did  on  the  suffering  peoples  themselves. 

The  most  extraordinarv  example  of  this  suffering  occurred  m 
British  fire  raids  on  Hamburg  in  1943.  For  more  than  a  week,  begmm  g 
on  July  24th,  Hamburg  was  attacked  with  a  mixture  of  high-exp'®*'^. 
and  incendiarv  bombs  so  heavily  and  persistently  that  entirely  new 
tions  of  destruction  known  as  “fire  storms”  appeared.  The  air  m 
city,  heated  to  over  a  thousand  degrees,  began  to  rise  rapidly, 
result  that  ground-level  winds  of  gale  or  even  hurricane  force  rushed 
the  city.  These  winds  were  so  strong  as  to  knock  people  off  their  fee*  ” 
to  move  flaming  beams  and  walls  through  the  air.  The  heat  xvas  so  ^ 
that  normally  nonflammable  substances  burned,  and  fires  u  erc 
yards  from  anv  flame.  The  water  supply-  was  destroyed  on  Jn'y 
but  the  flames  were  too  hot  for  water  to  be  effective:  it  turned  to  st 
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l^efore  it  could  reach  flaming  objects,  and  all  ordinary  methods  of  quench- 
'’’g  flames  by  depriving  them  of  oxygen  M'ere  made  impossible  by  the 
storm  of  fresh  air  roaring  in  from  the  suburbs.  Nevertheless,  the  supply  of 
gen  could  not  keep  up  with  the  combustion,  and  great  layers  of 
carbon  monoxide  settled  in  the  shelters  and  basements,  killing  the  people 
uddled  there.  Those  who  tried  to  escape  through  the  streets  were  en- 
'  eloped  in  flames  as  if  they  were  walking  through  the  searing  jet  of  a 
OM  torch.  Some  who  wrapped  themselves  in  blankets  dipped  in  water 
rom  a  canal  were  scalded  as  the  water  turned  suddenly  to  steam.  Hun- 
reds  w  ere  cremated,  and  their  ashes  dispersed  bv  the  winds.  No  final 
ngures  for  the  destruction  were  possible  until  1951,  when  they  were  set 
y  German  authorities  at  40,000  dead  (including  5,000  children),  250,000 
ouses  destroyed  (about  half  the  city),  with  over  i,ooo,ooo  persons  made 
onieless.  Tliis  ^\•as  the  greatest  destruction  by  air  attacks  on  a  city  until 
c  fire  raid  on  Tokyo  of  March  9,  1945,  which  still  stands  today  as  the 
■^ost  devastating  air  attack  in  human  history. 

The  arrival  of  the  American  strategic  air  forces  and  the  beginning  of 
Combined  Bomber  OflFensive  in  the  summer  of  1943  gave  a  new  turn 
^0  the  air  attack  on  Germany.  The  first  great  American  effort,  against 
chweinfurt,  a  city  which  produced  80  percent  of  German  ball  bearings, 
*  the  difficulty  of  the  American  aim  of  precision  daylight  bombing 
°  military  targets  (October  14,  1943).  A  force  of  228  heavy  bombers 
topped  450  tons  of  e.xplosives  on  the  target,  but  62  planes  and  599  men 
ailed  to  return.  Such  losses  could  not  be  sustained,  and  resulted  from  the 
®ct  that  escorting  fighter  planes  were  of  such  short  range  that  they  had 
turn  back  at  the  German  border.  As  a  result,  Schweinfurt  was  not 
ombed  again  for  four  months,  during  which  most  of  its  ball-bearing 
production  was  dispersed  to  five  small  nearby  towms.  A  series  of  w’ell- 
^‘nied  attacks  after  Februaiy’^  21,  1944,  cut  production  about  a  quarter  in 
p  ®  riext  eight  weeks,  but  this  had  little  influence  on  Germany’s  fighting 

The  figures  on  German  munitions  production  are  revealing.  In  1944, 
'  icn  Germany  had  armed  forces  of  about  150  full  divisions  of  12,000 
[^ten  each,  it  manufactured  sufficient  armaments  to  equip  completely  250 
.  wintry  and  40  panzer  divisions.  In  some  cases,  full  expansion  continued 
''^fo  1 945.  Tin;  production  of  munitions  in  Germany  in  January  1945 
3s  a  quarter  larger  than  in  January  1943.  Aircraft  production  in  Janu- 
1945  was  the  same  as  January  1944,  and  both  were  almost  40  per- 
over  January  1943.  Production  of  weapons  in  January  1945  was  4 
Percent  more  than  the  same  month  of  1944.  Production  of  tanks,  with 
January-F  ebruarv  1942  taken  as  100,  was  up  54  percent  in  January 
943;  up  338  percent  in  January  1944;  and  up  457  percent  in  January 
945-  The  follov\  ing  figures  for  actual  production  of  specific  items  will 
P  put  the  strategic  bombing  of  Germany  into  perspective: 
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Items 

Ye.vr 

Ger.manv 

U.viTED  Kingdom 

.Military  aircraft 

1942 

14,200 

23,600 

'944 

39,600 

26,500 

Tanks 

1942 

6.300 

8,600 

*944 

19,000 

4,600 

Heavy  trucks 

1942 

81,000 

.09,000 

*944 

89,000 

91,000 

Heavy  antitank  guns 

1942 

2,100 

500 

*944 

13,800 

1,900 

Antiaircraft  guns 

*942 

4,200 

2,100 

*944 

8,200 

200 

Machine  guns 

1942 

320,000 

1,510,000 

*944 

790,000 

730,000 

Smail-arms  ammunition 

*942 

1,340  million 

2,190  millio** 
2,460  million 

(rounds) 

*944 

5,370  million 

It  would  probably  not  be  unfair  to  say  that  Germany  in  January  i945’ 
after  two  years  of  hea\’y  air  bombardment  from  the  Western  Powders, 
not  only  outproducing  the  United  Kingdom  on  most  significant  items  of 
military  equipment  but  had  also  improved  its  relative  position.  Some  of 
this,  of  course,  can  be  attributed  to  the  fact  that  the  United  States  was 
taking  over  production  of  some  items,  but  the  chief  cause  was  the  un¬ 
believable  economic  mobilization  of  Germany  in  the  year  from  December 
1943  to  December  1944.  The  relative  costs  of  the  strategic  bombing  effort 
may  be  shown  in  fibres.  The  Americans  and  British  together  lost  40,000 
planes  and  158,906  airmen,  almost  equally  divided  between  them.  The  Ger¬ 
mans  suffered  about  330,000  civilians  killed,  almost  1,000,000  injured,  and 
about  8,000,000  made  homeless;  for  the  last  year  and  a  half  of  the  war 
over  1,000,000  Germans  were  employed  clearing  and  repairing  bomb 
damage.  All  these  things  contributed  indirectly  to  hamper  the  German 
war  effort. 

The  direct  contribution  of  strategic  bombing  to  the  war  effort  came 
chiefly  after  September  1944,  and  was  to  be  found  mainly  in  the  disruption 
of  fuel  and  transportation.  Even  this  could  have  been' avoided  if  Hitler 
had  been  willing  to  take  the  advice  of  his  subordinates  and  adopt  proper 
defensive  measures  against  the  Western  air  attacks.  Hitler  himself  in¬ 
sisted  on  priority  of  flak  (antiaircraft  guns)  over  fighter  planes  and  of 
retaliatory  bombing  of  England  over  defense  by  German  fighter  planes, 
both  mistaken  decisions.  If  the  men  and  materials  which  Germany  de- 
v'oted  to  its  efforts  to  bomb  England  had  been  entirely  used  for  defensive 
fighter  planes,  the  influence  of  Allied  strategic  bombing  on  the  outcome 
of  the  war  would  hav'e  been  insignificant. 
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Germany  would  still  have  been  defeated,  because  in  the  long  run  its 
position  was  hopeless,  once  Hitler  attacked  Russia  while  Britain  was  still 
Undefeated.  This  defeat  arose  from  the  destruction  of  the  German  armies 
in  battle,  and  was  made  inevitable  from  the  economic  point  of  view  by 
^he  loss  of  the  Romanian  oil  supply  in  August  1944,  and  the  loss  of  the 
'suhr  industrial  region  in  April  1945. 

One  unforeseen  (and  still  largely  unrecognized)  event  in  the  defeat  of 
otmany’s  ground  armies  was  Hitler’s  greater  resistance  to  Western 
hun  to  Soviet  advances.  It  had  been  assumed,  especially  in  the  Kremlin, 
Hitler’s  hatred  of  Communism  would  lead  him  to  weaken  his  de- 
unses  in  the  west  in  order  to  resist  more  effectively  the  advance  of  Russia. 
Oe  did  exactly  the  opposite.  In  the  late  summer  of  1944,  two-thirds  of 
urmany’s  fighting  men  were  resisting  the  Russians  in  the  east  (2,000,000 
all), 

300,000  in  Italy  and  700,000  elsewhere  in  the  west.  By  the 
hme  of  Yalta  (February  j,  1945),  Germany  had  106  divisions  in  the  west 
wr  which  27  were  in  Italy)  facing  an  equal  number  of  slightly  larger 
'visions  of  the  Western  Powers,  while  they  had  133  in  the  east  (24  less 
an  on  June  1,  1944),  of  which  only  75  (including  4  armored)  faced 
ussia’s  100  divisions  (with  80  more  in  reserve)  along  the  600-mile  front 
'■otn  the  Carpathian  Mountains  to  the  Baltic. 

This  shift  in  German  forces  can  be  explained  on  military  grounds, 
the  real  causes  were  much  deeper  and  were  embedded  in  the  dis¬ 
torted  recesses  of  Hitler’s  brain  and  in  the  very  nature  of  Nazism.  In 
spite  of  Hitler’s  verbal  attacks  on  Communism,  his  real  hatred  was  di- 
tected  at  the  values  and  traditions  of  Western  Civilization  and  at  Christian 
''od  middle-class  ways  of  life.  This  hatred  impelled  him  to  overrule  the 
objections  of  his  military  commanders  in  order  to  mobilize  all  his  dwin- 
*og  reserves  of  manpower  and  supplies  (especially  truck  transport  and 
S^soline)  to  hurl  his  final  offensive  effort  against  the  Western  Powers 
^  December  16,  1944.  This  futile  effort  stopped  the  M'estem  attack  on 
otmany  for  two  months,  but  opened  the  east  to  annihilating  Soviet  blows 
•oh  began  on  January  12,  1945. 

I  he  Western  ground  attack  on  Germany  was  not  resumed  after  the 
attle  of  the  Bulge  until  February  8,  1945.  Two  months  later  a  pincers 
extending  eastward,  north  and  south  of  the  Ruhr.  On  April  1st  this 
bsed  to  complete  the  encirclement  of  the  great  industrial  area;  seventeen 
later  Field  .Marshall  Walter  Model  surrendered  his  32  5,000  Germans- 
at  once  killed  himself.  Ten  days  later  again,  the  German-Italian 
''bes  in  Italy,  trapped  in  Lombardy  between  Army  Group  C  and  im- 
Pass-able  swamps,  sea,  and  rivers,  began  to  surrender  a  force  about  three 
as  large.  On  April  28th,  .Mussolini,  on  his  wa\’  to  the  Swiss  frontier 
^  ‘  h  extensive  treasure,  was  captured  and  killed  by  Italian  guerrillas;  his 
vas  taken  back  to  .Milan,  scene  of  his  earliest  triumphs,  to  hang  by 
in  a  public  square  alongside  that  of  his  mistress,  Clara  Petacci. 
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The  long-drawn  Italian  campaign,  which  had  served  its  purpose  by  tying 
down  dozens  of  German  divisions  in  the  peninsula,  ended  with  a  total  of 
536,000  German  and  312,000  Allied  casualties. 

Meanwhile,  General  Eisenhower,  following  the  victory  in  the  Ruht) 
ignored  Berlin  to  the  northeast  and  drove  directly  eastward  toward  Dres¬ 
den.  He  was  unduly  disturbed  by  rumors  that  the  Germans  had  prepared 
a  final  defensive  “redoubt”  in  southeastern  Germany.  Churchill  and  oth¬ 
ers,  for  political  bargaining  purposes,  wanted  the  American  advance  re¬ 
directed  to  Berlin,  but  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  in  M^ashington  refused  to 
interfere  with  Eisenhower's  decisions  in  the  field.  These  decisions,  based 
on  military  considerations  only,  and  ignoring  political  factors,  permitted 
the  Soviet  forces  to  “liberate”  all  of  the  capital  cities  of  central  Europe- 
Budapest  fell  to  the  Russians  on  February  13th,  followed  by  Vienna  on 
April  13th.  On  April  25th  Russian  forces  encircled  Berlin  and  made  con¬ 
tact  with  American  troops  seventy  miles  to  the  south,  at  Torgau  on  the 
Elbe.  The  previous  day,  Eisenhower,  advancing  on  Prague,  had  been 
warned  by  the  Soviet  General  Staff  that  Russian  forces  would  occupy 
the  Moldau  V'alley  (which  included  the  Czech  capital).  As  late  as  .May  4^*^’ 
when  the  American  forces  were  sixty  miles  from  Prague  and  the  Soviet 
armies  more  than  a  hundred  miles  from  the  city,  an  effort  bv'  the  former 
to  advance  to  the  city  was  stopped  at  the  request  of  the  Soviet  com¬ 
mander,  despite  a  last  vain  message  from  Churchill  to  Eisenhower  to  take 
the  Czech  capital  for  political  bargaining  purposes. 

In  the  meantime,  the  Russian  troops,  screaming,  looting,  and  rapingi 
were  smashing  into  Berlin.  On  April  20th,  following  Hitler’s  fifty-sixt^ 
birthday  celebration,  which  most  of  the  Nazi  Party  and  military  leaders 
attended,  the  Fuhrer  refused  to  leave  the  doomed  city.  Most  of  the  rest 
escaped  that  night  through  the  last  narrow  corridor  to  central  Germany- 
For  another  nine  days  Hitler  continued  to  telephone  orders  from  his 
bunker  in  the  garden  of  the  new  Chancellery  building,  but  few  paid  any 
attention  to  these.  His  former  lieutenants  were  scattered  throughout 
central  Germany,  intriguing  to  take  over  as  Leader  or  planning  to  vanish 
from  sight.  Only  Goebbels,  with  his  wife  and  six  young  children, 
Hitler’s  mistress,  Eva  Braun,  planned  to  remain  to  the  end.  The  Fiihrer 
experienced  a  complete  mental  breakdown  on  April  22nd.  A  week  la^ 
only  a  few  subordinates  remained  to  carry  out  his  last  wi.she.s.  With 
Russian  shells  falling  all  about  the  Chancellery,  he  married  Eva  Braun, 
ordered  Goring  and  Himmler  arrested  for  treachery,  and  drew  up  ^ 
“Political  Testament”  which  blamed  the  war  and  all  Germany’s  mis¬ 
fortunes  on  the  Jews,  and  told  the  nation,  “The  aim  must  still  be  to  "in 
territory  in  the  East  for  the  German  people.”  On  the  afternoon  of  Apri* 
30,  1945,  with  the  Russian  soldiers  onlv  a  block  away,  Eva  Braun  took 
poison  and  Hitler  shot  himself  through  the  mouth.  Subordinates,  in  accord 
with  their  instructions,  flooded  the  bodies  w  ith  gasoline  and  burned  them 
in  a  Russian  shellhole  in  the  Chancellery  garden. 
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At  Hitler’s  death,  leadership  of  the  wreckage  of  Germany  was  be- 
tlueathed  to  Admiral  Karl  Doenitz.  His  efforts  to  surrender  to  the  West- 
®tn  Powers  while  continuing  the  war  against  the  Soviet  Union  were 
tebuffed  on  May  4th,-  and  three  days  later  all  German  forces  were  sur¬ 
rendered  unconditionally  to  all  the  victor  Powers.  The  latter’s  armies  con¬ 
tinued  to  advance,  overrunning  concentration  and  prison  camps  wdth  the 
ovens  still  hot,  finding  thousands  of  bodies  of  murdered  inmates  stacked 
Op  like  cordw  ood,  with  other  thousands,  staggering  out,  like  w'alking 
^  etons  in  filthy  rags,  to  meet  the  incredulous  gaze  of  well-fed,  soft- 
parted  American  vouths. 

Soon  the  names  Buchenwald,  Dachau,  and  Belsen  w'ere  being  repeated 
'vith  horror  throughout  the  w  orld.  At  Belsen  35,000  dead  bodies  and 
^)Ooo  still  breathing  were  found.  The  world  was  surprised  and  shocked. 
,  Pre  Was  no  excuse  for  the  surprise,  for  Hitler’s  aims  and  these  methods, 
eluding  the  genocide  of  any  peoples  or  groups  his  twisted  mind  con- 
polled,  had  been  common  knowdedge  among  students  of  Nazism  long 
^  '939  and  had  been  explicitly  advocated  in  Mein  Kavjpf,  a  book 
ich  sold  227,000  copies  before  Hitler  came  to  power  and  over  a  million 
'^°pies  in  his  first  year  as  chancellor.  That  Hitler’s  government  in 
practice  was  making  every  effort  to  carrv  out  all  the  vile  purposes  w'hich 
'  embraced  in  theory  had  been  made  explicitly  clear  to  all  informed 
PPrsons  by  1939,  most  notably,  perhaps,  in  The  Revolution  of  Nihilism 
}  Hermann  Rauschning,  former  Nazi  leader  in  Danzig,  or  in  The  Broven 
.  r/je  Hitler  T error,  based  on  evidence  from  refugees,  and  published 

\933-  There  was  no  excuse  for  the  world’s  press  to  be  surprised  at 
-  3Zi  bestiality  in  1945,  since  the  evidence  had  been  fully  available  in 
'938.  By  V-E  Day,  .May  8,  1945,  this  bestiality  had  brought  death  to  more 
30,000,000  human  beings  as  sacrifices  to  mystic  Germanic  tribalism. 


Closing  in  on  Japan,  1943-1945 

Hhen  Germany  surrendered  on  May  8,  1945,  Japan  was  already  de- 

^Ppd,  but  could  not  make  itself  accept  unconditional  surrender  and  w’as 
^’■-Ving  to  stave  off  that  inevitable  end  by  suicide  tactics.  In  tlie  thirty-five 
Months  from  the  Battle  of  .Midwa\-  to  the  German  surrender,  the  Japa- 
'^Pse  Navy  and  merchant  marine  had  been  sw  cpt  from  the  w  cstern  Pacific 
^f^d  largely  destroyed  in  tlie  process,  cutting  the  home  islands  off  from 
Vital  overseas  supplies  and  leaving  millions  of  their  armed  forces  isolated 
't>  southeast  Asia,  China,  New  Guinea,  the  Phillippines,  and  other  island 
pockets. 

Tbe  w'ar  against  Germany  and  the  war  against  Japan  were  separate 
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wars,  although  involving  the  same  victorious  nations.  Weapons,  strateg}' 
and  tactics  were  quite  different,  chieflv  because  one  was  a  war  of  ait  an 
land,  while  the  other  was  a  struggle  of  naval  and  air  forces  over 
immense  ocean.  Even  American  strategic  bombing  was  different  mti 
Pacific,  using  B-ag’s,  unknown  in  Europe,  for  area  bombing  of  civilians 
in  cities,  something  we  disapproved  in  Europe.  The  great  weapons  against 
Japan  were  the  aircraft  carriers,  which  relentlessly  prowled  the  ocean 
and  provided  the  necessary  protection  for  amphibious  assaults  on 
island  steppingstones  which  led  to  Japan.  The  total  destruction  of  t  ® 
Japanese  Navy  and  Air  Force  were  almost  incidental  to  this  process 
protecting  landing  forces  of  marines  and  army  units. 

Even  where  the  same  \veapons  were  used  in  the  European  and  Pad 
struggles,  the  outcomes  were  different.  In  the  former,  the  German  sn 
marines  were  hunted  doM’n  and  destroyed,  while  in  the  Pacific,  American 
submarines  made  a  great  contribution  to  victory  by  the  almost  to 
annihilation  of  the  Japanese  merchant  fleet.  Japan’s  minimal  need  for  met 


chant  shipping  to  keep  r 


iyilian  population  from  starvation  was  : 


mil- 


’  million  tons.  It  had  started  the  w^ar  with  6  million  tons,  added  3'5 
lion  tons  during  the  war  from  building  and  capture  of  foreign  vesse  , 
but  had  8.2  million  tons  sunk  during  the  war  and  finally  surrendered  wi 


only  231  vessels  of  860,936  tons  still  able  to  operate.  Of  the  loss,  5- 


:  mil' 


lion  tons  were  sunk  bv  submarines,  2.3  million  by  aircraft,  and  0.3  milh®” 
by  mines.  By  the  spring  of  1945  Japanese  merchant  shipping  was  alrea  ; 
below  its  minimum  civilian-survival  level. 

Immediately  after  .Midw  ay,  the  vital  issue  for  the  United  States  became 
the  need  to  stop  the  Japanese  advance  against  Australia  in  the  southwest 
ern  Pacific.  At  that  time  the  southern  edge  of  the  Japanese  defeme 
perimeter  ran  east  and  west  through  New  Guinea  just  north  of  Austra  1  ■ 
Its  advanced  base  was  Rabaul  on  New  Britain  Island,  taken  from  Austra  ' 
in  Januar)"  194a.  This  base,  a  magnificent  but  remote  harbor  3,000  mi 
from  Tokyo,  was  linked  to  the  Japanese  capital  by  two  fortified  bases 
which  had  been  constructed  illegally  in  the  Japanese  .Mandated  Islm^  ' 
About  800  miles  north  of  Rabaul  was  Truk  in  the  Caroline  Islands, 
almost  700  miles  nonh  of  Truk  was  Saipan,  in  the  Marianas  Islands.  Fr'”’’ 
Saipan,  later  a  B-29  ba.se  for  bombing  Tokyo,  it  was  almost  1,600  miles  m 
the  Japanese  capital.  Just  before  .Midway  the  Japanese  e.xtended  dieir 
threat  600  miles  fanher  south  from  Rabaul,  southwest  to  New  Guinea 
(thus  threatening  Australia)  and  southeast  to  Guadalcanal,  the  southern 
most  of  the  Solomon  Islands  (2,375  miles  north  of  AVellington, 
Zealand). 

The  American  counterattack  to  this  Japanese  southw’ard  push  took 
form  of  two  parallel  thrusts  northward,  passing  to  the  east  and  u’cst  ^ 
Rabaul  and  Truk.  The  western  thrust,  under  General  MacArtlmr, 
to  reconquer  New  Guinea  and  move  northward  through  the  Admim  7 
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Islands  and  the  Philippines  to  the  China  Sea.  The  eastern  American  thrust, 
under  naval  control,  sought  to  go  northward  through  the  Solomon  Islands, 
then  bypass  Rabaul  and  Truk  far  to  the  east  through  the  Marshall 
Islands,  returning  to  the  Tokvo  road  by  attacking  the  .Marianas  from  the 
Marshall  Islands  (700  miles  east  of  Truk).  This  double  movement  is  usu¬ 
ally  referred  to  as  a  “ladder”  in  which  alternative  advances  on  either  side 
hy  the  Americans  led  to  Japanese  counterattacks  from  Rabaul  and  Truk 
between  the  twm  legs. 

At  first  much  of  the  fighting  was  piecemeal,  with  inadequate  supplies 
for  both  sides,  but  American  supplies  continued  to  come,  while  Japanese 
support  was  much  more  intermittent.  This  eventually  became  the  story 
of  the  Pacific  war,  as  American  supplies,  delivered  from  6,000  or  more 
oiiles  away,  buried  tlie  Japanese  beneath  water  and  earth.  This  struggle 
northward  from  Australia  and  Nevv  Zealand  w'as  to  have  been  accom¬ 


panied  by  a  third  thrust,  under  General  Joseph  W.  Stilwell  and  Lord 
Louis  iMountbatten  from  India,  across  Burma,  to  reestablish  connections 
"'ith  southwestern  China.  For  some  time  it  was  expected  that  MacArthur 
and  Stilwell,  converging  on  China  from  the  Philippines  and  Burma,  would 
establish  a  mainland  base  from  which  the  final  assault  on  Japan  could  be 
niade.  The  Burma  Campaign,  held  up  by  the  difficulties  of  the  terrain  and 
constant  diversion  of  men  and  supplies  to  other  theaters,  did  not  reach 
China,  over  the  hand-built  Burma  Road,  until  February  1945.  .MacArthur 
"'as  held  up  for  two  years  (1942-1944)  in  the  New  Guinea  area.  Thus 
"'c  must  focus  our  attention  on  the  eastern  drive  from  New  Zealand 


'northward  through  the  Solomons. 

This  eastern  drive  began  on  August  7,  1942,  when  Guadalcanal  was 
invaded  by  naval  and  marine  forces  from  Wellington,  New  Zealand,  2,375 
^IIcs  farther  south.  By  Februarj'^  8,  1943,  after  six  months  of  horrible 
]"ngle  combat,  often  without  either  air  or  sea  support,  the  Solomons  w'ere 
conquered.  Six  drawm  naval  battles  during  the  struggle  greatly  weakened 
c  enemy  surface  forces,  while  his  air  forces  were  crippled.  In  the  same 
period,  Japanese  advance  bases  were  expelled  from  the  Aleutian  Islands, 
o  at  least  135,000  enemy  ground  forces  w'ere  left  isolated  in  New 
Guinea  and  Rabaul. 

.  the  autumn  of  1943,  the  Allied  forces  had  reached  the  great  bar- 
of  the  Japanese  .Mandated  Islands  in  the  central  Pacific.  These  w'ere 
F  ssed  in  a  series  of  amphibious  operations  called  “island  hopping.”  The 
_^tst  of  these,  Tarawa,  in  the  Gilbert  archipelago,  was  a  small  operation 
to  subsequent  “landings,”  but  its  name  still  brings  horror 

ose  who  remember  it.  In  four  days  3,100  marines  were  torn  to  pieces 
w;  k  fatally)  to  capture  a  small  coral  island  defended  by  2,700  Japanese 
2,000  cii'ilian  laborers.  The  fanaticism  of  the  Japanese  was  a  revela- 
^  may  be  measured  by  the  fact  that  4,500  were  killed.  We  learned 

Steat  deal  about  amphibious  warfare  at  Tarawa,  especially  the  need  for 
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thorough  preliminarv  naval  bombardment  and  for  detailed  knowledge 
and  planning  in  regard  to  tides,  winds,  reefs,  and  local  fire  support. 

In  Februarv  1943,  this  e.xperience  was  applied  at  Kwajalein,  the  worlds 
largest  atoll,  560  miles  north  of  Tarawa,  and  at  Eniwetok,  340  miles  west 
of  Kwajalein,  in  the  .Marshall  Islands.  In  these  landings  Americans  ha 
their  first  large-scale  e.xperience  of  the  irrationalities  of  fighting  Japanese. 
Officers  of  the  Mikado  attacked  tanks  with  ornamental  swords,  while 
privates  sometimes  killed  themselves  when  the\"  had  Americans  at  their 
mercy.  But  usually  they  fought  skillfully  and  tenaciously  until  the  out¬ 
come  was  hopeless,  when  they  made  suicidal  “Banzai!”  charges.  These 
two  landings  cost  695  .\merican  dead  to  kill  1 1,556  Japanese.  During  these 
operations  Admiral  Raymond  Spruance  led  a  carrier  task  force  in  a  strike 
on  Truk  w’hich  destroyed  over  200  Japanese  planes  and  a  dozen  naval  ves¬ 
sels  at  a  cost  of  17  American  aircraft. 

In  the  course  of  1943  the  American  adv'ance  up  the  right  leg  of  the 
Pacific  “ladder”  to  Tokyo  got  so  far  ahead  of  schedule  that  seveia 
projected  landings  were  eliminated,  all  future  landings  were  advanced  ut 
date  by  a  couple  of  months,  and  the  whole  weight  of  the  advance  was 
shifted  from  its  original  project  of  a  final  assault  on  Japan  from  Formosa 
or  the  Asiatic  mainland  to  an  undated  and  unspecified  amphibious  attac 
from  Pacific  bases.  This  left  three  major  problems:  ( 1 )  the  need  for 
island  close  enough  to  Japan  for  preliminary  bombardment  by  land-base 
planes;  (2)  the  possibility  of  verv'  large  American  casualties  when  r 
Japanese  invasion  came  off  (possibly  in  1946);  and  (3)  what  could  ® 
done  about  the  millions  of  Japanese  ground  forces  in  nonhern  China 
and  in  Manchuria.  The  last  two  of  these  problems  led  to  efforts  to  obtain 
Soviet  inten-ention  in  the  war  against  Japan;  they  meant,  almost  cer 
tainly,  that  considerable  concessions  must  be  made  to  the  Russians  m  r 
Far  East  and  that  the  final  assault  on  Japan  must  be  left  until 
months  after  the  final  defeat  of  Germany,  to  allow'  Soviet  forces  to 
shifted  from  Europe  to  the  Far  East.  In  the  meantime,  the  need  for  ^ 
air  base  for  land-based  bombers  within  range  of  Japan  resulted  m  t 
conquest  of  the  .Marianas  Islands.  , 

The  .Marianas  were  700  miles  north  of  Truk,  over  1,000  miles  nor  ^ 
w'est  of  Eniwetok,  and  almost  1,600  miles  from  Tokyo.  The  conquest^^^ 
Saipan  in  the  middle  of  this  archipelago  in  June  and  July  1944  , 

second  great  amphibious  landing  that  summer,  tw’o  marine  divisions,  u 
Lieutenant  General  Holland  .M.  Smith,  hitting  the  beach  at 
June  15th,  only  nine  days  after  D-Day  in  Normandy.  The  Japanese 
29,000  men  on  Saipan,  7,000  on  Tinian,  and  18,000  on  Guam.  All  t  r^^ 
were  eliminated  by  the  end  of  July.  Japanese  resistance  was  so 
Saipan  that  an  American  Army  division,  held  in  reserve  at  sea 
other  islands,  had  to  be  throwm  ashore  at  Saipan  on  the  second  day. 
island  w  as  conquered  by  July  9th,  wfith  27,000  of  the  Japanese  garrison 
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32,000  killed  to  3,400  Americans  dead  and  13,000  wounded.  Over  24,000 
Japanese  and  2,214  Americans  were  killed  on  the  other  two  islands. 
Efforts  by  the  Japanese  fleet  to  disrupt  the  Marianas  attack  led  to  the 
attle  of  the  Philippine  Sea  (June  19-20,  1944).  This  w’as  another 
naval”  battle  in  which  no  surface  vessels  fired  upon,  or  even  saw, 
other,  since  it  was  fought  entirely  in  the  air  and  under  the  sur- 
®ce.  On  the  opening  day  the  Japanese  lost  402  planes,  while  destroying 
American  planes,  and  two  of  their  carriers  were  sunk  by  American 
submarines.  As  the  Japanese  fleet,  denuded  of  air  protection,  fled  west- 
"'^rd,  Spruance’s  planes  pursued  and  sank  a  carrier  and  several  lesser  ves¬ 
sels  at  a  cost  of  20  planes.  This  engagement  shattered  the  Japanese  naval 
support  and  left  the  Philippines  open  to  American  assault. 

In  September  1944,  another  amphibious  attack  landed  in  the  Palau 
group  of  the  western  Caroline  Islands,  1,175  tniles  directly  west  of 
tuk  and  only  6  to  miles  directly  east  of  Mindanao,  the  large  southern 
and  of  the  Philippines.  Feverish  haste  was  made  to  conquer  this  group 
and  to  prepare  Ulithi  Atoll,  the  best  harbor  in  the  area,  as  a  base  for 
nierican  surface  vessels,  since  the  invasion  of  Leyte  in  the  Philippines 
ad  been  moved  up  from  December  20th  to  October  20th,  only  four 
^ceks  after  the  occupation  of  Ulithi  on  September  23rd.  The  invasion 
rces  of  two  divisions  had  left  Hawaii  on  September  15th  with  their 
original  destination  at  Yap,  just  south  of  Ulithi,  but  were  diverted 
rende'ivous  with  two  divisions  from  MacArthur  at  sea,  450  miles 
^ast  of  Leyte.  In  the  meantime,  in  the  first  half  of  1944,  the  Japanese 
shifted  from  the  Inland  Sea  of  Japan  to  Lingga  Roads,  off  Singa¬ 
pore,  in  order  to  be  closer  to  a  supply  of  fuel  oil;  and  the  Japanese  Army 
on  the  mainland  of  China  drove  southward  from  Hankow  to  Hanoi 
1  ndochina),  cutting  Chiang  Kai-shek  off  from  all  eastern  China  and 
O'^^running  the  American  strategic  bombing  bases  in  the  area. 

n  July  President  Roosevelt,  Admiral  Chester  Nimitz,  and  General 
ucArthur,  meeting  at  Pearl  Harbor,  decided  to  speed  up  the  assault 
^0  Japan,  to  recapture  the  Philippines  without  awaiting  the  defeat  of 
force  Japan  “to  accept  our  terms  of  surrender  by  the 
of  sea  and  air  power  without  an  invasion  of  the  Japanese  homeland.” 
^f*^  ^‘'P'^omber  13th  Admiral  W’illiam  F.  Halsey  suggested  cancellation 
our  projected  intermediate  landings  and  use  of  these  troops  for  the 
uiediate  seizure  of  Levte.  The  suggestion,  conveyed  to  Roosevelt  and 
at  the  Second  Quebec  (“Octagon”)  Conference,  was  approved 
I  ordered  within  ninety  minutes  (September  15,  1944).  The  Palau 

0th  the  time  and  place  of  the  American  landing  at  Let'te  were  an- 
pated  in  Tokyo,  but  the  Japanese  were  unable  to  reinforce  the 
ge  division  on  the  spot.  To  cover  the  landing  Admiral  Halsey  led  the 
'rd  Fleet  of  9  fleet  carriers,  8  escort  carriers,  6  battleships,  14  cruisers. 


very 
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and  58  destrovers  to  pound  the  Ryukyu  Islands,  Formosa,  and  Luzon 
(October  10-17,  i94-t)-  ^Vith  over  1,000  American  planes  in  the  air  at 
a  time,  this  force  destroyed  915  enemy  planes  and  hundreds  of  naval  ves' 
sels.  Since  Japanese  naval  planes  had  been  critically  reduced  in  the  Battle 
of  the  Philippine  Sea  and  since  most  of  these  destroyed  in  Halsey’s  sweep 
were  land-based,  the  Japanese  were  critically  short  of  trained  pilots  after 
October  17th,  and  began  to  adopt  kamikaze  (suicide)  tactics.  In  these 
tactics  half-trained  pilots  dived  their  planes,  loaded  with  bombs,  onto  the 
decks  of  American  ships.  These  new  tactics  inflicted  severe  losses  on  the 
Americans  in  the  ne.xt  few  months. 

In  the  week  of  October  17-24,  Halsey’s  Third  Fleet  was  back  off 
Leyte  to  cover  the  invasion  force  of  732  ships.  In  five  days  132,400  men 
and  200,000  tons  of  supplies  were  landed  against  only  moderate  oppO' 
sition.  To  destroy  this  landing  the  Japanese  gave  orders  which  re¬ 
sulted  in  the  Battle  of  Leyte,  the  largest  naval  conflict  in  history 
The  eastern  shore  of  the  Philippines  mav'^  be  regarded  as  two 
large  islands,  Luzon  on  the  north  and  Mindanao  to  the  south,  separal 
by  a  cluster  of  smaller  islands  (the  Visayas)  w'hich  include  almost 
contiguous  Samar  and  Leyte  on  the  eastern  shore.  Between  Luzon  an 
Samar  was  San  Bernardino  Strait,  while,  farther  south,  Leyte  ati 
Mindanao  are  separated  by  Surigao  Strait.  The  Japanese  plan  was  to 
send  a  small  force  as  bait  from  Japan  to  entice  Halsey’s  Third  Fleet  north¬ 
east  from  Luzon,  w  hile  three  other  Japanese  forces  (one  from  Japan  an 
two  from  Sinpapore)  would  secretly  approach  from  the  west,  wit 
the  Center  Force  under  Admiral  Takao  Kurita  passing  through  San 
Bernardino  Strait,  and  the  Southern  Force  under  Admirals  Kiyohi 
Shima  and  Shoji  Nishimura  p.assing  through  Surigao  Strait  to  converg^ 
on  Admiral  Frederick  C.  Sherman’s  Seventh  Fleet  to  destroy  both  it  an 
the  Leyte  beachhead  before  Halsey  could  return  from  his  northern  put 
suit  of  Admiral  Jisaburo  Ozawa’s  sacrificial  “bait.”  , 

These  plans,  requiring  precise  timing  and  ruthless  e.xecution,  fai  ^ 
only  because  the  quality  of  American  fighting  men  was  so  superior  to 
that  of  Japanese  admirals  that  it  overcame  Japanese  superiority  in 
and  ships  in  actual  combat.  The  resulting  Battle  of  Leyte  ended 
Japanese  Navy  as  an  effective  fighting  force.  On  one  side  were  2 
American  and  2  Australian  ships,  with  143,668  men,  plus  many  auxiliaO 
vessels,  while  the  enemy  had  64  major  ships  manned  by  42,800  Japao^®^ 
The  Japanese  Northern  Force  was  made  up  of  2  heavy,  1  largCi 
3  small  carriers,  which  could  no  longer  be  used  as  carriers  because 
lack  of  naval  aviators.  These  6  vessels,  escorted  bv  3  light  cruisers  a 
8  destroyers,  sailed  down  from  Japan  to  entice  “Bull”  Halsey’s  T  u" 
Fleet,  w'ith  almost  all  the  American  heavy  striking  power,  northward  au  a) 
from  the  Leyte  landing.  Unexpectedly  it  escaped  observation  until 
tober  24th,  a  day  later  than  e.xpected,  and  had  to  sail  in  circles  waiciug 
for  Halsey  to  come  north. 
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the  meantime,  Kurita’s  Center  Force,  which  hoped  to  remain  un¬ 
detected,  had  been  intercepted  by  American  submarines,  and  reported. 
This  Japanese  force,  headed  for  San  Bernardino  Strait,  had  7  battle¬ 
ships  (including  the  two  largest  in  the  world  of  68,000  tons,  with  18.1- 
inch  guns),  11  heavy  cruisers,  z  light  cruisers,  and  19  destroyers.  All 
these  major  vessels  were  faster  and  heavier  than  comparable  American 
ships  but  had  link  air  cover,  poor  fire  control,  and  inferior  morale.  On 
October  23rd  the  American  submarines  Darter  and  Dace  torpedoed  three 
Kurita’s  heavy  cruisers,  sinking  two  (including  Kurita’s  flagship). 
While  Kurita  was  being  rescued  from  the  water  and  dried  out,  Halsey, 
tvarned  by  Darter,  sent  an  air  strike  over  the  top  of  the  Philippines  and 
*3nk  the  68,000-ton  battleship  Alusashi  with  19  torpedoes  and  17  bomb 
hits,  and  also  knocked  out  a  heavy  cruiser.  Hours  earlier,  Japanese  land 
planes  from  Luzon  made  a  strike  at  Halsey  and  were  mostly  destroyed, 
ut  a  single  bomb,  exploding  in  the  carrier  Princeton's  bakery,  set  a  fire 
^(hich  ignited  its  torpedoes  and  aviation  gasoline  and  blew  it  apart,  in¬ 
dicting  heavy  casualties  on  the  cruiser  Birmingham  which  had  come 
to  the  rescue.  When  Halsey’s  planes,  returning  from  w  est  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  gave  exaggerated  repons  on  the  damage  to  Kurita  and  announced 
that  he  had  turned  westward,  Halsey  took  off  with  65  ships  (including  all 
IS  heavy  vessels)  northward  to  where  Ozawa’s  “bait”  of  17  ships  was 
patiently  circling.  Kurita,  seven  hours  behind  schedule,  resumed  his 
course  to  San  Bernardino  Strait  and  Leyte  Gulf. 

In  the  meantime,  two  other  Japanese  forces  were  converging  on 
urigao  Strait,  far  to  the  south.  Together  they  had  2  battleships,  3 
eavy  cruisers,  a  light  cruiser,  and  8  destroyers.  Their  approach  was 
I'cported  to  the  American  Seventh  Fleet  off  Leyte.  This  moved  southward 
meet  the  threat  at  Surigao  Strait,  assuming  that  Halsey  would  con- 
^due  to  cover  San  Bernardino  Strait.  The  intercepting  force  of  Admiral 
nomas  Kinkaid’s  Seventh  Fleet  had  6  battleships,  4  heavy  cruisers,  4 
^ght  cruisers,  and  28  destroyers. 

I  Japanese  Southern  Force  plowed  through  Surigao  Strait  in  the 

dark  night  of  October  24-25,  it  was  attacked  by  30  PT  boats;  these 
dispersed  after  great  confusion.  Then  came  more  than  100  torpedoes 
did  American  destroyers,  scoring  9  hits,  which  sank  3  Japanese  destroy- 
^I's  and  a  battleship.  Gunfire  from  the  American  heavy  ships  then  sank 
'^dst  of  the  Southern  Force;  damaged  vessels  were  pursued  by  ait  and 
idarine,  until,  by  November  5th,  only  one  cruiser  and  5  destroyers 
°  l^he  whole  force  were  still  afloat. 

p  the  Seventh  Feet  disengaged  from  the  remnants  of  the  Southern 
drce  at  5:00  a..m.  on  October  25th,  the  main  Japanese  force,  under 
nta,  17  j  miles  to  the  north,  had  emerged  from  San  Bernardino  Strait 
g  ’^’as  bearing  down  on  Leyte,  which  was  protected  by  a  flotilla  of 
g  ^^dort  carriers  w  ith  a  screen  of  7  destroyers  under  Rear  Admiral  Clifton 
Pi'ague.  These  small  vessels  were  off  Samar  Island  with  about  25  planes 
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each  and  were  backed  by  tw-o  similar  flotillas  farther  south.  Surprise  was 
complete  on  both  sides,  at  6:47  a.m.,  when  a  patrol  plane  discovered 
Kurita’s  presence.  The  news  had  hardly  registered,  when  the  Japanese 
big  guns  opened  fire.  Fortunately,  Kurita  was  completely  disconcerted 
by  the  encounter,  and  believed  he  had  run  into  Halsey’s  fleet. 

Sprague,  under  cover  of  smokescreens  and  rain  squalls,  tried  to  escape 
the  heavy  Japanese  gunfire,  while  holding  the  enemy  out  of  Leyte  Gull 
by  vigorous  air  strikes  from  his  “baby  flat-tops”  and  torpedo  attacks  front 
his  destroyers.  The  Japanese  shells,  of  5-  to  16-inch  caliber,  were  all 
armor-piercing  and  went  through  the  thin  plates  of  Sprague’s  ves- 
sek  without  e.xploding;  but,  with  up  to  forty  holes  each,  these  ships  were 
soon  leaking  freely.  They  attacked  so  vigorously,  however,  using  their 
5-inch  guns  when  all  torpedoes  were  gone,  that  Kurita’s  fleet  was  scat¬ 
tered,  and  he  decided  to  withdraw  to  regroup  his  forces.  He  had  sun 
two  American  destroyers,  an  escort  carrier,  and  a  destroyer  escort,  but 
lost  three  heavy  cruisers  in  return.  By  this  time  (9:15  a.m.)  air  at¬ 
tacks  were  beginning  to  come  in  from  all  over  the  Philippines,  and  Kunta 
had  received  news  that  only  one  destroyer  had  survived  the  Southern 
Force’s  defeat  at  Surigao.  He  began  to  withdraw  through  San  Bernardino 
Strait.  Sprague’s  escort  carriers  were  much  cut  up,  and  still  under  heavy 
pounding  from  the  earliest  kamikaze  attacks.  These  sank  St.  Lo,  an 
escort  carrier,  about  11:30. 

At  8:45  A..M.  urgent  appeals  to  Admiral  Halsey  had  detached  a  for^o 
of  five  fast  carriers  with  escort  vessels  to  pursue  Kurita.  Two  hours  laKL 
while  still  335  miles  away,  these  launched  a  series  of  air  strikes,  147 
in  all,  of  which  14  were  lost  without  significant  damage  to  the  Japan^ 
The  following  day  strikes  of  257  planes  sank  another  of  Kurita 
cruisers. 

During  this  same  eventful  October  25th,  Admiral  Ozawa’s  Nort  e 
Force,  the  “bait,”  had  been  swallowed.  In  five  air  attacks, 
planes,  Halsey’s  carriers,  commanded  by  Admiral  Mitscher,  sank  0 
Japanese  carriers  and  a  destroyer.  Among  these  was  the  last  of  the 
carriers  which  had  attacked  Pearl  Harbor  in  1941.  .  _ 

The  Battle  of  Leyte,  strategically  ill-advised  from  the  Japanese  po*^^ 
of  view,  ended  its  navy  as  a  significant  force  in  the  Pacific.  From 
date,  the  American  advance  was  held  up  chiefly  by  suicide  tactics 
kamikaze  attacks).  Leyte  is  of  great  historical  significance  as  the 
naval  battle  in  which  battleships  participated  and  played  a  role,  a 
tedly  minor.  The  Third  Fleet’s  Battle  Line  of  six  great  ships  di 
even  fire  its  heavy  guns.  jjj 

While  General  MacArthur  and  the  army  were  clearing  up  tne  r 
pines,  capturing  .Manila  after  fierce  house-to-house  combat  on  Mate 
1945,  the  navy  and  air  arms  pressed  on  toward  Japan.  By  Octo 
1944,  two  intermediate  targets  had  been  set:  one  was  to  capture 
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Jinia  in  the  Bonin  Islands,  about  halfway  from  Saipan  to  Tokyo,  to  be 
as  an  emergency  landing  area  and  iighter-plane  base  for  the  B-ap’s 
attacking  Tokyo  from  Saipan.  The  other  was  to  capture  Okinawa  and 
pther  islands  in  the  Ryukyus  as  bases  for  land  forces  to  invade  Japan 
Itself.  ^ 


Iw'o  Jima  was  invaded  on  February  19th  and  secured  by  March  z6th. 
ttter  fighting  which  involved  flushing  Japanese,  one  by  one,  out  of 
caves  yielded  20,703  Japanese  killed  and  only  216  prisoners  by  March 
^’4*^9  more  (of  which  a  third  were  killed)  were  disposed  of  in 
next  two  months.  The  Americans  lost  about  5,000  killed,  but  three 
tyisions  suffered  over  two-thirds  casualties  in  the  struggle  to  capture 
kis  island  of  4.5  by  2.5  miles.  The  dead  on  both  sides  thus  amounted  to 
2,400  per  square  mile. 

Iwo  will  always  be  remembered  for  the  famous  raising  of  the  American 
"ag  on  the  top  of  550-foot  Mount  Suribachi  at  the  southern  tip  of  the 
2Sand  on  Februar\-  23rd,  while  fighting  was  still  severe.  On  April  7th  the 
^alue  of  the  island  was  shown  w'hen,  for  the  first  time,  B-zp’s  returning 
rom  Tokyo  jolted  down  onto  Iwo  for  relief;  fifty-four  landed  that 
k  kig  planes,  flying  the  round  trip  from  Saipan  to  Tokyo  in 

®  out  seven  hours,  were  already  engaged  in  the  systematic  destruction 
°  3II  Japanese  cities.  The  flimsy  houses  of  these  crowded  urban  areas 
made  them  very  vulnerable  to  incendiary  bombs,  but  the  distance  was 
great  that  only  moderate-sized  bomb  loads  could  be  carried.  On 
'  arch  9,  1945,  tke  Air  Force  tried  a  daring  e.xperiment.  The  defensive 
armament  was  removed  from  279  B-29’s,  releasing  weight  for  additional 
mcendiaries,  and  these  planes,  without  guns  but  carrying  1,900  tons  of 
re  bombs,  w'ere  sent  on  a  low-level  attack  on  Tokyo.  The  result  was 
c  most  devastating  air  attack  in  all  history.  With  a  loss  of  only  3 


planes, 


.  16  square  miles  of  central  Tokyo  were  burned  out;  250,000 
^ouses  were  destroyed,  over  a  million  persons  were  made  homeless  and 
4>793  were  killed.  This  was  more  destructive  than  the  first  atomic 
®mb  over  Hiroshima  five  months  later, 
f  he  conquest  of  Okinaw^a  was  a  much  bigger  task  than  Iwo  Jima;  760 
‘les  West  of  Iwo,  it  was  only  360  miles  from  the  Chinese  mainland,  and 
"^ost  the  same  distance  from  both  Formosa  and  Japan.  It  was  830  miles 
Southwest  of  Tokyo  Bay,  a  full  900  miles  north  of  Leyte,  and  over 
•]|^2oo  from  the  United  States  Navy’s  refuge  in  Ulithi  Atoll.  The  size  of 
.  ®  Island,  almost  500  square  miles,  made  it  a  possible  staging  area  for  an 
‘''r^sion  of  Japan.  P  S  ^ 

he  magnitude  of  the  assault  on  heavily  populated  Okinawa  is  almost 
yond  belief.  The  fighting  navy  of  1 10  combat  vessels  with  over  100 
^^Pply  ships  protected  an  amphibious  attack  of  1,213  vessels  carrying 
^>213  assault  troops.  The  preliminary  bombardment  by  naval  guns 
40,412  rounds  in  16-  to  5-inch  calibers.  The  assault,  on  a  perfect 
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Easter  morning,  April  i,  1945,  hit  the  coral  reef,  with  four  divisions 
on  a  front  five  miles  wide.  The  size  of  the  whole  operation  may  he 
judged  from  the  fact  that  the  supply  tankers  in  eight  weeks  (to  Ma)' 
27th)  delivered  8%  million  barrels  of  fuel  oil  and  21  Yz  million  gallons  o 
aviation  gasoline;  in  five  of  these  weeks  the  same  tankers  delivered  over 
24  million  letters  to  men  engaged  in  the  attack. 

The  Okinawa  campaign  was  the  most  sev'ere  of  the  Pacific  War. 
required  three  months  of  intense  combat  to  secure  the  island  against  the 
77,000  Japanese  defenders,  most  of  whom  had  to  be  killed  or  comnutt^ 
suicide.  The  invasion  force  had  40,000  casualties,  of  which  almost  one- 
fifth  were  killed.  The  naval  and  air  support  suffered  intensely  froni 
1,900  kamikaze  attacks  which  sank  30  and  damaged  368  naval  vessels, 
with  the  loss  of  763  fleet  aircraft,  and  with  10,000  naval  casualties  (or 
which  half  were  killed). 

The  degree  and  kind  of  resistance  from  the  Japanese  at  Okinawa  raise 
grave  questions  regarding  the  final  defeat  of  Japan.  By  May  1945’  “ 
major  part  of  the  Japanese  population  was  completely  disillusioned  wit 
the  war  and  eager  to  find  a  way  out  of  it.  These  sentiments  were  share 
by  most  of  the  civilian  leaders  and  by  a  good  portion  of  the  naval  leaders. 
Some  of  the  army,  however,  still  believed  that  they  could  make  the  costs 
of  an  American  invasion  of  Japan  too  high  to  be  acceptable  to  American 
opinion.  Somewhat  similar  ideas  occurred  to  some  of  the  American 
leaders.  These  Japanese  fanatics  believed  that  they  could  get  a  major 
part  of  Japan’s  fighter-plane  construction  dispersed  and  placed  under¬ 
ground  by  mid-September  1945.  If  these  facilities  were  used  to  bui 
cheap,  uninstrumented  kamikaze  planes  manned  by  untrained  suici  e 
volunteers  (who  were  available  in  large  numbers)  and  supplemented  b) 
human  torpedoes,  it  might  be  possible  to  inflict  unbearable  losses  on  any 
American  invasion  of  Japan  itself. 

As  part  of  this  project  the  Japanese  had  perfected  a  manned  ghder 
bomb,  called  Baka  (foolish)  by  the  Americans,  which  carried  a  man  an 
2,645  pounds  of  trinitroanisol  in  a  20-foot  fuselage  with  16.5-foot  wiug 
span.  Without  any  engine,  but  carrying  three  thrust  rockets,  this  weapon 
was  dropped  from  a  conventional  plane  and  came  in  on  its  target  a 
over  600  miles  per  hour.  Even  with  air  cover  and  using  pro.\imity  fus®^ 
American  ship  defenses  could  be  “saturated”  and  e.\hausted  if  enoug 
of  these  came  in  over  sufficiently  e.xtended  periods.  Several  incidents  in 
the  Okinawa  campaign  raised  fears  of  this  nature.  On  April  16th  t 
destroyer  Lajfey  sustained  22  attacks  in  80  minutes  and  destroyed  an  0 
them,  but  6  kamikazes  hit  the  ship,  knocking  it  out.  On  May  nth,  t 
picket  ship  Hadley  was  attacked  by  10  planes  simultaneously;  all 
destroyed  but  the  vessel  was  hit  by  a  Baka,  a  kamikaze,  and  a  bom 
and  was  knocked  out. 

Neither  of  these  ships  was  sunk,  but  casualties  were  so  heavy  t 
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-*^erican  leaders  shuddered  to  think  of  the  results  if  such  attacks  were 
burled  at  troop  transports  coming  in  on  amphibious  attack.  In  June 
'945>  American  estimates  of  their  casualties  in  such  an  attack  \cere  over 
half  a  million.  It  is  true  that  Japan  could  have  offered  such  resistance, 
at  mid-August  1945,  when  1,550  kamikaze  planes  had  been  expended, 
Japanese  still  had  5,350  left,  with  adequate  pilots  ready,  and  had 
20out  5,000  planes  for  orthodox  bombing  attacks,  plus  about  7,000  more 
storage  or  under  repair.  These,  with  bombs  and  gasoline,  were  being 
saved  for  the  American  invasion.  These  considerations  form  the  back¬ 
ground  to  the  Yalta  and  Potsdam  conferences  and  the  decision  to  use 
t  e  atom  bomb  on  Japan. 

The  conference  of  Roosevelt,  Churchill,  and  Stalin  held  at  Yalta,  in 
^  Crimea,  on  February  4-12,  1945,  sought  to  reach  agreement  on  most 
°  the  issues  of  the  war  and  of  the  immediate  postwar  period.  The  nature 
°  this  conference  and  its  decisions  has  been  so  much  distoned  by  par- 
hsan  propaganda  in  recent  years  that  it  is  difficult  for  any  historian 


uay  to  reconstruct  the  situation  as  it  seemed  at  the  time.  In  general, 
®  conference  seems  to  have  been  cordial,  cooperative,  and  optimistic, 
tt  is  incorrect  to  project  subsequent  animosities  and  conflicts  back- 
into  the  conference  itself.  As  the  discussions  proceeded,  the  victori- 
were  pressing  fortvard  rapidly  into  Germany  in  the  Soviet 
ensive  which  began  on  January  12,  1945,  and  Eisenhower’s  attack 
ich  had  begun  on  February  8,  1945.  Victory  could  clearly  be  foreseen 
the  European  war,  but  in  the  Far  East  the  future  was  much  more 

clouded. 


”  Europe  the  attitude  of  mutual  trust  seems  to  have  been  high, 
probably  higher  than  the  actual  relationships  of  the  three  Powers  jus- 
cd,  but  this  was  so  prevalent  that  no  efforts  were  made  to  establish 
^^rnarcation  for  the  advancing  armies  within  Germany.  There 
^  rapid  agreement  on  joint  postwar  administration  of  Germany,  with 
control  commission  (to  include  France)  and  three  separate 
the^*  niilitary  occupation  (any  zone  for  France  to  be  taken  out  of 
to  3“igned  to  the  Western  Powers).  Berlin,  outside  any  zone,  w'as 
the  ^  jointly  by  a  Kommaridatura  of  commandants  assigned  by 

qu  commanders  in  chief.  Access  to  Berlin,  as  a  military 

on  the  advice  of  the  United  States  War  Department,  was 
th  military  arrangements  w’ith  “freedom  of  transit”  as 

^guiding  principle. 

crences  regarding  the  rules  of  the  United  Nations  Organization 
that^  surprising  ease.  Stalin  accepted  Roosevelt’s  suggestion 

of  d'  ^  ”^^*^t)ers  of  the  &curity  Council  be  unable  to  veto  discussion 
'^'olvdng  tliemselves  wuthin  the  Council,  and  the  Anglo- 
^‘^‘-'cp'^cd  the  Soviet  demand  for  extra  seats  in  the 
'^bly  by  offering  them  two,  for  the  Ukraine  and  White  Russia. 
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The  crucial  problem  of  Poland  was  subject  to  agreements  whicli  gave 
the  Russians  much  of  ^vhat  they  \vanted.  The  Curzon  Line  of  1919  ^vas 
accepted  as  its  eastern  frontier,  but  the  western  border  was  left  indefi¬ 
nite,  since  Stalin  would  have  placed  it  farther  to  the  west  (involving 
deportation  of  additional  millions  of  German  residents)  than  either 
Roosevelt  or  Churchill  considered  acceptable.  It  was  no  longer  possible 
to  find  a  government  for  Poland  by  fusion  of  the  London  group  with 
the  Communist-dominated  Lublin  Committee,  since  the  former,  after 
the  resignation  of  .Mikolajezyk,  had  become  openly  anti-Soviet  and  the 
latter,  on  December  31,  1944,  had  been  recognized  by  Moscow  as  the 
government  of  Poland.  Compromise  was  reached  by  agreement  to  ex¬ 
pand  the  Lublin  group  by  the  addition  of  “democratic  leaders  front 
Poland  abroad  and  that  this  e.xpanded  government  would  be  recognized 
when  it  had  been  “pledged  to  the  holding  of  free  and  unfettered  elec¬ 
tions  as  soon  as  possible  on  the  basis  of  universal  suffrage  and  secret 
ballot.  No  form  of  supervision  of  these  elections,  even  by  their  ambas¬ 
sadors,  could  be  obtained  by  the  English-speaking  countries. 

Much  of  the  Yalta  Conference  was  concerned  with  the  Far  East.  P 
would  be  a  mistake  to  regard  these  discussions  as  revolving  about  pay¬ 
ments  to  Soviet  Russia  in  the  Far  East  in  return  for  its  intervention  in 
the  W'ar  with  Japan.  All  three  Powers  were  agreed  that  Japanese  impC' 
rialist  gains  at  the  expense  of  Russia  and  China  since  1854  should  be 
undone,  and  Stalin  w  as  as  ready  to  enter  the  war  against  Japan  after  the 
defeat  of  Germany  as  Roosevelt  was  eager  to  have  Russia  do  so.  The 
talk  was  concerned  rather  with  the  terms  and  details  of  both  of  these 
actions. 

The  First  Cairo  Conference  of  Roosevelt,  Churchill,  and  Chiaiig  Kai- 
shek  on  December  1,  1943  had  agreed  to  a  “Declaration”  whicli  prom¬ 
ised  that  “Japan  will  be  expelled  from  all  territories  which  she  has 
taken  by  violence  and  greed.  ’  At  Yalta  this  declaration  was  extended  an 
specified.  It  was  agreed  to  undo  the  results  of  the  Russo-Japanese  War 
of  1904  as  follows: 

Southern  Sakhalin  would  be  granted  to  the  Soviet  Union  along  with  a 
lease  on  the  Port  Arthur  naval  base  and  a  dominant  position  in  the  “inter¬ 
nationalized”  port  of  Dairen;  the  Chinese  Eastern  Railroad  and  the  South 
Manchurian  Railroad  which  serves  Dairen  would  be  operated  jointly 
by  a  Soviet-Chinese  company  in  which  Soviet  interests  would  be  domi¬ 
nant,  although  full  sovereignty,-  over  -Manchuria  would  be  retained  1^ 
China.  In.  addition  the  Kurile  Islands  would  be  ceded  to  the  Soviet 
Union;  and  Outer  .Mongolia,  w-hich  had  been  free  of  Ciiinesc  power 
for  decades,  would  be  granted  autonomy  permanentK. 

These  agreements,  drawn  up  in  a  fomial  document 'at  Y’alta  and  spec¬ 
ified  as  the  price  of  Soviet  intei-vention  in  the  w  ar  on  Japan,  were  kept 
secret,  although  it  v,  ,  thex  slumld  be  coiu  c>  cd  to  Chiang 
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K^i-shek.  This  could  not  be  done  much  before  the  Soviet  inter\'ention 
*'1  the  war,  because  security  was  so  poor  in  Chungking  that  there  were 
[to  secrets  from  the  Japanese  there;  accordingh',  the  Chinese  were  not 
’'[^“t'med  of  the  secret  Yalta  agreements  until  President  Truman  told  the 
hinese  prime  minister  and  foreign  minister,  T.  V.  Soong,  about  June 

•0,  I94J. 

Inuring  this  period,  the  Great  Powers  were  thoroughly  disillusioned 
"ith  China.  A  generation  of  almost  constant  warfare  under  a  govem- 
tttent  lacking  in  energ)"  or  principles  had  brought  the  whole  organization 
'’orge  of  dissolution.  Trade  had  reached  a  point  of  semicollapse; 
Mation  was  rampant;  capital  of  the  most  fundamental  kinds,  such  as 
tools,  roads,  and  communications,  ^vas  worn  out;  90  percent  of 
railroads  were  out  of  operation;  and  the  chief  concern  of  almost  all 


Chinese  wa; 


survival.  The  e.xisting  political  divisions  offered  little  hope 


remedying  any  of  China’s  ills  even  after  Japan  had  been  defeated, 
r  dominant  Kuomintang  Party  was  shot  through  with  corruption  and 
c^placency  and  seemed  to  have  few  concerns  except  remaining  in 
^  ce.  Its  chief  aim  seemed  to  be  to  maintain  its  armed  blockade  of  the 
nimunist  forces  operating  out  of  Yenan  in  northwestern  China.  There 
^  highly  disciplined  Communist  armies  had  taken  over  the  area  and 
appeared  to  have  gained  some  degree  of  local  support. 

American  hopes  of  fusing  the  two  parties  into  a  common  and  energetic 
'riese  government,  however,  broke  down  on  the  refusals  of  the  Kuo- 
ll^intang  and  the  remoteness  of  the  Communists.  The  Russians  seemed  to 
little  interest  in  these  matters,  and  Stalin  made  it  clear,  in  his  con- 
^ersadons  with  his  Western  colleagues,  that  he  had  little  concern  with 
situation  beyond  his  rigid  determination  to  secure  the  specific  and 
strictly  limited  goals  established  by  his  vision  of  Russian  national  in¬ 
tests.  He  had  little  s)'mpathy  for  the  Chinese  Communists  or  for  the 
'nese  in  general,  regarded  Chiang  Kai-shek  as  the  best  of  a  poor  lot, 

.  seemed  fully  prepared  to  allow  the  United  States  to  try  its  own 
dependent  hand  in  working  out  any  agreements  it  wished  in  respect 
governing  of  China. 

s  became  clear  even  in  1944,  however,  the  United  States  xvas  not 
6  ing  to  get  its  wislies  in  China  even  when  it  could  decide  w'hat  those 
d-*!.  As  earl\'  as  September  1944,  Roosevelt  w'as  so  completely 

usioned  with  the  Chinese  war  effort,  especially  with  Chiang’s  lack 
the  Japanese,  that  he  suggested  that  General  Stil- 
^J^ould  be  given  command  of  all  Chinese  forces.  This  demand,  sent 
hiang  on  September  i6th,  was  ans\vered  within  ten  days  by  a  blunt 
inland  from  Chiang  that  Stilwell  be  removed  from  China, 
j  ese  circumstances  made  it  inevitable  at  the  time  that  American 
^  ^rs,  especially  the  military,  should  welcome  possible  intervention  of 
'’let  forces  against  Japan  on  the  mainland  of  Asia  and  should  doubly 
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their  arsenal  of 


welcome  the  addition  of  the  first  atomic  bombs  to 
weapons. 

The  making  of  the  first  atomic  bombs  is  surely  the  most  amaziog 
story  of  World  W'ar  II.  It  is  a  long,  complex,  and  technical  study  whid' 
most  historians  would  like  to  omit,  but  it  is  not  possible  to  understan 
the  history  of  the  mid-twentieth  century'  without  some  understanding 
of  how  this  almost  unbelievable  weapon  was  achieved  and  especially  "'hy 
the  WTstem  Powers  were  able  to  achieve  it  and  the  Fascist  Power* 
were  not.  The  gist  of  this  story  will  be  told  in  the  next  chapter.  Here 
we  need  only  record  that  the  United  States  obtained  its  first  three  atom 
bombs  over  a  three-week  period  from  July  15  to  August  10,  i945- 

The  theory  on  which  the  nuclear  explosions  were  based  was  known  to 
the  scientists  of  all  countries  before  April  1939,  and  the  direction  m 
which  practical  efforts  to  achieve  a  bomb  must  go  were  established  an 
equally  known  before  worldwide  secrecy  descended  a  year  later,  m 
April  1940,  just  before  the  fall  of  France.  Scientific  ignorance,  however, 
was  so  universal  among  political  and  military  leaders  throughout 
world  that  the  use  of  the  existing  scientific  knowledge  would  not  hav^ 
been  achieved  anv'where  but  for  two  factors;  (i)  many  of  the  wor 
greatest  nuclear  scientists  had  fled  as  refugees  from  Fascism  to  Engla 
and  the  United  States,  and  (2)  Franklin  Roosevelt  was  quite  willing  t 
listen  to  unconventional  suggestions  if  his  attention  could  be  obtaine 

In  the  V'ears  J939-1941  the  refugee  scientists  in  the  United  States  were 
so  fearful  that  Hitler  would  obtain  the  atomic  bomb  that  they  were  a 
to  prevail  upon  the  best  known  among  them,  Einstein,  to  allow  his  na 
to  be  used  to  catch  Roosevelt’s  attention.  Once  this  had  been  done, 
urging  of  these  same  scientists  and  the  growing  urgency  of  the  war  1 
made  it  possible  for  the  administrative  talents  of  American  scientists 
utilize  the  enormous  resources  made  available  to  them  to  reach  the  go 
they  sought.  After  September  1942,  Brigadier  General  Leslie  R-  Gro 
U.S.A.,  was  in  charge  of  the  whole  project  and,  in  an  atmospher^^^^ 
fanatical  secrecy,  brought  it  to  a  successful  conclusion  with  an  expen 
ture  of  about  $2  billion  and  the  work  of  about  150,000  persons. 

In  this,  as  in  other  matters,  the  sudden  death  of  President 
April  12,  1945  had  a  great  and  incalculable  effect.  Vice-President 
man  knew  nothing  of  the  atomic-research  program  until  he  was  to 
it  by  Secretary  of  War  Henry  Stimson,  briefly  on  April  an 
greater  length  two  weeks  later.  In  fact,  Truman  had  been  kept  so 
outside  the  whole  war  effort  that  his  first  few  months  as  Pr^*‘ 
required  an  almost  superhuman  effort  of  absorbed  attention  to  get  ^ 
major  lines  of  policy  into  his  hands.  To  avoid  a  repetition  of  this  situ 
in  case  of  his  own  death,  he  decided  to  place  James  F.  Byrnes,  pet 
the  most  widely  experienced  man  in  Aunerican  government, 
office  of  secretary  of  state,  since  at  that  time  the  incumbent  of  this 
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Cabinet  post  was  designated  as  second  in  line  of  succession,  after  the 
^  ii^e-President,  to  the  Presidency.  The  new'  secretary  of  state,  however, 
had  been  serving  as  “Assistant  President”  largely  concerned  with  domes- 
tic  questions,  and  he  was  almost  as  unfamiliar  with  the  main  problems 
of  foreign  policy  as  Truman  himself. 

The  problems  which  Truman,  Byrnes,  and  their  advisers  faced  in 
'reestablishing  the  peace  of  the  world  were  greatly  intensified  by  the 
obstructionism  of  the  Soviet  government  and  by  the  fact  that  Winston 
Churchill  had  set  an  election  in  England,  the  first  in  ten  years,  for  July 
'945i  to  renew  his  government’s  mandate.  The  result  was  not  clear 
Until  July  because  of  the  need  to  count  absentee  ballots  from 

oldiers  oycrsea.s,  but  these  eventually  show'ed  a  smashing  two-to-one 
'’■ctory  of  the  Labour  Party  over  Churchill’s  Conservatives. 

Thus  Byrnes  became  secretary  of  state  only  on  June  30th.  He  w'ent  with 
tesident  Truman  to  the  Potsdam  Conference,  which  opened  on  July 
•7th  and  lasted  until  August  2nd,  but  on  July  28,  1945,  Clement  Attlee 
^ud  Ernest  Bevdn,  the  new  prime  minister  and  foreign  secretary  of 
ntain,  replaced  Churchill  and  Eden  as  delegates  at  Potsdam.  The  tran¬ 
sition  Was  made  somewhere  easier  by  the  fact  that  Attlee  had  been  deputy 
prime  minister  since  1942  and  had  been  on  the  British  delegation  to 
tsdam  from  the  opening  of  rhe  conference.  Nevertheless,  the  fact  that 
uiin  Was  tile  sole  survivor  of  the  Big  Three  heads  of  government  who 
.  i^onferred  so  often  during  the  war  undoubtedly  weakened  the  West 
'''  this  last,  “Terminal,”  conference. 

n  general,  the  American  delegation  seemed  to  regard  as  its  chief  aims 
continue  the  Big  Three  cooperation  into  the  postwar  world 
"ithin  the  structure  of  the  United  Nations  w'hose  charter  had  been 
opted  at  San  Francisco  on  June  25th.  The  American  delegation  felt 
Europe  w'as  falling  very  rapidly  into  two  antithetical  parts  in  w'hich 
itain  Would  seek  to  balance  a  Soviet-dominated  eastern  Europe  by  a 
^^j^^'dominated  western  Europe.  The  Americans  wished  to  avoid  this 
o£°  P^''*^'cularly  to  prevent  two  possible  consequences  of  this:  a  revival 
•  y^J^iany  by  Britain  to  help  serve  as  a  shield  again 


*0  the 


1  against  Soviet  pow'er 


oast  and  the  jeopardizing  of  w'estern  Europe’s  and  the  world’s 


revival  by  the  splitting  of  Europe  into  opposed  blocs.  As  one 
tiij  American  attitude,  we  might  mention  President  Tru- 

fg  ®  '■cfusal  to  confer  separately  w'ith  Churchill  before  the  main  con- 
the  Potsdam  and  his  refusal  to  allow'  the  State  Department  and 

^  orcign  Office  to  make  any  advance  agreement  on  joint  policies. 

^  i6th,  while  Truman  w'as  surveying  the  devastation  of  Berlin, 
gord*^°^'^  scientists  were  gathered  on  the  desolate  open  plain  of  Alamo- 
j  New'  Me.xico,  125  miles  southeast  of  Albuquerque.  There  an 
^cet  plutonium  bomb  at  the  top  of  a  steel  tower  one  hundred 

"'gh  W'as  detonated  at  5:30  a.m.  The  result  was  an  explosion  beyond 
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all  expectations:  a  burst  of  blinding  light  far  brighter  than  the  sun 
expanded  into  a  ball  of  fire  two  miles  high,  which  lasted,  second  after 
second,  as  a  great  mushrooming  pillar  of  radioactive  smoke  and  dust 
surging  upward  to  a  height  of  almost  eight  miles.  Almost  a  minute  later, 
as  if  the  door  of  a  hot  oven  had  been  opened,  the  blast  reached  “base 
camp,”  ten  miles  from  the  bomb  point,  with  sufficient  force  to  push  some 
people  backward.  The  light  was  seen  i8o  miles  away  by  early  risers,  and 
the  sound,  by  some  freak,  split  windows  at  that  distance.  At  the  scene. 
General  Thomas  F.  Farrell  said  to  General  Groves,  “The  war  is 
but  the  scientists,  stricken  with  horror  at  their  success  in  releasing  ^ 
force  equivalent  to  17,500  tons  of  TNT  from  about  12  pounds  0 
plutonium,  had  had  a  glimpse  of  hell.  In  that  instant,  many  of  them  be¬ 
came  politicians,  convinced  of  the  social  responsibilities  of  science,  espe¬ 
cially  to  avoid  war  and  to  direct  the  unlimited  power  of  science  to 
human  welfare.  It  was  soon  established  that  the  steel  bomb  tower  na 
been  volatilized,  as  was  a  4-inch  iron  pipe,  i6  feet  high,  deeply  set  in 
concrete  1,500  feet  away.  Another  forty-ton  steel  tower,  70  feet  hig 
and  a  half-mile  awav,  had  been  torn  to  pieces. 

The  first  message  of  the  great  event  in  New  Ale.xico  reached  Secre 


tary  of  War  Stimson  at  Potsdam  on  July  17th.  It  had  only  three 


words: 


“Babies  satisfactorily  bom.”  More  details  followed,  and  General  Groves 
detailed  account  arriv  ed  by  courier  on  July  21st.  All  this  information 
was  given  to  Churchill  as  it  arrived.  It  was  agreed  to  give  the  Russi 
no  information,  but  merely  to  mention  the  success  of  the  new'  bom 
casually  as  possible  to  prevent  any  later  accusations  of  withholding 
mation  when  the  story  became  public.  The  prime  minister  at  once 
the  significance  of  the  event,  but  his  chief  of  staff.  Field  Marshal  or 
Alanbrooke,  belittled  Churchill’s  excitement,  and  wTote  in  his  diary.  ^ 
“He  had  absorbed  all  the  minor  American  exaggerations  and,  as 
result,  was  completely  carried  aw'ay.  It  was  now'  no  longer 
for  the  Russians  to  come  into  the  Japanese  war;  the  new'  explosive  a 
was  sufficient  to  settle  the  matter.  Furthermore,  we  now  had  somet 
in  our  hands  which  would  redress  the  balance  with  the  Russians- 

Lord  Alanbrooke’s  ignorance,  based  on  his  illiteracy  in  scientific  m^^^ 
ters,  w'as  shared  by  almost  all  military  men  of  all  amiies  in  the 
and  by  the  overwhelming  mass  of  politicians  as  well.  Among  the  n 
group  W'as  Stalin,  but  fortunately  not  Truman.  The  President  on 
1 8th  ordered  the  second  bomb  to  be  dropped  on  Japan  as 
was  ready,  and  on  July  24th  he  chose  the  list  of  possible  ^he 

shima,  Kokura,  Nigata,  and  Nagasaki.  Secretary  Stimson,  moved 
tears  of  Professor  Edwin  O.  Reischauer  and  his  ow'n  of 

place,  persuaded  the  President  to  drop  from  the  list  Kyoto,  a 
temples,  shrines,  and  artistic  treasure.s.  These  cities  w'ere  alrea  ) 
spared  from  B-29  air  raids  to  reserv'e  them  for  the  test  of  the  atom 
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On  this  same  day  Truman  told  Stalin  of  the  successful  test.  There  is 
no  doubt  that  the  President,  in  order  to  discourage  any  questions  from 
^nn,  overdid  the  casualness  of  his  communication.  Moreover,  he  spoke 
^  him  aside,  using  a  Russian  interpreter  whose  English  was  limited. 

runian’s  own  account  shows  that  Stalin  either  did  not  understand  or 
^'as  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  an  atomic  e.xplosion  was  a  significant  event. 
The  President  wrote; 

I  casually  mentioned  to  Stalin  that  we  had  a  new  w  capon  of  unusual 
cstructive  force.  The  Russian  Premier  showed  no  special  interest.  All 
^  said  was  that  he  was  glad  to  hear  it  and  hoped  we  would  make  good 
of  it  against  the  Japanese.” 

It  seems  likely  that  Stalin’s  personal  interest  in  atomic  fission  in  July 
945  Was  about  the  same  as  that  of  Lord  Alanbrooke,  although,  as  we 
®*1  see  in  the  next  chapter,  lesser  men  in  the  Soviet  system  were  more 
^M^re  of  the  significance  of  the  subject, 
t  ne  atom  bomb  thus  seems  to  have  played  no  role  at  Potsdam.  General 
Sfshall  and  Secretary  Stimson,  as  well  as  Churchill,  realized  that  Soviet 
assistance  was  no  longer  needed  to  defeat  Japan,  but  no  move  was  made 
0  avoid  such  intervention.  It  is,  hou'ever,  extremely  likely  that  the 
®ntic  and  otherwise  inexplicable  haste  to  use  the  second  and  third 
nibs,  twenty-one  and  twenty-four  days  after  Alamogordo,  arose  from 
.  ®  desire  to  force  a  Japanese  surrender  before  any  effective  Soviet 

intervention. 

nhicf  task  of  Potsdam  was  to  lay  the  basis  for  a  peace  settlement. 
IS  Was  to  be  worked  out,  in  each  case,  by  a  council  of  foreign  minis- 
of  the  Big  Three,  France  and  China,  using  general  principles  agreed 
Potsdam.  These  principles  were  vague  and  were  interpreted  or  vio- 
jj.  subsequently  so  that,  on  the  whole,  the  Soviet  Union  achieved  what 
wlT**^^^  east  of  the  Oder  River  and  Adriatic  and  north  of  Greece, 
e  the  Western  Powers  obtained  their  general  desires  west  and  south 
boundaries.  As  usual,  the  chief  problem  was  Germany.  There 
the  I-^uion  still  wanted  some  kind  of  partition  in  order  to  dominate 

Q  ^'■^goients,  while,  in  the  west,  only  France,  from  continued  fear  of 
^rniany,  sought  to  fragment  and  weaken  that  country,  while  the 
and  countries  wanted  as  unified  an  administration  as  feasible 

aid  ^  economic  revival  sufficient  to  make  American  economic 

Unnecessary.  In  addition,  the  United  States  was  determined  to  avoid 
the  of  the  1920’s  when  German  reparations  had  been  paid  to 

pother  victors  from  resources  borrowed  from  the  United  States. 

Wer  ^  ^*^**^^  principles  for  postwar  Germany,  as  established  at  Potsdam, 
fo  ^  permanent  and  total  disarmament  and  dispensal  of  all  military 
lifi  complete  de-Nazification  of  public  and  private  life;  (3)  nul- 

of  all  Nazi  discriminatory  laws;  (4)  punishment  of  individuals 
y  of  War  crimes  and  atrocities;  (5)  indefinite  postponement  of  an)’ 
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central  German  government  (and  thus  of  any  German  peace  treaty), 
but  maintenance  of  a  central,  national,  administrative  machine  to  be  use 
by  the  Control  Council  for  economic  activities  of  national  scope;  (6) 
decentralization  and  democratization  of  political  life  and  of  the 
system;  (7)  a  multipartv  sy'stcm  with  onl\^  Nazi  groups  forbidden; 
democratization  and  westernization  of  German  education;  (9)  establis 
ment  of  basic  AVestern  freedoms  of  speech,  press,  religion,  and  lau° 
union  activities.  , 

On  the  economic  side,  it  was  agreed  that  Germanv  should  be  treat 
as  a  single  economic  unit,  with  uniform  control  measures  in  all  zones, 
aimed  at  establishing  a  consumer-oriented  econonyv,  under  German 
control,  and  able  to  ensure  maintenance  of  occupying  forces  and  re 
ugees,  with  a  standard  of  living  for  the  Germans  themselves  no 
than  that  of  non-Russian  continental  Europe.  This  somewhat  mo 
version  of  the  .Morgenthau  scheme  (which  had  sought  the  , 

ruralization  of  German  economic  life  to  an  agrarian  basis)  was  mo 
almost  at  once  by  a  number  of  factors. 

The  first  modifv'ing  factor  was  the  desire  for  reparations.  The 
icans  insisted  that  reparations  must  be  taken,  as  far  as  possible, 
existing  stocks  and  plants  rather  than  from  future  production 
plete  reversal  of  the  American  position  of  1919)  in  order  to  avou 
error  of  the  19 19-193  3  period,  the  overbuilding  of  German  capital 
ment  and  American  financing  of  German  reparation  payments  mto 
indefinite  future.  No  total  and  no  division  of  reparation  benefits  "  ^ 
set,  but  it  was  provided  that  all  reparations  come  from  German) 
w  hole  and  be  credited  to  the  victors  on  a  percentage  basis.  To  at 
ter  this,  to  escape  from  Polish  reparation  claims,  and  to  get  the  K 
out  of  the  Italian  que.stion  (so  that  that  country  could  become  a  , 
of  the  Western  Powers),  Secretary  Byrnes  worked  out  a  compi't- 
deal.  .  y 

The  central  basis  for  this  deal  was  that  Germany  had  an  industn 
west  and  an  agricultural  east.  The  Soviet  Union  wanted  reparatioii^ 
the  industrial  plants  of  the  west,  while  the  United  States  and 
wanted  agricultural  products  (not  reparations)  from  eastern  Ge 
to  feed  the  western  Germans  and  the  millions  of  German 
repatriates  who  were  pouring  westw-ard  from  all  Communisc-d(m 
areas  of  the  east  and  from  the  lands  lost  to  Poles,  Czechs, 

In  simple  terms.  Byrnes’s  compromise  was  that  each  country  ^f 

arations  from  its  ou  n  zone,  but  that  Russia  would  get  40 
the  heavy  war  industrial  equipment  of  western  Germany  fo^  '' 
would  pay  for  only  25  percent  in  food,  coal,  and  other  basic  nee 
the  east.  From  this  total  the  Soviet  Union  would  pay  the  icp^ 
claims  of  Poland,  release  Italy  from  all  Russian  reparation  claims, 
agree  to  the  immediate  admission  of  Italy  into  the  United  Nations 
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One  of  the  critical  events  of  this  period  was  the  Soviet  refusal  to 
supply  food  or  coal  to  the  areas  of  Berlin  occupied  bv  the  democratic 
l^owers.  This  and  the  millions  of  Germans  streaming  westw  ard  to  seek 
refuge  beyond  the  reach  of  vengeful  Russians,  Poles,  and  Czechs  played 
3  great  role  in  arousing  sympathy  for  Germans  in  the  west  and  in  estab¬ 
lishing  a  common  front  of  cooperative  work  and  mutual  dependence  in 
^hat  area. 


July  26,  1945,  Truman,  Aniee,  and  Chiang  Kai-shek  issued  an 
ambiguous  ultimatum  to  Japan,  warning  the  latter  that  it  must  accept 
immediate  unconditional  surrender  or  suflfer  complete  and  utter  de¬ 
struction.  This  was  regarded  bv  the  three  leaders  as  a  threat  of  atomic 
holocaust  unless  Japan  laid  down  its  arms,  but  the  atomic  threat  was 
unspecified  and,  to  the  Japanese,  meaningless,  while  their  chief  concern, 
"'hether  “unconditional  surrender”  meant  removal  of  the  emperor,  was 
^tjually  unspecified.  The  Japanese  premier.  Admiral  Kantaro  Suzuki, 
"ho  had  been  put  into  office  to  find  a  way  out  of  the  w'ar,  was  caught 
in  a  trap.  If  he  made  anv  serious  effort  to  surrender,  he  could  be  mur- 
cred  by  the  militarist.s,  while  his  secret  efforts  had  been  rebuffed  by  the 
®st  as  too  vague.  To  ward  off  the  former,  he  made  a  public  statement 
3t  the  Potsdam  Declaration  was  “unworthy  of  notice.” 

On  July  26th  the  heavy  cruiser  l?idiaiiapolis,  topheavv  with  new  anti- 
-'“I'craft  and  radar  equipment  and  still  unequipped  with  underw  ater  sub- 
nianne  detection  devices,  unloaded  the  bomb  without  its  last  essential 
putt  of  Uranium-235  on  Tinian.  It  put  to  sea  at  once  and.  in  the  night 
July  29th,  betw  een  Guam  and  Leyte,  was  practically  blown  apart 
y  tnrpedoes  from  Japanese  submarine  I-58.  In  fourteen  minute.s,  w'ith 
^  communications  knocked  out,  the  great  ship  rolled  over  and  dived  to 
'■'c  bottom.  One-third  of  her  1,200  men  were  already  dead;  the  rest 
"'ere  left  struggling  in  the  water.  Four  days  passed  without  anyone  in 
American  armed  forces  asking  a  question  about  the  IndiaJiapolis. 
/en  an  American  plane  spotted  survivors  in  a  large  oil  patch;  316  were 
Packed  up  in  die  nc.\t  few  days.  But  the  bomb  was  safe  on  Tinian. 

While  the  I-58  was  .stalking  the  hidianapoUs  in  the  Pacific,  the  heavy 
cruiser  AiijrnsUi  was  in  mid-Atlantic,  bringing  President  Truman  and  his 
‘■'s-sistants  liack  from  Potsdam.  From  midocean  tlic  President  sent  the 
'"gual  to  Washington  and  Tinian  to  drop  the  bomb  on  Japan.  By  August 
^ri  all  was  ready,  and  at  2:45  a.m.  the  following  morning  the  modified 
.  '*9  Gay,  Colonel  Paul  W.  Tibbets,  Jr.,  in  command,  went  roar- 

down  the  long  Tinian  runway  on  its  7-hour  flight  to  Hiroshima. 
*>’  one  man  aboard,  a  scientist  commi.ssioned  as  a  navy  captain,  Wil- 
^ui  S.  ParsoiLs,  knew  e.xactly  what  the  strange  new  bomb  was  or  why 
olonel  Tibbets  had  been  given  such  unorthodo.x  orders  regarding  bomb- 
'"g  rechnique.  The.sc  orders  w^ere  to  dive  for  maximum  speed  and  turn 
'5®  degrees  the  moment  the  bomb  w'as  released.  Parsons  directh-  violated 
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his  orders  to  arm  the  bomb  before  it  was  loaded  in  the  plane,  because  he 
had  seen  several  B-ap’s  en  route  to  Japan  crash  on  takeoff,  and  he  rea- 
ized  that  an  atomic  accident  might  destroy  Tinian  airfield  with  its  hun¬ 
dreds  of  million-dollar  planes  and  its  tens  of  thousands  of  trained  men- 
Just  before  takeoff.  Captain  Parsons  borrowed  a  loaded  revolver  to  use 
on  himself  if  the  Enola  Gay  landed  in  Japanese  territory. 

Si.\  and  a  half  hours  later,  1,700  miles  north  of  Tinian,  the  Enolit  G^y 
came  in  sight  of  its  target.  The  doomed  city  lay  quiet  in  flooding  ear  y 
morning  sunshine.  At  9:15,  precisely  on  schedule,  the  giant  plane 
into  its  bombing  run  at  31,600  feet,  speed  328  mph.  As  the  bomb  was  re¬ 
leased,  the  plane  twisted  violently  away  to  get  as  far  as  possible  fro'’^ 
the  blast.  Seconds  ticked  off  as  the  bomb  fell  almost  five  miles  to  2,000 
feet;  then  the  two  masses  of  uranium  came  together  at  lightning 
and  turned  to  energy.  The  fireball  expanded  outward,  enveloping  ^ 
center  of  the  city,  its  intense  heat  and  blast  driving  outward  to  shatter 
buildings  and  ignite  the  debris.  Fifteen  miles  away,  the  Enola  Gay 
slapped  twice  bv  the  concussion.  An  hour  and  a  half  later,  from  3 
miles  away,  the  crew  could  look  back  and  still  see  the  mushroom  c  o 
rearing  up  to  40,000  feet.  Under  that  cloud,  at  least  40,000  Japanese  vv 
killed  instantly;  an  additional  12,000  died  in  the  next  few  days; 
eventually  60,175  perished,  with  an  equal  number  injured.  The  city 
over  half  destroyed,  with  the  area  of  devastation  extending  out  a 
from  ground  zero. 

News  of  this  great  disaster  was  released  at  once  in  Washington, 
in  Japan  communications  were  disrupted,  and  there  was  no  agreement 
w'hat  had  happened.  The  emperor  sent  word  to  Premier  Suzuki  to  ac  Y 
the  Potsdam  Declaration,  but  the  militarists  insisted  on  three  condin  • 
(i)  Japan  would  disarm  its  own  troops,  (2)  the  occupation  of 
would  be  limited,  and  (3)  w'ar  criminals  w'ould  be  tried  by 
courts.  All  assumed  that  the  emperor’s  position  w'as  beyond  discus 
The  stalemate  continued,  as  the  Soviet  Union  declared  war  on  JaP 
(late  on  August  8th).  The  Japanese  Supreme  War  Council 
deadlocked  day  after  day,  in  spite  of  a  second,  plutonium,  bomb 
on  Nagasaki  with  about  100,000  casualties,  of  w'hich  one-third 
dead  (August  9,  1945). 

Early  on  the  morning  of  August  loth,  when  the  War  Counc 
been  in  continuous  session  for  sixteen  hours.  Emperor  Hirohito 
ally  ordered  it  to  make  peace.  A  message  accepting  the  Potsdam 
with  reservation  of  the  emperor’s  position,  w'as  sent  the  same  day- 
was  accepted  by  an  American  note  which  provided  that  the  Sup 
Commander  of  the  Allied  Powers  (SCAP)  would  issue  orders  to^ 
emperor  and  government  of  Japan.  A  military  coup  was  attemp 
Japan  but  w-as  suppressed  on  August  15th.  Seven  Japanese  genera 
admirals  committed  hara-kari.  The  emperor  then,  for  the  first  ti 
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history,  spoke  on  the  radio,  asking  his  people  to  accept  the  peace.  Many 
'steners  expected  him  to  ask  them  to  fight  to  the  death.  All  were 
Shinned,  and  remained  in  this  strange  condition  for  weeks.  They  had 
^en  so  misled  by  their  ov'n  propaganda  that  many  had  believed  they 
^ere  about  to  win  the  war.  A  cease-fire  was  issued  late  on  August  16th. 
I  September  and  the  final  surrender  was  signed  on  the  deck  of  the  bat- 
^eship  Missouri  in  the  shadow  of  the  great  16-inch  guns  and  under  the 
hirty-one-star  flag  which  Perry  had  flown  at  the  same  anchorage  ninety- 
two  years  before. 

Thus  ended  six  years  of  world  war  in  which  70  million  men  had  been 
j^obilized  and  17  million  killed  in  battle.  At  least  18  million  civilians 
been  killed.  The  Soviet  Union  and  Germany  had  lost  most  heavily, 
he  former  had  6.1  million  soldiers  killed  and  14  million  wounded,  but 
ost  over  lo  million  civilian  dead.  Germany  lost  6.6  million  servicemen 
uled  or  died  in  service,  with  7.2  million  wounded  and  1.3  million 
nussing.  Japan’s  armed  forces  had  1.9  million  dead.  Britain’s  w  ar  dead 
357iOoo,  while  America’s  were  294,000. 

All  this  personal  tragedy  and  material  damage  of  untold  billions  of 
ollars  was  needed  to  demonstrate  to  the  irrational  minds  of  the  Nazis, 
3scists,  and  Japanese  militarists  that  the  Western  Powers  and  the  Soviet 
nion  Were  stronger  than  the  three  aggressor  states  and,  accordingly, 
^at  Germany  could  not  establish  a  Nazi  continental  bloc  in  Europe  nor 
^ould  Japan  dominate  an  East-Asian  Co-Prosperity  Sphere.  This  is  the 
function  of  war;  to  demonstrate  as  conclusively  as  possible  to 
^istaken  minds  that  they  are  mistaken  in  regard  to  power  relationships, 
ut,  as  we  shall  see,  in  demonstrating  these  objective  facts  in  order  to 
mistaken  subjective  pictures  of  these  facts,  war  also  changes 
•^ost  drastically  the  objective  facts  themselves. 
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Introduction 


AN'V  M'ar  performs  two  rather  contradictory  services  for  the  social 
J~\  context  in  w  hich  it  occurs.  On  the  one  hand,  it  changes  the  minds 
of  men,  especially  the  defeated,  about  the  factual  pow  er  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  combatants.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  it  alters  the  fac- 
^sl  situation  itself,  so  that  changes  which  in  peacetime  might  have 
occurred  over  decades  are  brought  about  in  a  few"  years. 

This  has  been  true  of  all  wars,  but  never  has  it  been  truer  than  in 
Respect  to  World  War  11.  The  age  w  hich  began  in  1945  was  a  new  age 
^om  almost  every  point  of  view.  Looking  back,  it  is  now  clear  that 
c  first  generation  of  the  twentieth  century,  from  about  1895  to  1939, 
a  long  period  of  transition  from  the  nineteenth-century  world 
^0  a  totally  different  world  of  the  twentieth  century.  Some  of  the.se 
^nanges  are  obvious:  a  shift  from  a  period  of  democracy  to  an  age 
experts;  from  a  world  dominated  by  Europe,  and  even  by  Britain, 
^0  a  W'orld  divided  into  three  great  blocs;  from  a  world  in  which  man 
still  lived,  as  he  had  for  a  million  years,  surrounded  by  nature,  to  a 
^'fuation  w  here  nature  is  dominated,  transformed  and,  in  a  sense,  totally 
estroyed  by  man;  from  a  system  where  man’s  greatest  problems  w'ere 
material  ones  of  man’s  helplessness  in  the  face  of  the  natural  threats 
°  disease,  starvation,  and  the  unpredictability  of  natural  catastrophes  to 
c  totally  different  system  of  the  1960’s  and  1970’s  where  the  greatest 
^cat  to  man  is  man  himself,  and  w'here  his  greatest  problems  are  the 
Social  (and  nonmaterial)  ones  of  what  his  true  goals  of  existence  are  and 
mat  use  he  should  make  of  his  immense  power  over  the  universe,  in- 
^ding  his  fellowmen. 

Por  thousands  of  years,  some  men  had  viewed  themselves  as  creatures  a 
^  “c  lower  than  the  angels,  or  even  God,  and  a  little  higher  than  the 
Casts.  Now,  in  the  tw'entieth  century,  man  has  acquired  almost  divine 
powers,  and  it  has  become  increasingly  clear  that  he  can  no  longer 
'■^gard  himself  as  an  animal  (as  the  leading  thinkers  of  the  nineteenth 
Century  did),  but  must  regard  himself  as  at  least  a  man  (if  he  cannot 
himself  to  break  so  completely  wdth  his  nineteenth-century  pred- 
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ecessors  as  to  come  to  regard  himself  as  obligated  to  act  like  an  angel 
or  even  a  god). 

The  whole  trend  of  the  nineteenth  century  had  been  to  emphasize 
man’s  animal  nature,  and  in  doing  so,  to  seek  to  increase  his  supply  of 
material  necessities,  his  indulgence  in  creature  comforts,  his  e.vperiences 
of  food,  movement,  se.x,  and  emotion.  This  effort  had  resulted  in  the 
sharp  curtailment  or  almost  total  neglect  of  the  conventions  of  mans 
earlier  history,  conventions  which  had  been,  on  the  whole,  based  on  a 
conception  of  man  as  a  dualistic  creature  in  which  an  eternal  spiritual 
soul  was  encased,  temporarily,  in  an  ephemeral,  material  body.  This  older 
conception  had  been  embodied,  in  the  form  in  which  the  nineteenth 
century  challenged  it,  largely  in  the  seventeenth  century,  and  had  been 
reflected  in  that  earlier  period  in  the  widespread  influence  of  Puritanism, 
of  Jansenism,  and  of  other,  basically  pessimistic,  inhibiting,  masochistic, 
and  self-disciplining  ideologies.  The  eighteenth  century  had  been  a  long 
age  of  struggle  to  get  free  of  this  older,  seventeenth-century  outlook,  and 
had  been  so  prolonged  largely  because  those  who  turned  away  from 
the  seventeenth  century  could  neither  envisage,  nor  agree  upon,  the 
newer  ideology  they  wanted  to  put  in  the  place  of  the  older  one  they 
wished  to  reject. 

This  newer  ideology  was  found  in  the  nineteenth  century,  and  may 
be  regarded  as  one  which  emphasized  man’s  freedom  to  indulge  his  more 
animal-like  aspects;  to  obtain  freedom,  for  his  body,  from  disease,  dead, 
hunger,  discomfort,  and  drudgery.  This  movement  eventually  gave  us 
modern  surgery  and  medical  science,  modern  technology,  mass  pr®' 
duction  of  food  and  other  consumers’  goods,  central  heating,  indoor 
plumbing,  domestic  lighting,  air  conditioning,  and  the  plethora  of  so- 
called  labor-saving  devices.  The  outlook  behind  these  achievements  may 
be  symbolized  by  Charles  Darxvin,  Avhose  writings  came  to  stand  for 
proof  of  the  animal  nature  of  man,  and  of  Sigmund  Freud,  whose  writ¬ 
ings  were  taken  to  show  that  sex  was  the  dominant,  if  not  the  so 
human  motivation  and  that  inhibitions  were  the  great  bane  of  human 
life.  This  latter  point  of  view  came  to  be  accepted  on  the  most  pervasive 
level  of  human  e.xperience  in  the  attacks  on  inhibitions  and  disciphu^ 
which  we  call  “progressive”  educ.ation  as  represented  in  the  outpourings 
of  such  semipopular  thinkers  as  Rousseau  in  the  earliest  st.age  of  r  ^ 
movement  (in  Emile)  or  John  Dewey  in  the  latest  stage. 

We  who  enter  the  rv\  entieth  century  must  not  assume,  as  earlier  ag^s 
so  often  did,  that  our  immediate  predecessors  were  wrong  and  that  W^ 
should  seek  a  point  of  view  which  appears  true  largely  because  it 
opposed  to  them.  This  mistaken  method  of  human  progress  has  led  men 
in  the  past  to  oscillate  over  the  centuries  from  one  e.xtreme  point 
view  to  its  opposite,  and  then,  a  few  generations  later,  back  again.  Thus, 
the  humanism  of  the  sixteenth  century  had  reacted  against  the  scho  a 
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*^icism  of  the  medieval  period  and  was  reacted  against  in  turn  by  the 
Puritanism  of  the  seventeenth  centurv,  the  materialism  of  the  nineteenth 
century,  and  the  reaction  against  this  latest  outlook  by  the  “flight  from 
reedom”  and  blind  mass  discipline  of  reactionary  totahtarianism  in  the 
‘ascist  and  Nazi  aberrations. 

Ir  should  be  evident  by  now  that  truth  is  a  remote  goal  which  man  • 
approaches  by  walking,  a  process  in  which  one  foot  is  always  behind 
other  foot.  The  true  and  final  goal  of  man  as  we  know  him  must 
c  a  synthesis  of  varied  elements,  because  man  is  so  obviously  a  creature 
c  varied  nature.  And  our  imperfect  vision,  both  of  man’s  nature  and 
°  the  universe  in  which  he  operates,  must  be  a  consensus  of  divergent 
points  of  view,  since  man’s  obviously  limited  vision  permits  each  indi¬ 
vidual,  group,  or  age  to  see  the  truth  in  a  partial  fashion  only.  Any 
v^onsensus,  however  temporary,  must  be  a  reconciliation  of  such  diver- 
Scnt  and  partial  views  to  provide  a  more  adequate  (but  still  temporary) 
total  view. 

Tallis  can  be  seen  most  essentially  in  the  fact  that  the  great  achieve- 
ttients  of  the  nineteenth  century  and  the  great  crisis  of  the  tsv'entieth 
t^cntury  are  both  related  to  the  Puritan  tradition  of  the  seventeenth 
Century.  The  Puritan  point  of  view  regarded  the  body  and  the  material 
"'Odd  as  sinful  and  dangerous  and,  as  such,  something  which  must  be 
®^ernly  controlled  by  the  individual’s  will.  God’s  grace,  it  was  felt,  would 
the  individual  the  strength  to  curb  both  his  body  and  his  feelings, 
control  their  tendencies  toward  laziness,  the  distractions  of  pleasure, 

'V  the  diversions  of  enjoyment,  and  make  it  possible  for  the  individual, 
y  total  application  to  work,  to  demonstrate  that  he  was  among  the 


chosen 


-ti  recipients  of  God’s  grace. 


his  Puritan  outlook,  rejected  outwardly  in  the  nineteenth  century’s 
ision  of  the  truth,  was,  nevertheless,  still  an  influential  element  in  the 
cteenth  century’s  behavior,  especially  among  those  who  contributed 
to  the  nineteenth  century’s  achievement  of  its  own  goals.  The 
titan  point  of  view  contributed  elements  of  self-discipline,  self-denial, 
ochism,  glorification  of  work,  emphasis  on  the  restrictions  of  enjoy- 
nt  of  consumption,  and  subordination  both  of  the  present  to  the 
re  and  of  oneself  to  a  larger  whole.  These  became  significant  ele- 
ts  in  the  bourgeois,  middle-class  pattern  of  behavior  which  domi- 
c  the  nineteenth  century.  The  middle  classes  were  themselves  largely 
as  seventeenth  century,  and  had  adopted  this  point  of  view 

i  tbc  features  Ashich  distinguished  them  from  the  more  self- 

"‘gent  attitudes  of  the  other  two  social  classes— the  peasants  below 
ni  or  the  aristocracy  and  nobility  above  them. 

“  the  nineteenth  centurv  the  elements  of  the  Puritan  point  of  view 
tre  quite  detached  from  the  other-worldly  goals  they  had  served  in  the 
'vteenth  century  (God  and  personal  salvation)  and  were  attached 
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to  individualistic  and  largely  selfish,  this-worldy,  goals,  but  they  carried 
over  attitudes  and  patterns  of  behavior  which  remained  largely  detached 
from  the  nineteenth  centuiy^’s  stated  goals,  and  these,  by  a  combination 
of  seventeenth-century  methods  with  nineteenth-century  goals,  produced 
the  immense  physical  achievements  of  the  nineteenth  century. 

These  methods  appeared  in  a  number  of  essential  ways,  notably  in  an 
emphasis  on  self-discipline  for  future  benefits,  on  restricted  consumption 
and  on  saving,  which  provided  the  capital  accumulation  of  the  nineteenth 
century’s  industrial  development;  in  a  devotion  to  work,  and  in  a  post¬ 
ponement  of  enjoyment  to  a  future  which  never  arrived.  A  typical  ex¬ 
ample  might  be  John  D.  Rockefeller:  great  saver,  great  worker,  and 
great  postponer  of  any  self-centered  action,  even  death.  To  such  peoplC) 
and  to  the  prevalent  middle-class  ideology  of  the  nineteenth  century,  the 
most  adverse  comments  which  could  be  made  about  a  “failure,”  to  dis¬ 
tinguish  him  from  a  “successful”  man,  were  that  he  was  a  “wastrel,” 
a  “loafer,”  a  “sensualist,”  and  “self-indulgent.”  These  terms  reflected  the 
value  that  the  middle  classes  placed  on  work,  saving,  self-denial,  and 
social  conformit)'.  All  these  values  were  carried  over  from  seventeenth- 
centurj’  Puritanism,  and  were  found  most  frequently  among  the  religions 
groups  rooted  in  that  century,  the  Quakers,  Presbyterians,  Nonconfor¬ 
mists  (so  called  in  England),  and  Jansenist  survivals,  and  were  less 
evident  among  religious  groups  with  older  orientations,  such  as  Roman 
Catholics,  High  Anglicans,  or  orthodo.x  Christians.  These  older  creeds 
w'ere  more  prevalent  among  the  lower  and  the  upper  classes  and  in 
southern  and  eastern  Europe  rather  than  in  northern  or  w'estern  Europe- 
This  explains  why  the  energy,  self-discipline,  and  saving  which  made  the 
M'orld  of  1900  was  middle  class,  Protestant,  and  northwestern  European- 
As  we  shall  see  later,  in  discussion  of  the  American  crisis  of  the  twentieth 
century,  these  outlooks,  values,  and  groups  are  now  being  superseded 
by  quite  different  outlooks,  values,  and  groups.  In  America  today,  those 
who  wish  to  presen'e  them  frequently  show  a  tendency  to  embrace  fanat¬ 
ical  Right-wing  political  groups  to  implement  that  effort,  and  often 
speak  among  themselves  of  their  efforts  to  preserve  the  values  of  WASPS 
(white  Anglo-Saxon  Protestants). 

We  shall  speak  later  of  these  essential  features  of  the  nineteenth-cen¬ 
tury  point  of  view,  because  their  disappearance  in  the  twentieth  centuiyj 
associated  as  it  is  wdth  the  crisis  of  the  middle  classes,  is  an  essentia 
part  of  the  crisis  of  the  twentieth  century,  where  it  is  to  be  seen  most 
clearly  in  the  English-speaking  and  Scandinavian  countries.  We  shall 
call  these  features,  as  a  single  bundle,  “future  preference,”  and  under 
stand  that  it  includes  the  gospel  of  saving,  of  work,  and  of  postponed 
enjoyment,  consumption,  and  leisure.  Closely  related  to  it  is  a  somewhat 
different  idea,  based  on  a  constant  and  irremedial  dissatisfaction  with 
one  s  present  position  and  present  possessions.  This  is  associated  with 
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the  nineteenth  century’s  emphasis  on  acquisitive  behavior,  on  achieve- 
ttient,  and  on  infinitely  expansible  demand,  and  is  equally  associated  with 
the  middle-class  outlook.  Both  of  these  together  (future  preference  and 
(Expansible  material  demands)  were  basic  features  in  nineeteenth-century 
middle-class  society,  and  indispensable  foundations  for  its  great  material 
achievements.  They  are  inevitably  lacking  in  backward,  tribal,  under¬ 
developed  peasant  societies  and  groups,  not  only  in  Africa  and  Asia  but 
also  in  many  peripheral  areas  and  groups  of  Western  Civilization,  includ- 
mg  much  of  the  Mediterranean,  Latin  America,  central  France,  or  in  the 
l^ennonitc  communities  of  southern  Pennsylvania  and  elsewhere.  The 
lack  of  future  preference  and  expansible  material  demands  in  other 
areas,  and  the  weakening  of  them  in  middle-class  Western  Civilization, 
are  essential  features  of  the  twentieth-century  crisis. 

Though  this  crisis,  which  has  appeared  as  a  breakdown,  disruption,  and 
rejection  of  the  nineteenth  century’s  way  of  doing  things,  was  fully 
evident  by  the  year  1900,  it  w  as  brought  to  an  acute  stage  by  the  twm 
'yorld  wars  and  the  world  depression.  If  we  may  be  permitted  to  over- 
siniplify,  two  antithetical  ways  of  dealing  with  this  crisis  appeared.  One 
'('ay,  going  back  to  men  like  Georges  Sorel  {Reflections  on  Violence, 
'908),  sought  a  solution  of  this  crisis  in  irrationalism,  in  action  for  its 
ox''n  sake,  in  submergence  of  the  individual  into  the  mass  of  his  tribe, 
(Eommunity,  or  nation,  in  simple,  intense  concrete  feelings  and  acts.  The 
other  tendency,  based  on  nineteenth  century’s  science,  sought  a  solution 
of  the  crisis  in  rationalization,  science,  universality,  cosmopolitanism, 
and  the  continued  pursuit  of  eternal— if  rapidly  retreating— truth.  While 
^lie  great  mass  of  people  in  Western  Civilization  cither  ignored  the  prob- 
and  the  antithetical  character  of  the  two  proffered  solutions,  drifting 
Unconsciously  toward  the  one  or  struggling  confusedly  toward  the  other, 
two  smaller  groups  w'ere  quite  aware  of  the  antithesis  and  rivalry  of  the 
tWo.  From  the  crisis  itself  and  the  myriad  individual  events  which  led 
through  it,  came  World  War  II.  Although  few  were  consciously  aware 
nf  It,  this  war  became  a  struggle  betw'een  the  forces  of  irrationality, 
presented  by  Fascism,  and  the  forces  of  Western  science  and  rationaliza¬ 
tion,  represented  by  the  Allied  nations. 

The  Allied  nations  w'on  this  fearful  struggle  because  they  represented 
forces  of  the  ancient  traditions  of  the  West  xvhich  had  made  Western 
wilization  the  most  powerful  and  most  prosperous  civilization  that  had 
existed  in  the  past  six  thousand  years  of  experience  of  this  form  of 
onian  organization.  This  ability  to  use  the  Western  tradition  appeared 
’0  a  capacity  to  use  rationalization,  science,  diversity,  freedom,  and  vol¬ 
untary  cooperation— all  long-existent  attributes  of  Western  Civilization. 
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Rationalization  and  Science 


The  application  of  rationalization  and  science  to  World  War  II  is 
of  the  basic  reasons  (although  not  necessarily  the  most  important  rea¬ 
son)  for  the  victor)'  of  the  West  in  the  war.  As  a  consequence  of  that 
victor)',  these  two  methods  survived  the  challenge  from  reactionary,  to¬ 
talitarian,  authoritarian  P'ascism,  and  expanded  from  the  limited  areas 
human  experience  where  thev  had  previouslv  operated  to  become  dona 
inant  factors  in  the  twentieth-century  world.  The  two  are  obviously  not 
identical;  and  neither  is  equivalent  to  rationalism  (although  both  use  r^ 
tionalism  as  a  prominent  clement  in  their  operations).  Rationalism,  strict) 
speaking,  is  a  rather  unconvincing  ideology.  It  assumes  that  reality  is  ta 
tional  and  logical,  and,  accordingly,  is  comprehensible  to  mans  con 
scious  mental  processes,  and  can  be  grasped  by  human  reason  and  log^^^ 
alone.  It  assumes  that  what  is  rational  and  logical  is  real,  that  what  * 
not  rational  and  logical  is  dubious,  unknowable,  and  unimportant,  and  t  a 
the  observ'ations  of  the  human  senses  are  unreliable  or  even  illusory. 

Rationalization  and  science  differ  from  rationalism  in  two  chief  ways- 
( I )  they  are  more  empirical,  in  that  they  are  willing  to  use  sense  observa 

-  ......  concerneo 


tions,  and  (2)  thev  are  more  practical,  in  that  they  are  more 


with  getting  things  done  in  the  temporal  world  than  they  are  v'ith  ^|S^ 
covering  the  nature  of  ultimate  truth.  They  do  not  necessarily  dern 
existence  of  such  an  ultimate  truth,  but  they  agree  that  any 
reached  about  its  nature,  using  their  methods,  are  proximate  rather  t 
ultimate.  Both  methods,  thus,  are  analytical,  tentative,  proximate,  ’ 

and  relatively  practical.  The  chief  difference  between  them  is  that  scie  ^ 
is  a  somewhat  narrower  subdivision  of  rationalization,  because  it  has 
more  rigid  and  self-conscious  methodology. 

Taken  together,  these  two  have  played  significant  roles  in  ”  ■ 

Civilization  for  centuries,  but  have  always  remained  somewhat  peripn 
to  the  experience  of  ordinar)’  men.  One  of  the  chief  consequences 
World  War  II  is  that  they  are  no  longer  peripheral.  Of  course,  it 
be  recognized  that  rationalization  and  science  are  not  yet,  by  any 
central  to  the  experience  of  ordinary  men,  or  even  to  the  majority  o 
But  now  they  almost  ccrtainlv'  must  become  matters  of  firsthand 
ence  for  the  majority  of  men  if  Western  Civilization  is  to  survive-  * 
novelist  of  these  matters.  Sir  Charles  P.  Snow,  has  said,  scientists 
ingly  play  a  vital  role  in  those  crucial,  secret  decisions  “which  dete 
in  the  crudest  sense  whether  we  live  or  die.” 
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Before  World  War  II,  science  was  recognized  by  all  to  be  a  significant 
element  in  life,  but  few  had  firsthand  contact  with  it,  and  verv  few  had 
^ny  real  appreciation  of  its  nature  and  achievements.  It  ^\as  reserved 
largely  for  academic  people,  and  for  a  small  minority  of  these,  and  it 
touched  the  lives  of  most  men  only  indirectly,  by  its  influence  on  tech- 
nology,  especially  on  medical  practice,  transportation,  and  communica¬ 
tions.  There  was  ver>'  clearly,  b.efore  1939,  what  Sir  Charles  Snow  has 
tailed  ‘T'wo  Societies”  in  our  one  civilization.  This  meant  that  most  men 
lived  in  an  ignorance  of  science  almost  as  great  as  that  of  a  Hottentot 
‘lod  almost  equally  great  among  highly  educated  professors  of  literature 
‘It  Harvard,  Oxford,  and  Princeton.  It  also  meant  that  scientists  were 
quite  out  of  touch  w  ith  the  major  realities  of  the  w'orld  in  which  they 
*yed,  and  were  smitten  by  the  impacts  of  war,  depression,  and  political 
disturbances  under  conditions  of  ignorance,  naivete,  and  general  baf- 
dement  at  least  as  great  as  that  of  the  uneducated  ordinary  man.  World 
^dr  II  brought  science  into  government,  and  especially  into  war,  and 
*'dught  politics,  economics,  and  social  responsibility  into  science  in  a 
which  must  be  beneficial  to  both  but  which  was  almost  unimaginably 
^docking  to  both.  Reading,  for  example,  the  interchange  of  questions  and 
“dswers  which  go  on  beuveen  scientists  and  politicians  before  congres¬ 
sional  committees  concerned  with  outer  space,  atomic  energy,  or  medical 
I'dscarch  is  a  revelation  of  the  almost  total  lack  of  communication  which 
akes  place  behind  that  prolific  interchange  of  words. 

The  impact  of  rationalization  is  almost  as  great,  although  much  less 
^dcognized.  It  had  always  existed  in  an  incidental  and  minor  way  in  men’s 
experiences,  but  hardly  justified  a  special  name  until  it  became  a  con¬ 
scious  and  deliberate  technique.  It  is  a  method  of  dealing  with  problems 
®ud  processes  in  an  established  sequence  of  steps,  thus:  (1)  isolate  the 
problem;  (2)  separate  it  into  its  most  obvious  stages  or  areas;  (3)  enu- 
dierate  the  factors  xvhich  determine  the  outcome  desired  in  each  stage  or 
“^ca;  y3j.y  factors  in  a  conscious,  systematic,  and  (if  possible) 
quantitative  way  to  maximize  the  outcome  desired  in  the  stage  or  area 
concerned;  and  (5)  reassemble  the  stages  or  areas  and  check  to  see  if  the 
^  lole  problem  or  process  has  been  acceptably  improved  in  the  direction 

Buch  rationalization  is  analj'tical  and  quantitative  (even  numerical). 
"'US  first  used  on  an  extensive  scale  at  the  end  of  the  nineteenth  'cen- 
'•"ry  to  solve  problems  of  mass  production,  and  led,  step  by  step,  to 
ussembly-line  techniques  in  which  regulated  quantities  of  materials 
r  ITS),  power,  labor,  and  supervision  were  delivered  in  a  rational  ar- 
^ungerneut  of  space  and  time  to  produce  a  continuous  outflow  of  some 
product.  All  elements  in  the  process  were  applied  to  measurable 
Its  to  a  system  operated  in  accord  with  a  dominant  plan  to  achieve  a 
*'Ted  result.  Naturally,  such  a  process  serves  to  dehumanize  the  pro- 
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ducrive  process  and,  since  it  also  seeks  to  reduce  every  element  in  the 
process  to  a  repetitive  action,  it  leads  eventually  to  an  automation  nt 
which  even  supersdsion  is  electronic  and  mechanical. 

From  the  basically  engineering  problem  of  production,  rationalization 
gradually  spread  into  the  more  dominant  problem  of  business.  From 
maximizing  production,  it  shifted  to  ma.\imizing  profits.  This  gave  rise  to 
“efficiency  experts”  such  as  Frederick  Winslow  Taylor  (whose  t 
Principles  of  Scientific  Management  appeared  in  1911)  and,  eventually' 
to  management  consultants,  like  Arthur  D.  Little,  Inc.  , 

This  point  had  been  reached  by  1939,  when  rationalization  was  sti 
remote  from  ordinary  life  and  very  remote  from  politics  and  war.  A 
in  so  many  other  innovations,  the  introduction  of  rationalization  loto 
war  was  begun  by  the  British  and  then  taken  over,  on  an  enormous  sea  > 
by  the  Americans.  Its  origin  is  usually  attributed  to  the  efforts  of  Prores 
sor  P.  M.  S.  Blackett  (Nobel  Prize,  1948)  to  apply  radar  to  antiaircra  c 
guns.  From  there  Blackett  took  the  technique  into  antisubmarine  defense, 
whence  it  spread,  under  the  name  “Operational  Research”  (OP), 
many  aspects  of  the  war  effort.  In  its  original  form,  the  Anti-Aircra 
Command  Research  Group,  known  as  “Blackett’s  circus,”  included  three 
physiologists,  two  mathematical  physicists,  one  astrophysicist,  a  surveyor, 
a  general  physicist,  two  mathematicians,  and  an  army  officer.  R  was 
mixed-team  approach  to  operational  problems,  emphasizing  an  objeeme, 
analytical,  and  quantitative  method.  As  Blackett  wrote  in  1941,  ^ 

scientist  can  encourage  numerical  thinking  on  operational  matters,  an 


so  can  help  to  avoid  running  the  war  on  gusts  of  emotion.” 

Operational  research,  unlike  science,  made  its  greatest  contribution  1 
regard  to  the  use  of  existing  equipment  rather  than  to  the  effort 
vent  new  equipment.  It  often  gave  specific  recommendations,  read 
through  the  techniques  of  mathematical  probability,  which  directly  con^ 
tradicted  the  established  military  procedures.  A  simple  case  concern 
the  problem  of  air  attack  on  enemy  submarines;  For  what  depth  shou 
the  bomb  fuse  be  set?  In  1940  the  RAF  Coastal  Command  set  its  f^s®* 
at  100  feet.  This  was  based  on  estimates  of  three  factors:  (i)  *■’ 

interval  between  the  moments  the  submarine  sighted  the  plane  and  t 
plane  sighted  the  submarine;  ( 2 )  the  speed  of  approach  of  the  plane; 

(3)  the  speed  of  submergence  of  the  submarine.  One  fixed  factor  wa 
that  the  submarine  was  unlikely  to  be  sunk  if  the  bomb  exploded 
than  20  feet  away.  Operational  Research  added  an  additional  factor: 
near  was  the  bomber  to  judging  the  e.xact  spot  where  the  submarine 
down?  Since  this  error  increased  rapidly  with  the  distance  of  the  orig'"  ^ 
sighting,  a  submarine  which  had  time  to  submerge  deeply  would  '' 
inevitably  be  missed  by^  the  bomb  in  position  if  not  in  depth;  but,  w 
loo-foot  fuses,  submarines  which  had  little  time  to  submerge  were  mi 
because  the  fuse  w’as  too  deep  even  when  the  position  was  correct. 
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recommended  setting  fuses  at  25  feet  to  sink  the  near  sightings,  and 
practically  conceded  the  escape  of  all  the  distant  sightings.  When  fuses 
"'ere  set  at  35  feet,  successful  attacks  on  submarines  increased  400  per¬ 
cent  with  the  same  equipment. 

The  British  applied  OP  to  many  similar  problems;  ( i )  With  an  inade¬ 
quate  number  of  A.A.  guns,  is  it  better  to  concentrate  them  to  protect 
part  of  a  city  thoroughly  or  to  disperse  them  to  protect  all  of  the  city 
‘'radequately.j  (The  former  is  better.)  (2)  Repainting  night  bombers 
rom  black  to  white  when  used  on  submarine  patrol  increased  sightings 
u  submarines  30  percent.  (3)  Are  small  convoys  safer  for  merchant 
'^'ps  than  large  ones.^  (No,  by  a  large  margin.)  (4)  With  an  inadequate 
uumber  of  patrol  planes,  was  it  better  to  search  the  whole  patrol  area 
turtle  days  (as  was  the  practice)  or  to  search  part  of  it  every  day  with 
p  .  tever  planes  were  available.^  (Calculations  of  a  mathematician,  S.  D. 
oisson,  who  died  in  1 840,  showed  that  the  latter  was  better.) 
borne  of  OP’s  improvements  were  very  simple.  For  e.xample,  a  statistical 
®^udy  of  sightings  of  German  submarines  by  patrol  planes  showed  that 
‘■'''ice  as  many  were  seen  on  the  left  side  of  the  plane  as  on  the  right 
'  e.  Investigation  showed  this  was  because  the  plane  flew  on  automatic 
P‘ut,  allowing  the  pilot  (on  the  left  side)  almost  full  time  to  watch  the 
while  the  copilot  on  the  right  side  was  busy  much  of  the  time.  As- 
^gnment  of  another  crewman  to  the  right  side  when  the  copilot  was  busy 
•ucreased  sightings  about  30  percent.  Until  late  1941  the  RAF  bombed 
cities  as  they  were  able.  Then  OP,  using  the  German  bombing 
Britain  as  a  base,  calculated  the  number  of  people  killed  per  ton  of 
oitibs  dropped,  and  applied  this  to  Germany  to  show  that  the  casual- 
uiflicted  on  Germany  were  about  400  civilians  killed  per  month— 
out  half  the  German  automobile-accident  death  rate— -w-hile  200  RAF 
orewnien  were  killed  per  month  in  doing  the  bombing.  Such  bombing 
oould  never  influence  the  outcome  of  the  war.  Later  it  was  discovered 
the  raids  were  really  killing  only  200  German  civilians  (almost  all 
oonconihantants  contributing  little  to  the  war  effort)  at  the  cost  of  the 
RAb  fighting  men  each  month,  and  thus  were  a  contribution  to  a 
ornian  victory!  These  estimates  made  it  advisable  to  shift  planes  from 
ing  Germany  to  U-boat  patrol,  so  that  the  German  submarine  war, 
ch  Was  really  strangling  Britain,  could  be  brought  under  control.  A 
^^niber,  in  its  average  life  of  30  missions,  dropped  100  tons  of  bombs 
Germany,  killing  20  Germans  and  destroying  a  few  houses.  The  same 
.  u  in  thirty  missions  of  submarine  patrol  saved,  on  the  average,  6 
ed  merchant  vessels  and  their  crews  from  submarines.  As  might  be 
pected,  this  discovery  was  violently  resisted  by  the  head  of  the  RAF 
umher  Command,  Chief  .Marshal  Sir  Arthur  (“Bomber”)  Harris, 
g  .  linked  with  this  was  the  question  -w'hether  it  was  better  to  use 

‘^Mins  shipbuilding  capacity  to  construct  escort  vessels  or  merchant 
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ships.  This  involved  the  choice  between  saving  existing  merchant  ships 
or  outbuilding  the  losses  from  submarines.  It  required  a  statistical  study 
of  the  effectiveness  of  escort  vessels.  At  the  time,  the  Admiralty  regarded 
small  convoys  as  safer  and  large  ones  as  dangerous,  and  had  forbidden 
convovs  of  over  sixty'  ships.  Thev  assigned  escort  vessels  to  each  convoy 
at  the  rate  of  three  plus  one-tenth  of  the  number  of  ships  protected-  OP 
was  able  to  show  that  this  assignment  rule  was  inconsistent  with  the  pre)' 
udice  against  large  convoys.  Studying  past  losses,  they  showed  tliat  con¬ 
voys  of  under  40  ships  (averaging  32  each)  suffered  losses  of  2.5  percent, 
while  large  convoys  of  over  40  ships  (averaging  54  ships  each) 
twice  as  safe,  with  losses  of  only  i.i  percent.  Using  information  from  res¬ 
cued  German  U-boat  crews,  OP  was  able  to  show  that  U-boat  success 
depended  on  the  density  of  escort  vessels  around  the  perimeter  of  the 
convoy  and  that  the  percentage  of  ships  sunk  was  inversely  proportiona 
to  the  size  of  the  convoy.  By  1944  a  convoy  of  187  ships  arrived  without 
loss.  If  the  shift  to  large  convoys  had  been  made  in  the  spring  of  194-’ 
rather  than  in  the  spring  of  1943,  a  million  tons  of  merchant  slupP‘t*S 
(or  200  ships)  could  have  been  saved.  The  combination  of  larger  cou 
voys,  and  the  shift  of  some  planes  from  bombing  Germany  to  subniaiiu® 
patrol,  turned  the  corner  on  the  U-boat  menace  in  the  summer  of  i943 
and  helped  save  many  ships  which  were  used  in  the  Allied  amphibious 
landings,  especially  on  D-Dav  in  1944. 

The  shock  of  the  fall  of  France  in  June  1940  marked  a  turning  pu>u'^ 
in  the  relations  between  universities  and  government  in  the  United  SniteS- 
At  that  time,  the  chief  contacts  between  the  two  were  the  NatiouJ 
Academy  of  Sciences,  founded  in  1863,  and  the  National  Advisory  Com 
mittee  for  Aeronautics  (NACA),  founded  in  1915.  The  former  uus 
nongovernmental  body  electing  its  own  members  from  American  scien 
tists  and  bound  to  advise  the  government,  upon  request,  in  scientific  ot 
technical  matters.  A  dependent  body,  the  National  Research  Council,  w 
members  from  the  government  at  large  and  representatives  of  over  a  hun^ 
dred  scientific  societies  to  act  as  liaison  between  the  academy  and  ti® 
scientific  community.  The  NACA  was  a  gov'ernment  agency  which  ■^Its 
formed  a  similar  function  in  aeronautics  and  did  extensive  research  m  • 
field  with  government  funds.  In  1938  Vannevar  Bush,  professor  of  e 
trical  engineering  and  vice-president  of  .Massachusetts  Institute  of  Tec 
nology,  an  outstanding  figure  in  applied  mathematics  and  electronics, 
best  known  as  the  inventor  of  the  differential  analyzer  (for  mccliamc^^ 
solution  of  differential  equations  in  calculus),  became  a  member 
NACA.  The  following  year  he  became  president  of  the  Carnegie  Ius®> 
tution  of  Washington  and  chairman  of  NACA. 

As  France  fell.  Bush  persuaded  President  Roosevelt  to  create  u 
tional  Defense  Research  Committee  with  Bush  as  chairman.  The  tw 
members  serv^ed  without  pay,  and  consisted  of  tw  o  each  from  tlic  ar  .  ’ 
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navy,  and  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences,  with  six  others.  Bush 
Earned  Frank  B.  Jewett,  president  of  Bell  Telephone  Laboratories  and 
6  NAS;  Karl  T.  Compton,  president  of  MIT;  James  B.  Conant,  presi- 
^nt  of  Harvard;  Richard  C.  Tolman,  of  California  Institute  of  Tech- 
nology;  and  others.  They  set  up  headquarters  at  the  Carnegie  Institution 
Dumbarton  Oaks,  a  Harv^ard  Byzantine  research  center  in  Washing- 

The  NDRC  in  its  first  year  gave  over  tw'o  hundred  contracts  to  vari- 
universities,  and  thus  established  the  pattern  of  relations  between 
government  and  the  universities  which  still  exists.  In  that  first  year  it 
*Pont  only  I6.5  million,  but  in  the  six  years  1940-1946  it  spent  almost 
454  million.  During  that  whole  period,  there  was  onlv  one  shift  in  the 
'^'vdian  personnel  of  the  NDRC.  In  May  1941  a  higher  and  wider  organi- 
^^lon  Was  created,  the  Office  of  Scientific  Research  and  Development 
P  oRD),  with  Bush  as  chairman  and  Conant  as  his  deputy.  Conant  took 
“^os  place  as  chairman  of  NDRC,  and  Roger  Adams,  professor  of 
omistry  at  the  University  of  Illinois,  was  added  to  NDRC.  These 
S^'oups  were  the  supreme  influence  in  America  in  introducing  rationali- 
'on  and  science  into  government  and  war  in  1940-1946,  fostering 
oteds  of  new'  technical  developments  and  inventions,  including  the 
bomb.  One  of  their  earliest  acts  was  to  make  a  census  of  research 
oilities  and  a  National  Roster  of  Scientific  and  Specialized  Personnel 
"h  690,000  names);  they  did  not  hesitate  to  call  upon  the  services  of 
as  needed.  When  money  ran  short,  they  found  it  from  private 
Sources,  as  in  June  1941,  when,  simply  by  asking,  they  obtained  half  a 
jl'  dollars  from  MIT  and  an  equal  sum  from  John  D.  Rockefeller, 
•)  to  pay  salaries  w  hen  congressional  appropriations  ran  short. 

similar  organizations  grew  up  in  Britain,  in  the  Soviet  Union, 
m  the  enemy  countries,  but  none  worked  so  successfully  as  that  of 
j  ®  Americans,  w'ho,  here,  as  elsewhere,  show'ed  a  genius  for  improvised 
organization.  On  the  w'hole,  the  British  w'ere  more  fertile  in 
5'v  ideas  than  the  Americans  (probably  because  they  were  less  conven- 
in  their  thinking  processes),  but  the  Americans  were  superior  in 
^  ^velopment  and  production.  The  Soviet  Union,  w'hich  w'as  very  lack- 
si  ideas,  was  fairly  successful  (considering  its  obvious  handicaps, 

as  enemy  invasion  and  industrial  backu'ardness)  in  development.  Its 
^  ganization  w^as  somewhat  like  that  in  the  United  States  but  much  more 
since  its  Academy  of  Sciences  controlled  government  funds 
allotted  both  tasks  and  funds  to  university  and  special  research 
ups.  Germany,  w'hich  had  a  high  degree  of  innovation  (comparable 
that  -  .  .  -.  . 


in  the  United  States)  was  paralyzed  by  myriad  conflicting  and 


jj^^^^^Pping  authorities  in  control  of  development  and  production  and  by 
act  that  the  w  hole  chaotic  mess  w’as  under  the  tyranny  of  vacillating 
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icillating 

ats.  Japan,  almost  lacking  in  innovation,  achieved  a  surprising 
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degree  of  production  under  a  system  of  conflicting  autocratic  authorities 
almost  as  bad  as  that  of  Germany. 

Rationalization  of  behavior,  as  represented  in  Operations  Research, 
and  the  application  of  science  to  new  weapons,  as  practiced  by 
English-speaking  countries,  were  in  sharp  contrast  with  the  methods  0 
waging  war  used  by  the  Tripartite  aggressors.  Hitler  fought  the  war  by 
basing  his  hopes  on  inspiration  (his  owm)  and  willpow^er  (usually,  refi'sa 
to  retreat  an  inch);  Mussolini  tried  to  fight  his  w'ar  on  rhetoric  and  slo' 
gans;  the  Japanese  tried  to  gain  victory  by  self-sacrifice  and  willingn^*® 
to  die.  All  three  irrational  methods  were  obsolete  as  compared  w'ith  t  ® 
Anglo-American  method  of  rationalization  and  science. 

First  news  of  the  success  of  Operations  Research  in  Britain  was  brougni 
to  the  United  States  by  President  Conant  in  1940  and  w'as  formally 
troduced  by  V^annevar  Bush,  as  chairman  of  the  New'  Weapons  Commit 
tee  of  the  joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  in  1942.  By  the  end  of  the  w'lir,  the  tech 
nique  had  spread  e.xtensively  through  the  American  w'ar  effort,  and,  wi 
the  arrival  of  peace,  became  an  established  civilian  profession.  The  best^ 
known  example  of  this  is  the  Rand  Corporation,  a  private  research  an 
development  firm,  under  contract  to  the  United  States  Air  Force,  but 
numerous  lesser  organizations  and  enterprises  are  now'  concerned  "h 
rationalization  techniques  in  political  life,  the  study  of  war  and  strategV' 
in  economic  analysis,  and  elsew'here.  Similar  groups  arose  in  Britain.  One 
of  the  most  complex  applications  of  the  technique  has  been  Operatioti 
Bootstrap,  by  w'hich  the  Puerto  Rican  Industrial  Deyelopmcnt  Corpora 
tion,  advised  by  Arthur  D.  Little,  Inc.,  has  sought  to  transform  the  Puerto 
Rican  economy.  Persons  interested  in  OP  have  organized  societies 
England  (1948)  and  the  United  States  (1949)  which  pviblish  a  quarter) 
and  a  journal. 

A  great  impetus  has  been  given  to  the  rationalization  of  society  m 
postw'ar  world  by  the  application  of  mathematical  methods  to  sociec) 
an  unprecedented  degree.  Much  of  this  used  the  tremendous 
in  mathematics  of  the  m’neteenth  century,  but  a  good  deal  came  from 
developments.  Among  these  have  been  applications  of  game  theory, 
formation  theory,  symbolic  logic,  c\'bernetics,  and  electronic  compu  B 
The  new'est  of  these  w'as  probably  game  theory,  worked  out  by  a 
garian  refugee  mathematician,  John  von  Neumann,  at  the  Institute 
Advanced  Study.  This  applied  mathematical  techniques  to  situations 
which  persons  sought  conflicting  goals  in  a  nexus  of  relationships  § 
emed  by  rules.  Closely  related  to  this  were  new  mathematical  met 
for  dealing  with  decision-making.  The  basic  work  in  the  new'  he 
the  book  Theory  of  Games  and  Economic  Behavior,  by  John  von  - 
mann  and  Oskar  .Morgenstern  (Princeton,  1944). 

Similar  impetus  to  this  whole  development  was  provided  by  two 
fields  of  mathematics  in  w'hich  the  significant  books  in  America 
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E.  Shannon  and  W.  Weaver,  The  Mathematical  Theory  of  Cortivnini- 
^atton  (University  of  Illinois,  1949),  and  Norbert  Wiener,  Cybernetics, 
Control  and  Commvnication  in  the  Animal  and  the  Machine  (Massa¬ 
chusetts  Institute  of  Technology,  1949).  A  flood  of  books  have  amplified 
®id  modified  these  basic  works,  all  seeking  to  apply  mathematical  meth- 
ods  to  information,  communications,  and  control  systems.  Closely  related 
this  have  been  increased  use  of  symbolic  logic  (as  in  Willard  von 
tman  Quine,  Mathematical  Logic,  Harvard,  1951),  and  the  application 
P  all  these  to  electronic  computers,  involving  large-scale  storage  of 
''^formation  with  speedy  retrieval  of  it  and  fantastically  rapid  operations 
complex  calculations.  These,  and  related  techniques,  are  now  trans¬ 
forming  methods  of  operation  and  behavior  in  all  aspects  of  life  and 
ringing  on  a  large-scale  rationalization  of  human  life  which  is  becoming 
cne  of  the  most  significant  characteristics  of  M'estern  Civilization  in  the 
^entieth  century. 

Closely  related  to  all  this,  both  in  the  war  and  in  the  posrw'ar  period, 
fve  been  advances  in  science.  Here,  also,  the  great  impetus  came  from 
e  struggle  for  victory  in  the  war  and  the  subsequent  permeation  of  all 
^spects  of  life  by  attitudes  and  methods  (in  this  case  science)  which  had 
cen  peripheral  to  the  experience  of  most  people  in  the  prewar  period, 
"e  consequences  of  this  revolution  now  surround  us  on  all  sides  and 
^re  obvious,  even  to  the  most  uncomprehending,  in  television  and  elec- 
*^ronics,  in  biology  and  medical  science,  in  space  exploration,  in  automa- 
of  credit,  billing,  payroll,  and  personnel  practices,  in  atomic  energy, 
^’’d  above  all  in  the  constant  threat  of  nuclear  incineration  which  now 
ces  all  of  us.  In  much  of  this  the  fundamental  innovations  were  Brit- 
1  or  at  least  European,  but  their  full  exploitation  and  production  proc- 
^^es  have  been  American. 

The  mobilization  of  these  processes  under  the  OSRD  and  NDRC  by 
^  ose  two  Massachusetts  Yankees,  Bush  and  Conant,  is  one  of  the  miracles 
°  the  war.  In  sharp  contrast  with  the  OSS,  it  achieved  its  goals  with  a 
tt>inimum  of  administrative  friction,  by  the  use  of  existing  agencies,  ex- 
in  the  few  cases,  such  as  the  atom  bomb,  where  no  agency  had 
^•’^■sted  previously.  Probably  no  nexv  group  in  the  history  of  American 
government  achieved  so  much  with  such  a  high  degree  of  helpful  co¬ 
operation.  Most  of  this  was  the  result  of  Bush’s  broad  vision,  tact,  and 
otal  lack  of  desire  for  personal  celebrity.  Much  of  it  was  done  quietly 
individual  discussions  and  unpublicized  committee  meetings.  For  ex- 
as  chairman  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  New'  Weapons  and  Equip- 
f^ent  (JNW)  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  from  its  founding  in  May  1942 
end  of  the  w'ar.  Bush  achieved  wonders,  not  onlv  in  persuading 
itary  men  to  use  new  weapons  and  new'  techniques  but  also  in  per- 
^Uading  the  different  services  to  integrate  their  introduction  of  new  meth- 
and  their  future  plans. 
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The  impetus  to  the  use  of  science  in  many  fields  came  from  the  Brit¬ 
ish.  This  began  in  \^’orld  War  I  when  men  like  (Sir)  Henry  T.  Tizar  1 
(Sir)  Robert  A.  Watson-Watt,  and  Professor  Frederick  A.  Lindenian'’ 
(Lord  Cherwell  after  1956)  studied  aviation  problems  scientifically-  Th'® 
link  between  government  and  science  in  aviation  was  maintained  in  Brit¬ 
ain,  as  it  was  in  the  United  States,  during  the  Long  Armistice.  After  Hitl^'" 
came  to  power.  Dr.  H.  E.  Wimperis,  Director  of  Scientific  Research  at 
the  Air  Ministry,  and  his  colleague  A.  P.  Rowe,  set  up  a  Committee  on 
Research  on  Air  Defence,  with  Tizard  as  chairman  and  Rowe  as 
tary,  with  Professors  A.  V.  Hill  and  P.  M.  S.  Blackett  as  members,  an 
Watson-Watt  as  consultant.  Professor  Hill,  physiologist,  had  won 
Nobel  Prize  in  1922,  while  Blackett,  ex-naval  officer  and  nuclear  physicist 
was  the  initiator  of  Operational  Research  and  won  a  Nobel  Prize  1 
physics  in  1948.  Watson-Watt  may  be  regarded  as  the  chief  discoverer 
of  radar. 

In  sharp  contrast  with  OSRD  and  NT)RC  in  America,  this  comniirree 
had  a  stormy  life.  In  1908,  while  studying  physics  in  Berlin  with  Wakher 
Nemst  (Nobel  Prize,  1920),  Tizard  met  a  fellow  student,  F.  A.  Lm  e 
mann,  who  was  born  and  educated  as  a  German,  but  held  a  British  pass 
port  from  his  wealthy  father’s  naturalization  in  England  before  his  bi 
Lindemann  became  a  moody,  driving,  uncompromising,  and  erratica  y 
trained  amateur  scientist  who  devmted  his  best  hours  and  energy  to  upper 
class  English  social  life,  and  combined  intermittent  flashes  of  scienti 
brilliance  with  total  lack  of  objectivity  and  consistently  poor 
Tizard,  a  fairly  typical  English  civil  serv-ant,  was,  nonetheless,  attrac 
to  Lindemann,  and  in  1919  helped  secure  for  him  an 
professor  of  experimental  philosophy  at  Oxford.  At  the  time, 
at  a  low  ebb  at  O.xford,  and  Lindemann,  over  the  ne.xt  two  decades,  ^ 
up  its  Clarendon  Laboratory  toward  the  high  level  which  the  Caven 
Laboratory  at  Cambridge  University  had  achieved  under  Lord  Rut 
ford.  During  this  period  Lindemann  became  the  close  friend  and  scien 
adviser  of  Winston  Churchill.  Through  Churchill’s  influence, 
was  forced  on  Tizard’s  Committee  for  the  Scientific  Survey  of 
Defence,  where  he  acted  as  a  disruptive  influence  from  July  *955’^ 
the  three  scientific  members  (Hill,  Blackett,  and  Wimperis)  forced 
oflF  in  September  1936  by  resigning  together.  The  whole  committee 
then  dissolved  and  reappointed  under  Tizard  without  Lindemann. 
latter  reversed  the  tables  four  years  later  when  Churchill  became  p^ 
minister  with  Lindemann  as  almost  his  only  scientific  adviser.  Tizard  ^ 
dropped  from  the  committee  in  June  1940.  But  by  that  time  the  gt 
work  in  radar  was  done. 

The  Tizard  Committee,  with  only  £  10,000  for  research,  held  its 
meeting  on  January-  28,  1935.  and  by  June  16th  (before  Linde 
joined)  had  a  radar  .set  on  which  they  followed  a  plane  40  miles- 
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March  13,  1^36^  they  identified  a  plane  flying  at  1,500  feet  75  miles  away. 
September  1938,  five  stations  southeast  of  London  followed  Chamber- 
plane  flying  to  the  Munich  Conference,  and  on  Good  Friday  1939, 
''s  .Mussolini  was  invading  Albania,  a  chain  of  twenty  stations  began 
continuous  operations  along  the  eastern  coast. 

One  of  the  chief  advances  here  was  Watson-Watt’s  use  of  a  cathode 
''acuum  tube  (such  as  we  now  use  in  television)  to  watch  the  returning 
cadio  signal.  This  signal^  sent  out  from  a  radio  vacuum  tube  in  pulses, 
returned  through  a  crj^stal  detector  to  appear  as  a  “blip,”  or  spot,  on  the 
Cathode  tube’s  fluorescent  screen.  The  shorter  the  wavelength  of  the 
^nding  w'ave,  the  sharper  and  more  accurate  the  returning  signal,  the 
ccter  the  necessary  aerial,  and  the  lower  the  transmitting  tower;  but 
^acuum  tubes  could  not  broadcast  waves  less  than  10  meters  in  length 
'300,000  kilocycles).  Just  as  the  war  began.  Professor  John  T.  Randall, 
tile  University  of  Birmingham,  invented  the  resonant-cavity  magne- 
an  object  no  bigger  than  a  fist,  which  broadcasts  high-power,  very 
*  Oft,  radio  waves.  This  ended  interference  from  ground  reflections  or 
cHections  from  the  ionosphere,  and  allowed  sharp  discrimination  of  ob- 
)ccts  without  need  for  long  antennae  or  high  towers.  By  the  time  the 
*’^®gnetron  came  into  use  (i940>  broadcasting  from  tubes  had  been  im¬ 
proved  to  allow  use  of  1.5  meter  waves,  but  the  magnetron  was  devel¬ 
oped  for  o.i  meter  waves.  All  subsequent  radar  development  was  based 
it.  At  the  same  time,  great  advances  were  being  made  in  crystals  for 
ctectors.  This  later  grew  into  the  use  of  artificial  crystals  (transistors) 
r  amplification  in  receivers  as  well  as  for  detection, 
n  August  1940,  Sir  Henry  Tizard,  ousted  from  his  committee  by 
j^‘odemann,  led  a  British  scientific  mission  to  Washington.  He  brought  a 
box  of  blueprints  and  reports  on  British  scientific  work,  including 
''^dar,  a  new  explosive  (RDX,  half  again  as  powerful  as  TNT),  studies 
1“  gaseous  diffusion  of  uranium  isotopes  for  an  atom  bomb,  and  much 
This  visit  gave  a  great  impetus  to  American  scientific  work.  As  one 
^‘Consequence  of  it,  350  men  from  the  United  States  were  working  in 
l^'dar  net  stations  in  England  by  November  1941  (a  month  before 

^^0  many  inventions  which  emerged  from  science  in  World  War  II, 
have  space  here  to  mention  only  a  few:  shaped  charges,  proximity 
medical  advances,  and  the  atom  bomb. 

‘C':  hundred  years  of  ordnance  research  on  artillery  had  brought  guns 

a  high 

state  of  excellence  long  before  World  War  H,  but  artillery,  with 
Its  advantages  of  range  and  accuracy,  had  three  intrinsic  disadvantages: 
^  backward  thrust  of  the  explosive  gases  of  propulsion  gave  it  a  violent 
the  same  gases  corroded  and  wore  down  the  inside  of  the  barrel 
y  rapidly;  and  the  projectile,  on  hitting  the  target,  dispersed  its  ex- 
P  osive  force,  sending  most  of  it  backward  into  the  air  from  the  re- 
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sistance  of  the  target  itself.  A  rocket  avoids  the  first  two  of  these  prob¬ 
lems  because  it  directs  the  recoil  forward  to  push  the  rocket,  and  needs 
no  container  barrel  at  all.  The  Russians,  who  had  greatly  developed  the 
use  of  rockets,  used  them  in  large  numbers  against  the  Germans  in  I94'‘ 
Since  rockets  need  no  barrel  to  shoot  through  but  merely  require  a  holder 
until  they  can  fully  ignite,  rockets  allow  an  infantryman  to  supply  his 
own  artilleiy'  support,  especially  against  tanks.  By  the  end  of  the 
American  rockets  were  delivered  for  use  in  individual,  disposable  plastic 
launchers  which  were  thrown  away  after  the  rocket  inside  had  been 
fired. 

The  great  disadvantages  of  rockets  were  their  inaccuracy  and  short 
range,  both  of  which  came  from  the  weak  and  uneven  burning  of  t  ® 
propellant.  Great  improvements  were  made  in  the  study  of  propellants 
by  the  Germans,  especially  from  the  work  of  Hermann  Oberth,  Wa  te 
Dornberger,  and  Werner  von  Braun  at  Peenemiinde  Rocket  Researc 
Institute  on  the  Baltic  Sea.  These  men,  working  on  the  basis  of  earlier 
studies  by  the  American  professor,  Robert  H.  Goddard  (A  Method  o) 
Reaching  Extreme  Altitudes,  1929),  and  by  a  Polish  high  school  teac  e 
in  Russia,  K.  E.  Ziolkovsky  (1857-1935),  greatly  advanced  rocketry 
during  the  war  and  developed  the  V-2,  w'hich  devastated  London  an 
Antwerp  from  September  8,  1944  until  the  w'ar’s  end.  The  English  a 
been  expecting  this  attack,  since  a  German  test  rocket  had  gone 
in  June  1944,  and  had  exploded  over  Sweden.  The  pieces  from  it,  "  ^i^^^ 
were  handed  over  to  the  Allies,  made  it  possible  to  reconstruct 
characteristics  of  the  rocket,  but  left  them  in  dread  that  it  was  being  n 
back  until  the  Germans  could  perfect  an  atomic-bomb  warhead. 
this  point  of  view,  the  first  V-2  on  England  at  6:43  p.m.,  September 
1944,  followed  by  another,  sixteen  seconds  later,  \vas  a  relief:  they  c 
ried  warheads  of  conventional  explosives.  But  that  warhead  of  J ^ 
pounds  came  in  on  a  46-foot  rocket  traveling  at  three  times  the  spec 
sound,  coming  down  from  an  altitude  of  60  miles  from  a  launching 
200  miles  away.  More  than  1,100  of  these  rockets  killed  3,000  British  ^ 
fore  they  were  stopped. 

Just  as  a  rocket  reversed  the  recoil  of  a  gun,  directing  it  forward, 
a  shaped  charge  reversed  the  shape  of  the  projectile.  An  artillery  P^^^ggg 
tile  is  bullet-shaped,  with  its  forward  end  pointed  or  convex.  In  ' 

C.  E.  Munroe  had  shown  that  if  the  explosive  charge  \vere  made  co 
cave,  with  the  cavity  at  its  forward  end  against  the  target,  the  expio 
force  would  be  directed  forward  toward  the  target  (as  rays  of 
forward  from  a  concave  headlight  cavity)  instead  of  backward. 
American  bazooka  of  1942  combined  this  shaped  charge  with  a  ro 
to  provide  an  infantry  weapon  with  which  a  single  man  could  knoc 
a  tank.  A  relatively  small  charge  carried  to  a  tank  with  an  impetus 
greater  than  a  well-hit  baseball  exploded  most  of  its  power  forward  1 
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''arrow  pencil  of  explosive  force  which  sometimes  penetrated  six  inches 
armor  or  six  feet  of  masonry.  A  hole  less  than  an  inch  wide  on  a 
l^ank  could  destroy  its  crew  by  spraying  them  with  molten  metal  forced 
■nward  from  the  shaped  charge.  In  a  few  cases,  this  occurred  through 
^*ght-inch  armor  without  the  armor  being  fully  penetrated.  Thus  the 
'ank,  triumphant  in  1940,  was  brought  under  control,  and  by  1945  was 
“^ed  largely  as  mobile  artillery. 

An  even  more  remarkable  advance  was  the  proximity  fuse.  This  was  a 
''se  containing  a  tiny  radar  set  xvhich  measured  the  distance  to  the 
•^^rget  and  could  be  adjusted  to  e.xplode  at  a  fixed  distance.  First  used  to 
explode  A.A.  shells  within  lethal  distance  of  enemy  planes,  it  soon  was 
adapted  to  explode  just  over  the  heads  of  ground  forces.  The  latter  use, 
o'vever,  w'as  not  permitted  for  more  than  two  years,  for  fear  the  enemy 
'''ould  obtain  a  dud  and  be  able  to  copy  it. 

The  proximity  VT  fuse  was,  after  the  atom  bomb,  the  second  greatest 
scientific  achievement  of  the  war,  although  the  magnetron  contributed 
'^ore  than  either  to  an  Allied  victory.  Producing  the  fuse  seemed  impos- 
sible;  It  would  be  necessary  to  make  a  radar  sending  and  receiving  set  to 
in  a  space  smaller  than  an  ice-cream  cone;  to  make  it  strong  enough 
^0  withstand  20,000  times  the  force  of  gravit)'  in  original  acceleration 
and  the  spin  in  flight  of  475  rotations  per  minute;  to  have  it  detonate  at 
®  precise  instant  in  time  with  no  chance  of  e.xploding  earlier  to  endanger 
dc  gunner;  and  to  be  sure  that  it  would  explode  entirely  if  it  missed  its 
target  zone  so  that  there  would  never  be  a  dud.  These  problems  were 
^Ived,  and  production  began  in  1942.  By  the  end  of  the  war,  Sylvania 
ad  made  over  1 30  million  minute  radio  tubes,  of  which  five  were  needed 
each  fuse. 

.  f^irst  used  in  action  by  the  U.S.S.  Helena  against  a  Japanese  dive-bomb- 
'''g  plane  on  January  5,  1943,  it  destroyed  the  attacker  on  the  second 
^alvo.  An  order  of  the  Combined  Chiefs  of  Staff  prohibited  use  of  the 
se  except  over  water,  where  the  enemy  could  not  recover  duds,  but 
in  1945  secret  intelligence  obtained  plans  of  the  V-i  robot  plane 
^I'hich  Hitler  was  preparing  to  bomb  London.  The  CCS  released  proxim¬ 
ity  fuses  to  be  used  over  England  against  this  new  threat.  The  first  V-i 
^^me  over  on  June  12,  1944,  the  last,  80  days  later,  the  \'^T  fuses  being 
ii^cd  only  during  the  final  four  weeks.  In  the  last  week,  V’'T  fuses  de- 
^i^royed  79  percent  of  the  V’'-i’s  that  came  over.  On  the  final  day  only 
4  out  of  104  reached  London.  They  were  being  destroyed  by  three  ma- 
^  ines  developed  by  NDRC  and  made  in  the  United  States:  detected  by 
'-R-584  radar,  their  courses  predicated  by  M-9  computers,  and  shot 
by  fuses.  General  Sir  F.  A.  Pile,  Chief  of  British  A.A.  Com- 
ii'3ud,  sent  Bush  a  copy  of  his  report  on  this  operation,  inscribed,  “With 
compliments  to  OSRD  who  made  the  victory  possible.” 

The  \^T  fuse  was  released  by  CCS  for  general  use  on  land  at  the  end 
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of  October  1944,  and  was  first  used  against  German  ground  forces  m 
the  Battle  of  the  Bulge.  The  results  were  devastating.  In  thick  fog 
Germans  massed  their  men  together,  believing  they  were  safe  since  the 
range  could  not  be  measured  for  orthodo.x  artillery  time  fuses;  they 
massacred  by  V^T  shells  exploding  over  their  heads,  and  even  tliose 
who  crouched  in  foxholes  were  hit.  On  another  evening,  near  BastognCt 
German  tanks  were  obser\-cd  entering  a  wood  for  the  night.  After  they 
were  settled,  the  area  was  blasted  with  V'T  shells.  In  the  morning  seven¬ 
teen  German  tanks  surrounded  by  their  dead  crews  were  found  in  ths 

One  of  the  greatest  victories  of  science  in  the  war  w'as  in  the  treat¬ 
ment  of  the  wounded.  Ninety-seven  percent  of  the  casualties  wlio  reache 
the  front-line  dressing  stations  were  saved,  a  success  which  liad  never 
been  approached  in  earlier  wars.  The  techniques  which  made  this 
sible,  involving  blood  transfusions,  surgical  techniques,  and  antibiotics, 
have  all  been  continued  and  amplified  in  the  postwar  world,  although  t 
destruction  of  man’s  natural  environment  by  advancing  technology  has 
created  new  hazards  and  new  causes  of  death  by  advancing  cancer,  dis 
integrating  circulatorv  systems,  and  increasing  mental  breakdowns. 

The  greatest  achievement  of  science  during  the  war,  and,  indeed,  m  ^ 
human  history,  was  the  atom  bomb.  Its  contribution  to  victory  w  as  sec^ 
ondary,  since  it  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  victory  over  Germany  a 
at  most,  shortened  the  war  with  the  Japanese  only  by  weeks.  But 
greatest  example  of  the  pow’er  of  cooperating  human  minds  has  change 
the  whole  environment  in  which  men  live.  The  only  human  discovi.r.'^ 
w'hich  can  compare  with  it  was  man’s  invention  of  the  techniques 
farming  almost  nine  thousand  years  earlier,  but  this  earlier  advance  va 
slow  and  empirical.  The  advance  to  the  atom  bomb  w’as  swift  and  theo 
retical,  in  which  men,  by  mathematical  calculations,  were  able  to  ^ 
ticipate,  measure,  judge,  and  control  events  which  had  never 
previously  in  liuman  experience.  It  is  not  possible  to  understand  the 
tory  of  the  twentieth  century  w  ithout  some  comprehension  of  hov\ 
almost  unbelievable  goal  was  achieved  and  especially  why  the 
Powers  were  able  to  achieve  it,  and  the  Fascist  Powers  w  ere  not. 

As  late  as  the  fall  of  France  in  1940,  all  countries  were  equal  m 
scientific  knowledge,  because  science  was  then  freely  conimuniciihlc,^*^^ 
it  must  he,  l)y  its  very  nature,  .Much  of  that  know  ledge,  in  phvsi 
science,  rested  on  the  theories  of  three  Nobel  Prize  winners  of 
These  were  Max  Planck  (1858-1947),  who  said  that  energy  did  not  nio^^ 
in  a  continuous  flow  like  water  but  in  discrete  units,  called 
bullets;  .Albert  Einstein  (1879-1955),  whose  theory  of  relativity  indicat 
that  matter  and  energy  were  interchangeable  according  to  the  for 
E  =  rnc-;  and  Niels  Bohr  (1885-1962),  who  offered  a  picture 
atom  as  a  planetary  structure  with  a  heavy,  complex  nucleus,  an 
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cunirotating  electrons  in  fixed  orbits  established  by  their  energy  levels 
according  to  Planck’s  quantum  theory.  At  that  time  (1940)  all  scientists 
knew  that  some  of  the  heavier  elements  naturally  disintegrated  and  were 
reduced  to  somewhat  lighter  elements  by  radioactive  emission  of  nega¬ 
tively  charged  electrons  or  of  positively  charged  alpha  particles  (helium 
nuclei,  consisting  of  two  positively  charged  protons  with  two  uncharged 
neutrons). 

As  early  as  1934,  in  Rome,  Enrico  Fermi  (Nobel  Prize,  1938)  and 
Emilio  Segre  (Nobel  Prize,  1959),  without  realizing  what  they  had 
^nne,  had  split  uranium  atoms  into  lighter  elements  (chiefly  barium 
3nd  krypton)  by  shooting  neutrons  into  the  uranium  nucleus.  (Such  neu¬ 
trons  had  been  isolated  and  identified  in  1932,  by  Sir  James  Chadwick, 
^^obel  Prize  winner  in  1935.)  Although  Ida  Noddack  at  once  suggested 
that  Fermi  had  split  the  atom,  the  suggestion  was  generally  ignored  un¬ 
til  Otto  Hahn,  Lise  Meitner,  and  Fritz  Strassmann  in  Germany,  in  1937- 
*939'  repeated  Fenni’s  experiments  and  sought  to  identify  the  bewilder- 
'ug  assortment  of  lighter  radioactive  elements  which  emerged  when 
fraiiium  was  bombarded  with  a  stream  of  neutrons. 

Ey  February  1939,  it  was  established  that  the  heaviest  element,  92 
**ranium,  could  be  split  in  various  ways  into  lighter  elements  nearer  the 
*riiddle  of  the  atomic  table  and  that  large  amounts  of  energy  were  re- 
cased  in  the  process.  For  example,  92  uranium  might  be  split  into  56 
arium  and  36  krypton.  The  reason  for  the  release  of  energy  was  that  the 
**uclear  particles  (protons  and  neutrons)  had  smaller  masses  in  the  nucleus 
elements  near  the  middle  of  the  atomic  table  than  they  had  in  the 
•luclei  of  elements  nearer  the  top  or  the  bottom  of  the  table  or  than 
*ae  particles  had  alone  outside  any  nucleus.  This  meant  that  the  nuclear 
particles  had  the  least  mass  in  the  elements  near  26  iron  and  that  energy 
"'Quid  be  released  if  heavier  elements  could  be  broken  into  lighter  ones 
nearer  iron  or  if  lighter  elements  could  be  built  up  into  heavier  elements 
nearer  iron.  Now  that  scientists  can  do  both  of  these  things,  at  least  at 
*^ne  very  top  (hydrogen)  and  the  very  bottom  (uranium)  of  the  table, 
"’e  call  the  splitting  process  “fission”  and  the  building-up  process  “fu- 
sion”  of  nuclei.  As  explosive  forces,  they  are  now  represented  by  the 
atomic”  bomb  and  the  “hydrogen,”  thermonuclear,  bomb.  The  amount 
nf  energy  released  by  either  process  can  be  calculated  by  Einstein’s  equa- 
'^'on,  E  =  inc-a,  where  c  is  the  speed  of  light  ( 30  billion  centimeters,  or 
nout  186,000  miles  a  second).  Bv  this  equation,  if  only  an  ounce  of  mat- 
is  destroyed,  5,600,000  kilowatt  hours  of  energy  would  be  released. 
"  *939'  of  course,  no  one  could  conceive  how  lighter  elements  could  be 
"sed  into  heavier  ones,  as  scientists  had  just  revealed  uranium  could  be 

fissured. 

To  the  historian  of  these  events,  the  months  of  January  and  February 
*939  are  of  crucial  significance.  On  January  2nd,  Fermi,  self-exiled  from 
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Mussolini’s  Italy,  reached  New  York  with  his  wife  and  children,  front 
Stockholm,  where  he  had  just  received  the  Nobel  Prize.  Four  days  later 
the  Hahn-Strassmann  report  on  uranium  fission  was  published  in  Germany, 
and  Otto  Frisch,  sent  by  his  aunt,  Lise  Meitner,  from  Sweden  (where 
they  w'ere  both  refugees  from  Flitler’s  Germany),  dashed  to  Copenhagen 
to  confer  with  Bohr  on  the  real  meaning  of  Hahn’s  report.  Bohr  left  the 
ne.xt  day,  January  7th,  to  join  Einstein  at  the  Institute  for  Advanced  Study 
in  Princeton,  while  Frisch  and  Meitner,  in  Sweden,  repeated  Hahn’s  fis¬ 
sure  of  uranium  and  reported  on  the  results  in  quantitative  terms,  in  the 
English  journal  Nature  on  February  n  and  18,  1939.  These  reports, 
which  first  used  the  word  “fission,”  introduced  the  “Atomic  Age,”  and 
showed  that,  weight  for  weight,  uranium  fission  would  be  twenty  mil¬ 
lion  times  more  explosive  than  TNT. 

Such  a  burst  of  energy  would,  of  course,  not  be  noticed  in  nature  u 
only  a  few  atoms  of  uranium  split;  moreover,  no  large  number  wouiu 
split  unless  the  uranium  was  so  pure  that  its  atoms  were  massed  together 
and  unless  the  stream  of  splitting  neutrons  continued  to  hit  their  nuclei- 
Immediately,  in  February  1939,  a  number  of  scientists  thought  that  these 
two  conditions,  which  do  not  exist  in  nature,  might  be  created  in  th® 
laboratory.  It  took  only  a  few  minutes  to  realize  that  this  process  woul 
become  an  almost  instantaneous  chain  reaction  if  e.xtra  neutrons,  to  sen'e 
as  fission  bullets,  were  issued  by  the  splitting  process.  Since  the  uranium 
nucleus  has  146  neutrons,  while  barium  and  krypton  together  have  on ) 
82  plus  47,  or  129,  it  is  obvious  that  each  split  uranium  atom  must  re¬ 
lease  17  neutrons  capable  of  splitting  other  uranium  atoms  if  they  ' 
their  nuclei  with  the  right  momentum. 

This  idea  was  tested  at  once  by  Frederic  Joliot-Curie  (Nobel  Pn^^’ 
1935)  in  Paris,  and  by  Fermi  and  another  refugee,  Leo  Szilard,  with  thei 
associates,  at  Columbia  University,  New  York.  The  three  teams  submitte  ^ 
their  reports  to  publication  in  March  1939.  Bohr  and  others  had  alrea  ) 
suggested  that  large-scale  uranium  fission  does  not  occur  in  nature 
natural  uranium  was  widely  dispersed  atomically  by  being  overwhelming!.' 
diluted  in  chemical  combination  and  mi.xture  with  other  substances 
its  ores;  they  pointed  out  also  that  even  pure  natural  uranium  "'O 
probably  not  explode  because  it  was  a  mi.xture  of  three  different  km  -- 
or  isotopes,  of  uranium,  all  with  the  same  atomic  number  92  (und  ^ 
with  the  same  chemical  reactions,  since  these  are  based  on  the  electrics 
charge  of  the  nucleus  as  a  whole)  but  with  quite  different  atomic 
weights  of  234,  235,  and  238.  These  isotopes  could  not  be  separated 
chemical  means,  since  their  identical  atomic  numbers  (or  nuclear  dccci'! 
cal  charges)  meant  that  they  had  the  same  chemical  reactions  in  joim  e 
to  form  different  compounds.  They  could  be  separated  only  by  phy*'^'' 
methods  based  on  their  slightly'  different  mass  weights.  .1 

As  uranium  is  e.xtracted  only  with  great  difficulty,  and  in  ® 
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^mounts,  from  its  ores,  99.28  percent  of  it  is  U-238,  0.71  percent  of  it  is 
'-''235,  and  only  a  trace  is  U-234.  Thus,  natural  uranium  has  140  times 
much  U-238  as  U-235.  It  was  soon  discovered  that  U-235  was  split  by 
ow  or  very  fast  neutrons,  but,  when  it  split,  it  emitted  very  energetic 
'Neutrons  traveling  at  high  speeds.  These  fast  neutrons  would  have  to  be 
Sowed  down  to  split  any  more  U-235,  but  since  U-238  gobbles  up  all 
neutrons  wTich  come  by  at  intermediate  speeds,  chain-reaction  fission  in 
Uranium  cannot  occur  in  nature,  where  each  atom  of  U-235 's  surrounded 
y  atoms  of  U-238  as  well  as  by  other  neutron-absorbing  impurities. 
From  this  it  was  clear  that  a  chain  reaction  could  be  continued  in 
either  of  two  cases:  ( i )  if  very  pure  natural  uranium  could  be  mi.xed  with 
a  substance  (called  a  “moderator”)  which  w’ould  slow  down  neutrons 
"ithout  absorbing  them  or  (2)  if  a  mass  of  U-235  alone  could  be  ob¬ 
tained  so  large  that  the  fast  neutrons  emitted  by  fission  would  slow  dowm 
tp  splitting  speed  before  they  escaped  from  the  mass.  The  former  reac¬ 
tion  could  probably  be  controlled,  but  the  latter  mass  of  U-235  would 
almost  ■  •  ■  ■  ...  .  . 


certainly  explode  spontaneously,  since  there  are  always  a  few  slow 


neutrons  floating  around  in  space  to  start  the  chain  reaction.  Even  in 
'939  scientists  guessed  that  ordinary  water,  heavy  water  (made  of  hydro¬ 
gen  with  a  nucleus  of  a  neutron  and  a  proton  instead  of  only  one  pro- 
n)>  or  carbon  would  make  good  moderators  for  a  controlled  reaction, 
ney  also  knew  at  least  four  ways  in  which,  by  physical  methods,  U-235 
be  separated  from  U-238. 

At  the  very  end  of  1939,  scientists  had  worked  out  what  happened 
nen  U-238  gobbled  up  intermediate  speed  neutrons.  It  would  change 
tom  92  U-238  to  92  U-239,  but  almost  at  once  the  U-239,  which  is  un- 
®  le,  would  shoot  out  a  negative  charge  (beta  ray  or  electron)  from 
^oe  of  the  147  neutrons  in  its  nucleus,  turning  that  neutron  into  a  pro- 
0,  and  leaving  the  weight  at  239  while  raising  its  positive  charges 
l^Comic  number)  to  93.  This  would  be  a  new  element,  one  number  be- 
Vond  uranium,  and  therefore  named  neptunium  after  the  planet  Neptune, 
planet  beyond  Uranus  as  we  mo\  e  outward  in  the  solar  system, 
eory  seemed  to  show  that  the  new  “transuraniac”  element  93  Np-239 
'pould  not  be  stable,  but  would  soon  (it  turned  out  to  be  about  two  days) 
out  another  electron  from  a  neutron  along  with  energy  in  the  form 
g^mnia  rays.  This  would  give  a  new  transuraniac  element  number  94 
1  mass  of  239.  This  second  transuraniac  element  was  called  plutonium, 
'  1  symbol  94  Pu-239.  At  the  ver\"  end  of  1939  theory  seemed  to  indi- 
that  this  plutonium,  like  U-235,  would  be  fissured  by  slow  neutrons, 
sufficiently  large  lump  of  it  could  be  made.  Moreover,  since  it  would 
®  3  different  element,  with  94  positive  charges,  it  could  be  separated 
oni  the  92  U-238,  in  which  it  was  created,  by  chemical  methods  (us- 
y  much  easier  than  the  physical  methods  of  separation  required  for 
^'^opes  of  the  same  element). 
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Theory  reached  this  far  by  the  spring  of  1940.  At  that  time,  in  the 
space  of  the  months  April  to  June,  several  things  happened:  ( i)  the  Nazis 
overran  Denmark  and  Norway,  capturing  Bohr  in  one  country  and  the 
world’s  only  heavy- water  factory  in  the  other  country;  (2)  new  s  reached 
America  that  the  Nazis  had  forbidden  all  further  sales  of  Czechoslovakia’s 
uranium  ores  and  had  taken  over  the  greater  part  of  Germany’s  major 
physical  research  laboratory,  the  Kaiser  Wilhelm  Institute  in  Berlin,  for 
uranium  research;  (3)3  blanket  of  secrecy  was  dropped  throughout  the 
world  on  scientific  research  on  nuclear  fission;  and  (4)  the  Nazis  over¬ 
ran  the  Netherlands,  Belgium,  and  France,  capturing,  among  others, 
Joliot-Curie.  At  that  time  uranium  was  a  largely  worthless  commodity 
of  which  a  few  tons  a  \’ear  was  used  for  coloring  ceramics;  it  was  pro¬ 
duced  only  incidentally'  as  a  bvproduct  of  efforts  to  produce  other 
minerals  such  as  cobalt  or  radium'.  Just  before  war  began,  Edgar  Sengier, 
managing  director  of  Union  .Miniere  of  Katanga,  Belgian  Congo,  learned 
from  Joliot-Curie  his  discovery  of  chain  fission  of  Uranium-235.  Accord- 
ingly,  after  the  fall  of  France.  Sengier  ordered  all  available  uranium  ore, 
1,250  tons  of  it,  shipped  to  New  York.  This  ore  was  65  percent  uranium 
o.xide,  compared  to  marketable  North  American  ores  of  0.2  percent,  and 
the  full-scale  postwar  exploitation  of  South  African  ores  of  .03  percent! 
For  more  than  two  years  Sengier  could  find  no  one  in  the  United  States 
interested  in  his  ores,  which  lay  in  a  warehouse  on  Staten  Island  until 
the  end  of  1942. 

Just  before  the  curtain  of  secrecy  on  atomic  research  fell  in  the  spring 
of  1940,  astounding  information  on  the  subject  was  published  in  Soviet 
Russia,  but,  like  most  Russian-language  publications,  was  ignored  in  the 
outer  world.  In  1939  the  Soviet  Academy  of  Sciences  set  up,  under  the 
chairmanship  of  V.  I.  Vernadsky,  director  and  founder  (1922)  of  the  Len¬ 
ingrad  Radium  Institute,  an  “Isotopes  Committee”  to  work  on  the 
separation  of  uranium  isotopes  and  the  production  of  heavy  water.  The 
first  cyclotron  in  Europe,  an  atom  smasher  of  four  million  electron  volts 
(4  AleV  )  which  had  been  operational  since  1937,  went  into  full  exp^ti- 
mental  use  in  April  1940,  and,  at  the  same  time,  the  Academy  of  Sciences 
ordered  immediate  construction  of  a  cvclotron  of  ii  MeV,  comparable 
to  the  world’s  largest,  the  60-inch  cyclotron  at  the  University  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  operated  by  Ernest  O.  Lawrence,  the  inventor  of  these  machines 
(Nobel  Prize,  1939). 

In  this  same  fatal  spring  of  1940,  a  conference  on  isotope  separation  in 
.Moscow  publicly  discussed  the  problem  of  separation  of  U-2  35i  subse¬ 
quently,  \ .  B.  Khariton  and  Y.  B.  Zeldovich  published  a  paper  on  the 
problem  of  the  critical  mass  for  spontaneous  explosion  of  this  isotope 
(“The  Kinetics  of  Chain  Decomposition  of  Uranium,”  in  Zburiial  Ebs- 
permientalnoi  i  teoreticheskoi,  X,  1940,  477).  This  was  followed  by 
publication  of  similar  papers,  some  even  in  1941,  which  might  have  shown 
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clearly  to  anyone  \\’ho  wished  to  see  that  the  Soviet  Union  was  further 
developed  than  the  United  States  at  that  time.  No  one,  unfortunately, 
did  wish  to  see.  About  the  same  time,  Edwin  A.  .McMillan  (Nobel  Prize, 
'95 ' )  and  Philip  H.  Abelson,  using  E.  O.  Lawrence’s  great  cyclotron  at 
Berkeley,  California,  had  studied  the  results  arising  from  neutron  bom- 
hardinent  of  Uranium-238,  and  indicated  the  nature  of  93  neptunium  and 
*^116  fissionable  possibilities  of  94  plutonium  {Physical  Review,  June  15, 
’940).  Bohr,  as  well  as  Louis  A.  Turner  of  Princeton,  had  already  indi¬ 
cated  some  of  the  characteristics,  including  fissionability,  of  plutonium. 

The  Soviet  position  in  atomic  research  in  1940  is  astonishing  in  view 
of  the  depredations  inflicted  on  Soviet  scientists  by  Stalin  in  the  purges 
'937-1939.  In  June  1940,  Soviet  science  in  this  subject  was  about  on  a 
evel  with  that  of  the  German  scientists  who  remained  in  Nazi  Germany, 
?  chough  both  were  far  behind  the  refugee  scientists  who  were  still  mak- 
'"g  their  M-ays  west\\'ard  to  the  English-speaking  world.  The  Soviet 
scientists  were,  apparently,  interested  in  atomic  research  only  for  indus- 
Ctial  power  purposes,  and  were  not  much  concerned  with  achieving 
®Comic  e.xplosives.  Accordingly,  they  concentrated  on  atomic  piles  of 
■^xed  uranium  isotopes,  rather  than  on  uranium  separation,  and  most  of 
cir  Work  was  suspended  after  the  Nazi  invasion  in  1941.  In  a  similar 
"'^y  the  remaining  German  scientists,  although  seeking  the  bomb,  de¬ 
cided  in  February  1942  that  large-scale  separation  of  isotopes  was  too 
expensive  to  be  practical,  and  spent  the  rest  of  the  war  years  on  the 
icpeless  task  of  trying  to  devise  an  atomic  pile  which  could  be  used  as 
®  bomb.  The  great  German  error  was  their  failure  to  reach  the  concep¬ 
tion  of  “critical  mass,”  the  point  which  had  been  published  in  Russia 
1940. 


the  United  States  and  Britain  the  impact  of  the  events  of  1940  was 
^cich  more  intense  among  the  refugee  scientists  than  among  the  Amer¬ 
icans.  On  the  whole,  the  refugees  had  a  higher  level  both  of  scientific 
training  and  of  political  awareness  than  the  native  scientists,  and  most  of 
c  outstanding  American  scientists  had  acquired  their  specialized  knowl- 
'tige  in  Europe,  chiefly  at  Gottingen  or  elsewhere  in  Germany.  As  early 
April  1939,  a  group  of  Hungarian  refugees,  led  by  Leo  Szilard  and 
^  eluding  Eugen  Wigner,  Edward  Teller,  and  John  von  Neumann,  tried 
establish  a  voluntary  censorship  of  research  information  and  to  arouse 
c  American  government  to  the  significance  of  the  possible  atom  bomb. 

March  17,  1939,  Fermi  visited  the  admiral  in  charge  of  the  Technical 
'Vision  of  Navy  Operations  but  could  arouse  no  interest.  In  July  Szilard, 
g^i'^en  once  by  Wigner  and  a  second  time  by  Teller,  made  two  visits  to 
"stein  and  persuaded  him  to  send  a  letter  and  memorandum  to  Presi- 
cnt  Roosevelt  through  the  banker  Ale.xander  Sachs.  The  President  read 
^  material  on  October  ii,  1939,  and  the  wheels  of  government  began 
'"eve,  but  very  slowly.  Only  on  December  6,  1941,  the  day  before 
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Pearl  Harbor,  was  the  decision  taken  to  make  an  all-out  effort  to  unlock 
atomic  energy. 

When  the  curtain  of  secrecy  fell  in  June  1940,  all  the  theory  needed 
for  the  task  was  known  by  all  capable  physicists;  what  was  not  known 
was  ( I )  that  their  theories  would  work,  and  ( 2 )  how  the  immense  re¬ 
sources  needed  for  the  task  could  be  mobilized.  As  late  as  1939,  less  thai 
an  ounce  of  uranium  metal  had  ever  been  made  in  the  United  States. 
Now  it  was  necessary  to  make  tons  of  it  in  extremely  refined  form.  To 
build  an  atomic  pile  for  a  controlled  nuclear  reaction,  hundreds  of  to"® 
of  heavy  water  or  of  graphite  refined  to  a  degree  hitherto  unknown  were 
also  needed.  This  task,  entrusted  to  the  direction  of  Arthur  H.  Compto" 
(Nobel  Prize,  1927),  with  Fermi  doing  the  actual  work,  was  set  up  at 
the  University  of  Chicago.  The  pile  of  purified  graphite  with  lumps  0 
uranium  all  through  it  was  built  in  a  squash  court  under  the  West  Stan 
of  Stagg  Field,  where  football  had  been  discontinued.  The  pile  of  gr^P^' 
ite,  shaped  as  a  roughly  flattened  sphere  about  24  feet  in  diameter,  na 
12,400  pounds  of  uranium  in  small  scattered  lumps  distributed  in  a  cu 
at  its  center.  Neutron  counters,  thermometers,  and  other  instruments 
kept  track  of  the  fission  rate  going  on  inside  it.  Before  the  top  layc*^ 
could  be  added,  these  indicators  began  to  rise  increasingly  rapidly  to 
danger  levels;  therefore  rods  of  cadmium  steel  were  inserted  through  t  e 
graphite  lattice.  Cadmium,  which  absorbs  large  quantities  of  neutrons 
without  being  changed,  could  be  used  to  hold  back  the  fission  process 
until  the  pile  was  finished.  On  December  2,  1942,  before  a  team  of  scien 
tists,  these  cadmium  rods  were  slowly  withdrawn  to  the  point  where 
chain  nuclear  reaction  took  off.  It  could  be  damped  down  or  speeded  up 
to  explosive  level  simply  by  pushing  the  rods  in  or  pulling  them  out- 
This  first  sustained  nuclear  reactor  was  a  great  success,  but  it  contributet 
little  tow'ard  an  atom  bomb.  Within  it,  at  full  operation,  plutonium  "as 
made  at  a  rate  which  would  require  70,000  years  to  obtain  enough  for  ^ 
bomb.  This  pile  operated  on  purified  natural  uranium  in  which  the  U-23 
was  140  times  the  U-235. 

To  separate  U-235  from  U-238  by  physical  methods,  four  techniq"®® 
w'ere  attempted  on  parallel  paths.  Tw'o  of  these  ceased  to  be  signinca 
after  the  end  of  1943.  The  two  survivors  were  gas  diffusion  and  electro 


magnetic  separation.  In  the  latter,  gaseous  compounds  of  uranium 


electrically  charged  so  that  they  w'ould  move  along  a  vacuum  -- 
pass  through  a  powerful  magnet  which  made  them  sw'erve.  The  hea 
U-238  compounds  W'ould  swerve  less  than  the  slightly  lighter 
compounds,  and  the  two  could  be  separated.  Using  the  " 

cyclotron  magnet  at  the  University  of  California,  w'hich  w'as  184 
across,  Ernest  O.  Lawrence  and  Emilio  Segre  showed  that  it  w  ould  re 
quire  about  45,000  such  units  to  separate  a  pound  of  U-235  "  u 

The  electromagnetic  separator  plant  (called  Y-12)  as  set  up  at  a 


tube  and 
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■dge  in  1943  covered  825  acres  and  was  housed  in  8  large  buildings  (two 
which  were  543  feet  by  312  feet).  Several  thousand  magnets,  most 
which  were  20  feet  by  20  feet  by  2  feet,  consumed  astronomical 
quantities  of  electricity  in  separating  uranium  isotopes  into  gigantic  tanks. 

uese  tanks,  weighing  fourteen  tons  each,  were  pulled  out  of  line  by  as 
uiuch  as  three  inches  by  the  magnetic  attractions  created,  straining  the 
pipes  carrying  uranium  compound,  and  eventually  they  had  to  be 
astened  to  the  floor.  Since  copper  for  electrical  connections  was  in  such 
^  urt  supply,  14,000  tons  of  silver  from  the  Treasury  reserv’e  of  Ameri- 
uan  paper  money  was  secretly  taken  from  the  Treasury  vaults  (although 
carried  puhlicK'  on  the  Treasury  balance  sheets)  and  made  into 
iting  for  the  Y-12  plant.  From  this  plant  came  much  of  the  U-235  used 
’u  the  Hiroshima  A-bomb. 

The  gaseous-diffusion  method,  which  had  been  carried  fairly  far  by 
^  ^  British  before  America  took  it  over,  took  advantage  of  the  fact  that 
3totns  of  lighter  U-235  gus  move  more  rapidly  than  the  heavier  U-238 
®ud  thus  pass  more  rapidly  through  a  porous  barrier.  If  a  mLxture  of  the 
isotopes,  in  the  only  available  gaseous  form  of  the  unstable  and  vio- 
ently  corrosive  uranium  he.\afluoride,  were  pumped  thus  through  4,000 
successive  barriers,  with  billions  of  holes,  each  not  over  4  ten-millionths 
°  an  inch,  the  mi.xture  after  the  last  barrier  would  be  largely  the  U-235 
uj'ni  of  the  compound  (90  percent  pure). 

By  the  end  of  April  1943,  in  three  adjacent  valleys  near  Oak  Ridge, 
cnnessee,  three  plants  were  under  construction  for  gaseous  diffusion 
electromagnetic  separation  of  U-235  and  for  a  large  uranium  pile  to 
uiake  plutonium  out  of  U-238.  By  the  end  of  the  war.  Oak  Ridge,  cov- 
ering  yo  square  miles,  had  a  population  of  78,000  persons  and  was  the  fifth 
^'■gest  community  in  Tennessee.  Because  the  plutonium  plant  was  so  dan- 
ptous,  owing  to  its  enormous  generation  of  heat  and  radioactivity,  a 
®^gcr  and  more  isolated  plant  was  begun  on  a  tract  of  670  square  miles 
Ucar  Hanford,  Washington.  A  construction  camp  of  60,000  workers  was 
Up  there  in  April  1943;  construction  of  the  first  fission  pile  was  begun 
'u  June;  and  it  began  to  operate  in  January  1945.  It  is  interesting  to  note 
the  two  sites  at  Oak  Ridge  and  Hanford  were  chosen  for  their 
proximity  to  the  hydroelectric  power  plants  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
uthority  and  Grand  Coulee  which  had  been  built  by  Roosevelt’s  New 
Cal.  By  the  end  of  the  war,  nuclear  production  was  using  a  large  frac- 
^on  of  the  total  electricity  produced  in  the  United  States,  and  would 
ave  been  impossible  without  these  great  electrical-generating  construc- 
^uns  of  the  New  Deal  (which  w'ere  still  regarded  with  intense  hatred  by 
^uierican  conservatives!. 


^  third  site,  for  research  on  the  bomb  itself  and  its  final  assembly,  was 
'^ut  on  a  flat  mesa  near  Los  Alamos,  New  Ale.xico,  twenty  miles  from 
anta  Fe.  Robert  Oppenheimer  of  the  University  of  California,  with 
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the  world’s  greatest  assemblage  of  working  scientists  (including  almost 
a  dozen  Nobel  laureates),  planned  and  constructed  the  earliest  bombs 
at  that  isolated  spot. 

Until  May  i,  1943,  these  complex  projects  were  operated  by  commit¬ 
tees  and  subcommittees  of  scientists  of  which  the  chief  chairmen 
James  B.  Conant,  Vannevar  Bush,  E.  O.  Lawrence,  Harold  Urey,  and 
A.  O.  Compton.  The  actual  construction  work  was  delegated  to  the 
United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  charge  of  Leslie  R.  Groves, 
an  expert  on  constructing  buildings,  whose  chief  achievement  was  the 
Pentagon  Building  in  Washington.  From  his  graduation  at  West  Point, 
Groves  had  held  only  desk  jobs,  had  been  a  lieutenant  for  seventeen 
years,  and  xvas  still  a  major  when  war  began.  He  was  raised  to  brigadiet 
general  on  his  appointment  as  head  of  the  Manhattan  District,  in  charge 
of  the  physical  administration  of  the  atom-bomb  project  in  September 
1942.  On  .May  i,  1943,  *^t)ok  over  total  charge  of  the  whole  project. 

An  earnest,  hard-working  man.  Groves  had  little  imagination,  no  sense 
of  humor,  and  not  much  familiarity  with  science  or  scientists  (whom 
regarded  as  irresponsible  “longhairs”).  Although  he  drove  himself  an 
his  associates  relentlessly,  he  greatly  hampered  the  progress  of  tlie  ta* 
by  his  fanatical  obsession  with  secrecy.  This  obsession  was  based  on 
belief  that  the  project  involved  fundamental  scientific  secrets  (there 
were  no  such  secrets).  His  efforts  were  quite  in  vain,  as  the  only  rea 
secrets,  the  technological  ones  regarding  isotope  separation,  critic 
mass,  and  trigger  mechanisms  of  the  bombs,  were  revealed  to  the  Sovi 
Union,  almost  as  soon  as  they  were  achieved,  by  British  scientists.  1 
secrecy,  thus,  was  secrecy'  for  the  American  public  rather  than  for  t^^ 
Germans  or  the  Russians  (neither  of  whom  were  actually  seeking  t^^ 
information,  since,  like  General  Groves  himself,  they  had  little  faith 
the  feasibility  of  the  project).  , 

For  security  reasons  General  Groves  “compartmentalized”  the  wo  • 
and  allowed  only  about  a  dozen  persons  to  see  the  project  as  a  w  0^^ 
Consequently',  the  vast  majority  of  those  yy'orking  on  the  project  w 
not  alloyved  to  know  what  they  yvere  really  doing  or  why,  and  this  a 
of  perspective  greatly  delayed  the  solution  of  problems.  The  yvhole  pm) 
ect  of  about  150,000  persons  were  segregated  from  their  felloyv  citizenSi 
all  communications  yvere  cut  off  or  censored;  and  the  project  yvas  over 
run  yy'ith  guards  and  security'  officials  yvho  did  not  hesitate  to  eavesdr 
read  mail,  monitor  telephones,  record  cony'ersations,  and  isolate  lO 
viduals.  These  activities  significantly'  delay'ed  American  achievement 
the  atom  bomb  yvithout  achieving  their  ostensible  purpose,  since 
no  evidence  either  that  the  three  enemy  Poyvers  could  have  ^ 

bomb  or  that  Russia’s  making  of  the  bomb  yy'as  significantly  delaye 
General  Groves’s  extreme  degree  of  secrecy. 

o  _  _  j  ,  ug  as- 

General  Groy'es’s  personal  position  was  paradoxical.  He  tooK  c 
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S'gnment  with  disappointment  and  reluctance,  had  no  real  faith  that  the 
project  would  be  successful  until  it  actually  was,  carried  secrecy  to  the 
'ith  degree,  yet  was  convinced  that  the  engineering  problems  were  so 
^olossal  that  the  Soviet  Union,  even  if  it  had  the  knowledge  of  how  we 
it,  would  be  unable  to  repeat  the  achievement  in  less  than  twenty 
y^ars,  if  ever.  I  myself  heard  General  Groves  make  these  statements  in 
’945-  On  the  other  hand.  General  Groves  was  a  tireless  and  driving  man¬ 
ager  and  an  expert  manipulator  of  the  personal,  political,  and  military 
arrangements  ^vhich  made  the  bomb  possible. 

In  the  last  two  years  of  the  project  (July  1943-July  1945),  it  passed 
tnrough  crisis  after  crisis  in  a  frenzied  sequence  which  made  it  appear, 
^very  alternative  month,  that  it  would  be  a  $2  billion  fiasco.  In  January 
'944.  when  the  enormous  gaseous-diffusion  plant  at  Oak  Ridge  was  un- 
full  construction  but  without  the  diffusion  barriers,  since  no  effective 
“nes  could  be  made,  it  became  necessary  to  junk  the  barriers  on  which 
^sts  had  been  made  for  almost  two  years  and  to  turn  to  mass  production 
niillions  of  square  feet  of  a  new  barrier  which  had  scarcely  been 
^^sted.  When  this  plant  bepn  to  operate,  section  by  section,  at  the  end 
°  the  year,  it  worked  so  ineffectively  that  it  seemed  almost  impossible 
2t  the  concentration  of  U-235  could  ever  be  raised  over  15  or  20  per- 
^tnt  without  the  construction  of  miles  of  additional  barrier  which  would 
^3y  the  bomb  by  months  and  use  up  fantastic  quantities  of  uranium 
^xafluoride  gas  just  to  fill  the  chambers.  Similarly,  the  electromagnetic 
^^Parator  plants  suffered  breakdown  after  breakdown,  and  operated  at 
^vel  which  made  it  seem  impossible  to  raise  the  U-2JC  content  over 
5°  percent. 


y  April  1944,  it  seemed  clear  that  95  percent  U-235  could  not  be 
tamed  before  1946  even  if  the  gas-diffusion  and  electromagnetic  plants 
^ste  run  in  series  instead  of  parallel,  wnth  the  latter  starting  off  with  20 
r  tcent  U-235  from  the  former  instead  of  both  trying  to  process  natural 
®t>ium  from  scratch.  At  that  point,  Oppenheimer  discovered  that  Philip 
eison  (who  had  originally  discovered  how  to  make  uranium  hexa- 
had  been  working  for  the  navy,  trying  to  make  enriched  U-235 
c  used  to  propel  a  nuclear  submarine.  He  was  using  thermal  separa- 
'^1  one  of  the  two  methods  (the  otlier  was  centrifuge)  that  the  Alan- 
District  had  rejected  in  1942.  Thermal  separation  was  based  on  the 
j  ^  liquid  mixture  in  a  container  with  a  hot  w'all  and  an  opposite 
Wall  will  tend  to  separate;  the  heavier  liquid  will  tend  to  accumulate 
the  cold  wall,  will  cool,  and  sink,  while  the  lighter  liquid  will  tend 
S^ther  near  the  hot  wall,  get  warmer,  and  rise.  Abelson,  who  knew 
'ug  of  the  work  of  the  Manhattan  District,  or  of  the  successful 
car  pile  gf  Chicago,  was  working  at  the  Philadelphia  Navy  Yard 
,  I'c  had  102  vertical,  double  concentric  pipes,  each  48  feet  long,  in 
*uh  the  inner  pipe  was  heated  by  steam,  the  outer  pipe  was  kept  cool. 
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and  the  ring-shaped  space  between  the  two  was  filled  with  a  uraniuni 
liquid  mixture  w'hose  two  isotopes  tended  to  separate  from  each  ot 
From  the  top  of  these  pipes  he  hoped  to  be  able  to  draw  one-fifth  ounce 
a  day  of  5  percent  U-235  by  July  i,  1944. 

Groves  grasped  at  this  straw,  and  on  June  27,  1944  signed  a  cont 
for  a  thermal-diffusion  plant  at  Oak  Ridge  to  be  ready  in  ninety  *7 
The  new  plant,  which  eventually  cost  over  $15  million,  was  522  ® 
long,  82  feet  wide,  and  75  feet  high,  and  was  to  contain  twenty-one  exa^^ 
copies  of  Abelson’s  plant  (2,142  tubes  in  all);  it  would  yield  U-235 
riched  to  a  few  percentage  points  to  be  fed  into  the  inadequate  g 
diffusion  plant.  It  began  to  produce  in  March  1945.  By  placing  the  t 
separation  methods  in  sequence  and  working  night  and  day  to 
the  efficiency  of  all  three,  it  began  to  look  as  if  U-235  for  one  0 
might  be  available  in  the  second  half  of  1945. 

These  disappointments  with  U-235  naturally  turned  men’s 
the  plutonium  being  made  at  Hanford.  When  the  first  giant  pile 
“critical”  there  on  September  27,  1944,  it  shut  itself  down  after  a 
and  then  restarted  itself  again  after  another  day.  Frenzied  stud)  * 
consultation  with  the  smaller  piles  at  Oak  Ridge  and  at  Chicago 
revealed  the  unexpected  production,  within  the  pile,  of  a  neutron-a  so 
ing  isotope.  Xenon  135,  with  a  half-life  of  9  hours;  the  pile  starte  1 
again  when  this  decay^ed,  and  thus  stopped  draining  neutrons  from 
uranium  fission  process.  This  problem  was  eventually  solved  by  gr® 
increasing  the  uranium  tubes  in  the  pile.  , 

All  through  this  worry,  Los  Alamos  was  having  problems 
trigger  mechanisms.  Experiment  and  calculations  eventually  showe  ^ 
the  critical  mass  of  U-235  was  less  than  11  pounds,  about  the  size 
small  grapefruit,  if  it  were  properly  compressed  and  in  spherical  s  F  ^ 
To  achieve  this,  two  mechanisms  were  conceived,  known  as  the  g 
and  “implosion.”  The  “gun”  was  designed  to  create  a  critical 
shooting  a  lump  of  U-235  at  high  velocity  into  a  suberitical  mass 
the  combination  would  be  over  the  critical  mass.  The  resulting 
however,  was  so  unspherical  that  it  was  calculated  that  the  ^ 
amount  of  U-235  necessarx'  for  the  gun  trigger  bomb  would  be  a  ^ 
twice  the  ideal  critical  mass.  This  increase  from  about  1 1  to  abo 
pounds  of  U-235  bomb  would  extend  the  date  on  which  the  0 
was  ready  by  weeks,  since  the  output  of  U-235  was  so  small. 

The  second  trigger,  called  “implosion,”  planned  to  make  a 
sphere  of  U-235  ot  plutonium  which  was  critical  in  total  amou 
kept  suberitical  by  the  hole  in  the  center.  This  metallic  sphere  v 
be  crushed  together  into  the  space  in  its  center  to  make  a  critica 
there  by  the  explosion  of  twenty  or  more  crescent-shaped  pieces  o 
which  surrounded  the  sphere.  The  difficulty  was  that  all  the 
TNT  had  to  explode  at  the  same  instant  in  order  to  ram  the  nu 


ram 
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'^laterial  together  at  the  center;  any  lag  would  simply  bulge  the  nuclear 
'^aterial  erratically  and  prevent  the  achievement  of  critical  mass.  All 
^  ordnance  e.xperts,  including  Captain  Parsons,  of  the  United  States 
2vy,  in  charge  of  this  part  of  the  work  at  Los  Alamos,  were  con- 
'*oced  that  such  accurate  timing  of  TNT  explosion,  w  ith  two  dozen 
Pisces  exploded  within  a  millionth  of  a  second,  w'ould  be  impossible. 

This  brought  up  another  crisis  because  Glenn  Seaborg  (Nobel  Prize, 
‘951)  and  Segre  predicted  and  then  demonstrated  that  the  Plutonium-238 
''hich  they  w  ere  seeking  from  the  Hanford  piles  spontaneously  changed 
'^self,  at  a  slow'  rate,  into  its  isotope  Plutonium- 240.  Since  Pu-240  was  a 
spontaneous  fissioner,  this  impurity  would  prematurely  explode  the 
mass  of  plutonium  in  the  gun-type  trigger,  since  the  inefficiency 
°  the  gun  mechanism  made  it  necessary  to  have  the  target  mass  so  large 
(perfectly  safe  with  U-235,  but  suicide  with  Pu-238  if  there  was  Pu-240 
also).  The  plutonium,  therefore,  had  to  be  used  wdth  an  implosion 
logger,  and,  if  that  could  not  be  devised,  the  $400  million  cost  of  the 
p  ord  plant  iiad  been  practically  throwm  aw'ay. 
ortunately,  George  Kistiakowsky,  chemistry  professor  from  Harvard 
3  great  authority  on  explosives,  came  to  Los  Alamos,  and  by  the 
spring  of  1^45  had  w  orked  out  an  ignition  by  which  all  the  TNT 
ould  explode  w'ithin  a  few'  millionths  of  a  second.  This  saved  the  pluto- 
scheme,  but  it  was  clear  that  this  material  w'ould  hardly  be  avail- 
not  ^  homb  amount  until  late  summer  of  1945  and  that  there  would 
be  enough  to  test  the  implosion  trigger  on  it,  if  it  were  to  be  used  in 
War. 

'y  July  1945,  everyone  concerned  with  the  bomb  was  w'orking  around 


clock, 


,  -  v,  and  a  few'  had  begun  to  fear  that  the  w'ar  would  be  over  be- 

tist^  w  ould  be  ready.  On  the  other  hand,  a  group  of  the  scien- 

led  by  Szilard  who  had  instigated  the  project,  were  beginning  to 
^g'tate  that  the  bomb  should  not  be  used  against  Japan.  Their  motives 
had^  questioned  since,  but  w'ere  both  simple  and  honorable.  They 
u  pressed  for  the  atom  bomb  in  1939  because  they  feared  that  Ger- 
Was  working  on  one  and  might  get  it  first.  Once  the  defeat  of 
^^fuiany  ended  that  danger,  many  scientists  regarded  continued  w'ork 
"^he  bomb  as  immoral  and  no  longer  defensive  (since  there  w’as  no 
ti^  Japan’s  developing  one).  No  one  in  July  1945  realized  that  all 

significant  information  about  making  the  bomb,  notably  the  relative 
different  kinds  of  uranium,  methods  of  plutonium  separation, 
y  two  kinds  of  trigger  mechanisms,  had  been  sent  on  to  the  Soviet 
iijon,  chiefly  from  Klaus  Fuchs  and  David  Greenglass  by  way  of  Harry 
„  ^  and  Anatoli  A.  Yakovlev  in  June  1945.  Even  today  American 
'  trying  to  keep  secret  these  facts  which  have  been 

y  explained  in  easily  available  technical  publications. 

°t  many  years  after  1945  the  American  people  were  kept  in  a  state 
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of  alarm  by  stories  of  “networks”  of  “atomic  spy  rings,”  made  up 


of 


Communist  Party  members  or  sympathizers,  who  w'ere  prowling  the 
country  to  obtain  by  espionage  what  the  Soviet  Union  was  unable  to 
achieve  by  its  own  efforts  in  scientific  research  and  industrial  develop¬ 
ment.  These  stories  have  been  spread  largely  by  partisan  conservatives 
and  Right-wing  neo-isolationists,  by^  the  periodical  press  and  other  enter 
tainment  media  who  make  money  out  of  sensationalism,  and  by  t 
publicity  agencies  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  (whose  crn 
purpose,  for  more  than  a  quarter-century,  has  been  to  depict  J.  Edgar 
Hoover  as  the  chief,  if  not  the  sole,  defense  of  our  country  against  su 
version). 

An  early  and  fairly  typical  example  of  these  efforts  was  a  semidocu 
mentar)’  film  called  the  House  on  ^ind  Street,  which  was  made  by  Louis 
de  Rochemont,  in  collaboration  w  ith  the  FBI,  and  was  widely  and 
ably  vieyved  by  the  American  people  in  1946.  It  showed  that  the  r  < 
before  the  issar,  had  infiltrated  the  Nazi  espionage  network  in  this  coun 
try  and  successfully  frustrated  its  large-scale  efforts  to  communicate 
Germany  atomic  secrets  which  it  had  obtained  from  an  employee  m  * 
atomic  plant  under  military  control.  At  the  end  of  the  picture  the  com 
mentator’s  voice  announced  that  the  efforts  of  the  FBI  had  successiu  . 
frustrated  all  efforts  by  foreign  agents  to  penetrate  our  atomic  secre 
during  the  war,  and  would  continue  to  do  so. 

The  falsehoods  in  this  motion  picture,  as  in  most  of  the  subseque 
publicity  on  atomic  spying,  are  too  numerous  to  be  refuted  compl^^®  /  ’ 
but  it  might  be  pointed  out  that  atomic  security  was  guarded  by 
Intelligence  exclusively,  and  the  FBI  knew  nothing  of  the  project 
April  1943,  when  Army  Intelligence,  G-i,  asked  the  FBI  to  stop 
surveillance  of  a  Manhattan  District  employee  whom  the  FBI  had 
w'atching  because  he  was  a  suspected  Communist  (not  because  he  " 
in  the  atomic  project,  of  w'hich  the  FBI  knew  nothing  official  until  Ap  ^ 
5,  1943).  G-2  continued  as  the  sole  agency  in  Manhattan  District  secu  , 
until  after  the  war,  although  it  used  the  resources  of  FBI  (such  as  fing 
print  files),  as  of  other  government  agencies  on  a  cooperative  basis- 

As  for  the  tale  of  FBI  exploits  in  the  House  on  ^2Tid  Street,  as  late  a 
1962  General  Groves  knew  of  no  German  efforts  at  atomic  espiof^p 


As  to  the  final  boast  of  that  movie  that  no  atomic  secrets  had  been 


stoleta 


during  the  w'ar  owing  to  FBI  efforts,  we  now  know  that  the 
which  was  “stolen”  went  to  the  crowd  that  the  FBI  was  watching, 
Communists.  , 

nteo 

Most  of  the  stories  of  atomic  espionage  which  are  now  accep^ 
gospel  by^  most  Americans  are  similar  to  the  House  on  pind  Street. 
stories  were  spread  by  partisan  groups  to  discredit  the  Democratic 
ministrations  which  had  been  in  office  in  Washington  from  1933 
by  fanatical  neo-isolationist  conservatives  who  wished  to  discredit 
eigners  (including  our  Allies,  such  as  England),  scientists,  the  ^ 
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"Nations,  and  all  persons  whose  political  sympathies  were  anywhere  to 
left  of  Warren  G.  Harding,  and  by  various  government  agencies, 
such  as  the  FBI  and  the  air  force,  who  could  use  such  stories  to  obtain 
"icreased  appropriations  from  the  Congress.  Some  of  the  details  of  these 
struggles  will  be  mentioned  later. 

^hen  we  speak  of  atomic  secrets  and  spying,  we  must  distinguish 
three  quite  different  types  of  information:  (i)  scientific  principles,  (2) 
^luestions  of  general  production  tactics  (such  as,  which  methods  are 
t'orkable  or  unworkable),  and  (3)  detailed  information  of  engineering 
construction.  No  secrets  of  Group  1  existed;  and  secrets  of  Group  3 
tvould  usually  have  required  elaborate  blueprints  and  formulas  which 
could  not  be  passed  by  spying  methods  of  communication.  There  re- 
tUains  information  of  Group  2,  which  could  be  extremely  helpful  in 
®2ving  wasted  time  and  effort.  In  most  cases  information  of  this  type 
^culd  have  little  meaning  to  anyone  without  a  minimum  of  scientific 
*^^aining.  This  kind  of  information,  so  far  as  present  information  allows 
3  judgment,  would  seem  to  have  been  passed  to  the  Russians  from  two 
^■iglish  scientists,  Alan  Nunn  May  and  Klaus  Fuchs,  and  an  American 
nriy  enlisted  man,  David  Greenglass,  in  the  period  to  September  1945. 
^nn  May  had  little  directly  to  do  with  the  A-bomb,  but  he  had  worked 
fhe  heavy-water  nuclear  pile  in  Canada  and  had  visited  the  graphite 
P'  c  m  Chicago  several  times.  He  gave  Soviet  agents  Lieutenant  Angelov 
Colonel  Zabotin,  in  Canada,  considerable  information  about  atomic 
P'cs,  as  well  as  the  daily  output  of  U-235  and  plutonium  at  Oak  Ridge 
Moo  and  800  grams,  respectively),  and  handed  over  a  trace  of  the 
^3nium  isotope  U-233. 

/he  information  from  Fuchs,  which  was  much  more  valuable,  cul- 
'’^^nated  about  the  same  period  (June  1945)  and  gave  information  on 
S^seous  diffusion,  the  two  trigger  devices,  and  the  fact  that  work  had 
done  without  much  success  toward  a  fusion  H-bomb.  Greenglass,  at 
same  time,  gave  the  same  Russian  contact,  Harry  Gold,  a  rough 
oh  of  part  of  the  “implosion  trigger”  for  the  A-bomb.  There  may 
^oen  other  spying  episodes  of  which  w^e  are  not  now  aware,  but 
0  information  passed  to  the  Russians  of  which  we  are  now  aware  prob- 
did  not  contribute  much  significant  aid  to  their  achievement  of  the 
'  ornb.  The  H-bomb  will  be  considered  later.  Statements  frequently 
0  that  the  Russians  could  not  have  made  the  A-bomb  without  infor- 
ion  obtained  from  espionage,  or  statements  that  such  information 
P^^'^ed  up  their  acquisition  of  the  bomb  by  years  (or  even  by  eighteen 
nths)  are  most  unlikely,  although  here  again  we  cannot  be  sure.  They 
been  saved  from  trying  some  unremunerative  lines  of  en- 
^I'or,  but  the  real  problems  in  making  the  bomb  were  engineering  and 
Va'*  which  Russia  could  overcome,  on  a  crash  basis,  once  it 

known  that  we  had  such  a  bomb.  This  knowledge  was  given  to  the 
^J'ld  by  the  destruction  of  Hiroshima. 
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The  Twentieth -Century  Pattern 


The  decision  to  use  the  bomb  against  Japan  marks  one  of  the  crit 


itical 

turning  points  in  the  history  of  our  times.  We  cannot  now  say 
world  would  have  been  better,  but  we  can  surely  say  that  it  would  s'' 
been  different.  We  can  also  say,  with  complete  assurance,  that  no  o 
involved  in  the  decision  had  a  complete  or  adequate  picture  of  the 
nation.  The  scientists  who  were  consulted  had  no  information  on 
status  of  the  war  itself,  had  no  idea  how  close  to  the  end  Japan  alre 
was,  and  had  no  experience  to  make  judgments  on  this  matter.  The 
cians  and  military  men  had  no  real  conception  of  the  nature  of  the  ne^^ 
weapon  or  of  the  drastic  revolution  it  offered  to  human  life.  To 
was  simply  a  “bigger  bomb,”  even  a  “much  bigger  bomb,”  and,  by  t 
fact  alone,  they  welcomed  it. 

Some  people,  like  General  Groves,  wanted  it  to  be  used  to  justify 
$2  billion  they'  had  spent.  A  large  group  sided  with  him  because 
Democratic  leaders  in  the  Congress  had  authorized  these  expendi 
outside  proper  congressional  procedures  and  had  cooperated  in 
them  from  almost  all  members  of  both  houses  by'  concealing  them  u” 
misleading  appropriation  headings.  Majority'  Leader  John  W.  Me 
mack  (later  Speaker)  once  told  me,  half  joking,  that  if  the 
not  worked  he  expected  to  face  penal  charges.  Some  Republicans, 
ably  Congressman  Albert  J.  Engel  of  Michigan,  had  already'  shown  -sig 
of  a  desire  to  use  congressional  investigations  and  newspaper  pno 
to  raise  questions  about  misuse  of  public  funds.  During  one  War  , 
ment  discussion  of  this  problem,  a  skilled  engineer.  Jack  Madigan, 

“If  the  project  succeeds,  there  won’t  be  any  investigation.  If  it  1 
they  won’t  investigate  anything  else.”  Moreover,  some  air-force 
were  eager  to  protect  the  relative  position  of  their  service  in  the  pn®^'. 
demobilization  and  drastic  reduction  of  financial  appropriations  by  u®*  » 
a  successful  A-bomb  drop  as  an  argument  that  Japan  had  been  defeat® 
by'  air  power  rather  than  by  naval  or  ground  forces. 

After  it  was  all  over.  Director  of  Military  Intelligence  for  the  Pa®' 
Theater  of  War  Alfred  McCormack,  who  was  probably  in  as  good  p®^ 
sition  as  anyone  for  judging  the  situation,  felt  that  the  Japanese  surreO 
could  have  been  obtained  in  a  few  w'eeks  by  blockade  alone:  “The  Jap*^ 
nese  had  no  longer  enough  food  in  stock,  and  their  fuel  reserves  " 
practically  exhausted.  We  had  begun  a  secret  process  of  mining  all  t 
harbors,  which  was  steadily  isolating  them  from  the  rest  of  the  wor 
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We  had  brought  this  operation  to  its  logical  conclusion,  the  destruction 
®  Japan’s  cities  with  incendiary  and  other  bombs  would  have  been  quite 
U'lnecessary.  But  General  Norstad  declared  at  W’ashington  that  this 
ockading  action  was  a  cowardly  proceeding  unworthy  of  the  Air 
°rce.  It  was  therefore  discontinued.” 

Even  now  it  is  impossible  to  make  any  final  and  impartial  judgment  of 
^  nierits  of  this  decision.  The  degree  to  which  it  has  since  been  dis¬ 
torted  for  partisan  purposes  may  be  seen  from  the  contradictory  charges 
3t  the  efforts  to  get  a  bomb  slowed  down  after  the  defeat  of  Germany 
the  opposite  charge  that  they  speeded  up  in  that  period.  The  former 
^rge,  aimed  at  the  scientists,  especially  the  refugees  at  Chicago  who 
ad  given  America  the  bomb  by  providing  the  original  impetus  toward 
’b  Was  that  these  scientists,  led  by  Szilard,  were  anti-Nazi,  pro-Soviet, 
un-American,  and  worked  desperately  for  the  bomb  so  long  as 


Hitler 


was  a  threat,  but  on  his  demise  opposed  all  further  work  for  fear 


Would  make  the  United  States  too  strong  against  the  Soviet  Union, 
he  opposite  charge  was  that  the  .Manhattan  District  worked  with  in¬ 
creasing  frenzy  after  Germany’s  defeat,  because  General  Groves  was 
®nti-Soviet.  A  variant  of  this  last  charge  is  that  Groves  was  a  racist  and 
'cas  willing  to  use  the  bomb  on  nonwhites  like  the  Japanese  but  un- 
mg  to  use  it  against  the  Germans.  It  is  true  that  Groves  in  his  report 
°  April  23,  1945,  which  was  presented  to  President  Truman  by  Secre- 
Stimson  two  davs  later,  said  that  Japan  had  always  been  the  target. 

^  Word  “always”  here  probably  goes  back  only  to  the  date  on  which 
Was  realized  that  the  bomb  would  be  so  heavy  that  it  could  not  be 
andled  by  any  American  plane  in  the  European  theater  and,  if  used 
p  ere.  Would  have  to  be  dropped  from  a  British  Lancaster,  while  in  the 
^cific  the  B-29  could  handle  it. 

t  seems  clear  that  no  one  involved  in  making  the  decision  in  1945 
any  adequate  picture  of  the  situation.  The  original  decision  to  make 
.  e  bomb  had  been  a  correct  one  based  on  fear  that  Germany  would  get 
hrst.  On  this  basis  the  project  might  have  been  stopped  as  soon  as  it 
clear  that  Germany  was  defeated  without  it.  By  that  time  other 
cces  had  come  into  the  situation,  forces  too  powerful  to  stop  the 
Project.  It  is  equally  clear  that  the  defeat  of  Japan  did  not  require  the 
'bomb,  just  as  it  did  not  require  Russian  entry  into  the  war  or  an 
.  ^’crican  invasion  of  the  Japanese  home  islands.  But,  again,  other  factors 
•^Volving  interests  and  nonrational  considerations  were  too  powerful, 
owever,  if  the  United  States  had  not  finished  the  bomb  project  or 
not  used  it,  it  seems  most  unlikely  that  the  Soviet  Union  would 
made  its  postw  ar  efforts  to  get  the  bomb. 

There  are  several  reasons  for  this:  (i)  the  bomb’s  true  significance 
even  more  remote  from  Soviet  political  and  military  leaders  than 
our  ow  n,  and  would  have  been  too  remote  to  make  the  effort  to  get 
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it  worthwhile  if  the  bomb  had  never  been  demonstrated;  (2)  Soviet 
strategy  had  no  interest  in  strategic  bombing,  and  their  final  decision  to 
make  the  bomb,  based  on  our  possession  of  it,  involved  changes  in  strate¬ 
gic  ideas,  and  the  effort,  almost  from  scratch,  to  obtain  a  strategic 
bombing  plane  (the  Tu-4)  able  to  carry  it;  and  (3)  the  strain  on  Soviet 
economic  resources  from  making  the  bomb  was  very  large,  in  vie'V  0 
the  Russian  war  damage.  Without  the  knowledge  of  the  actual  bom 
which  the  Russian  leaders  obtained  from  our  demonstration  of  its  power, 
they  would  almost  certainly  not  have  made  the  effort  to  get  the  born 
if  we  had  not  used  it  on  Japan. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  we  had  not  used  the  bomb  on  Japan,  we  won 
have  been  quite  incapable  of  preventing  the  Soviet  ground  forces 
e.xpanding  wherever  they  were  ordered  in  Eurasia  in  1946  and  later.  V 
do  not  know  where  they  might  have  been  ordered  because  we  do 
know  if  the  Kremlin  is  insatiable  for  conquest,  as  some  “experts”  claim, 
or  is  only  seeking  buffer  security  zones,  as  other  “experts”  believe,  but 
it  is  clear  that  Soviet  orders  to  advance  were  prevented  by  American 
possession  of  the  A-bomb  after  1945.  It  does  seem  clear  that  ultimate , 
Soviet  forces  would  have  taken  all  of  Germany,  much  of  the  Balkans, 
probably  .Manchuria,  and  possibly  other  fringe  areas  across  central  Asia, 
including  Iran.  Such  an  advance  of  Soviet  power  to  the  Rhine, 
Adriatic,  and  the  Aegean  would  have  been  totally  unacceptable  to  t 
United  States,  but,  without  the  atom  bomb,  we  could  hardly  bave 
stopped  it.  Moreover,  such  an  advance  would  have  led  to  Communist 
or  Communist-dominated  coalition  governments  in  Italy  and  France, 
the  Soviet  forces  had  advanced  to  the  Persian  Gulf  across  Iran,  t 
might  have  led  to  such  Communist-elected  governments  in  India  an 
much  of  Africa. 

From  these  considerations  it  seems  likely  that  American  suspension 
of  the  atomic  project  after  the  defeat  of  Germany  or  failure  to  u 
the  bomb  against  Japan  would  have  led  eventually  to  American  posses 
sion  of  the  bomb  in  an  otherwise  intolerable  position  of  inferiority 
Russia  or  even  to  war  in  order  to  avoid  such  a  position  (but  with  lit 
hope,  from  war,  to  avoid  such  inferiority).  This  would  have  occurre 
even  if  we  assume  the  more  optimistic  of  two  assumptions  about  Russia- 
(i)  that  they  would  not  themselves  proceed  to  make  the  bomb  and  (^.1 
that  they  are  not  themselves  insatiably  expansionist.  On  the  whole,  the  , 
it  seems  that  the  stalemate  of  mutual  nuclear  terror  without  war  in 
the  world  now  exists  is  preferable  to  what  might  have  occurred 
United  States  had  made  the  decision  either  to  suspend  the  atomic  pro)^ 
after  the  defeat  of  Germany  or  to  refuse  to  use  it  on  Japan.  Any  ot 
possible  decisions  (such  as  an  open  demonstration  of  its  power  be  0 
an  international  audience  in  order  to  obtain  an  international  organiza  1^^ 
able  to  control  the  new  power)  would  probably  have  led  to  one  ot 
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outcomes  already  described.  But  it  must  be  clearly  recognized  that 
'^he  particular  stalemate  of  nuclear  terror  in  which  the  world  now  lives 
derives  directly  from  the  two  decisions  made  in  1945  to  continue  the 
project  after  the  defeat  of  Germany  and  to  use  the  bomb  on  Japan. 

This  nuclear  stalemate,  in  turn,  leads  to  pervasive  consequences  in  all 
aspects  of  the  world  in  the  twentieth  century.  It  gives  rise  to  a  frenzied 
race  between  the  tsvo  super-Powers  to  outstrip  each  other  in  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  science  and  rationality  to  life,  beginning  with  weapons.  This 
effort  pro^ddes  such  expensive  equipment  and  requires  such  skill  from 
ehe  operators  of  this  equipment  that  it  makes  obsolete  the  army  of 
temporarily  drafted  citizen-soldiers  of  the  nineteenth  century  and  of 
the  armed  hordes”  of  World  War  I  and  even  of  World  W'ar  II,  and 
requires  the  use  of  highly  trained,  professional,  mercenary  fighting  men. 

The  growth  of  the  army  of  specialists,  foretold  by  General  de  Gaulle 
''t  1934  and  foreseen  by  others,  destroys  one  of  the  three  basic  foundations 
political  democracy.  These  three  bases  are  ( 1 )  that  men  are  relatively 
equal  in  factual  power;  (2)  that  men  have  relatively  equal  access  to  the 
mformation  needed  to  make  a  government’s  decisions;  and  (3)  that  men 
have  a  psychological  readiness  to  accept  majority  rule  in  return  for 
hose  civil  rights  which  will  allow  any  minority  to  work  to  build  itself 
hp  to  become  a  majority. 

Just  as  weapons  development  has  destro)'ed  the  first  of  these  bases, 
secrecy,  security  considerations,  and  the  growing  complexity  of  the 
issues  have  served  to  undermine  the  second  of  these.  The  third,  which 
"jas  always  the  weakest  of  the  three,  is  still  in  the  stage  of  relative 
^itality  and  relative  acceptability  that  it  had  in  the  nineteenth  century, 
^t  IS  in  much  greater  danger  from  the  threat  of  outside  forces,  notably 
uc  changes  in  the  other  two  bases,  plus  the  greater  danger  today  from 
^’Sternal  war  or  from  domestic  economic  breakdoxvn. 

One  great  danger  in  regard  to  the  second  of  these  basic  foundations 
^availability  of  information  necessary  for  decision-making)  is  the  impact 
“Pon  it  of  the  expansion  of  rationalization.  While  this  has  led  to  auto¬ 
matic  and  mechanical  storage  and  retrieval  of  information,  it  has  also  led 
m  efforts  to  establish  automatic  electronic  decision-making  on  the  basis 
u  the  grow'ing  volume  apd  comple.xity  of  such  information.  This  renun- 
mation  of  the  basic  "feature  of  being  human— judgment  and  decision- 
ttiaking—is  very  dangerous  and  is  a  renunciation  of  the  very  faculty 
uch  gave  man  his  success  in  the  evolutionaty  struggle  with  other  living 
features.  If  this  whole  process  of  human  evolution  is  now  to  be  aban- 
uued  in  favor  of  some  other,  unconscious  and  mechanical,  method  of 
^cision-making,  in  w'hich  the  individual’s  flexibility  and  awareness  are 
m  be  subordinated  to  a  rigid  group  process,  then  man  must  yield  to  those 
of  life^  35  social  insects,  which  have  already  carried  this 
method  to  a  high  degree  of  perfection. 


This  whole  process  has  been  made  the  central  focus  of  a  recent  novel, 
Fail-Safe,  by  Eugene  Burdick  and  Harvey  Wheeler.  The  reduction  of 
men  to  automatons  in  a  complicated  nexus  of  expensive  machines  is  well 
shown  in  that  book.  To  its  picture  must  be  added  two  points:  (i)  B 
not  require  a  blown  condenser,  as  in  the  book,  to  unleash  the  full 
gets  of  the  situation;  it  is  a  situation  which  is  dangerous  in  itself  even  if 
it  functions  perfectly;  and  (2)  the  avoidance  of  the  ultimate  total  catas¬ 
trophe  in  the  book,  because  a  few  men,  at  and  near  the  top,  were  able 
to  resume  the  human  functions  of  decision,  self-sacrifice,  love  of  their 
fellowTnen,  and  hope  for  the  future,  should  not  conceal  the  fact  that  the 
whole  world  in  that  story  came  within  minutes  of  handing  its  resources 
over  to  the  insects. 

Regardless  of  the  outcome  of  the  situation,  it  is  increasingly  clear 
that,  in  the  twentieth  century,  the  expert  will  replace  the  industrial 
tycoon  in  control  of  the  economic  system  even  as  he  will  replace  the 
democratic  voter  in  control  of  the  political  system.  This  is  because  plan* 
ning  will  inevitably  replace  laissez  faire  in  the  relationships  between 
the  two  systems.  This  planning  may  not  be  single  or  unified,  but  it  will 
be  planning,  in  which  the  main  framework  and  operational  forces  of  the 
system  will  be  established  and  limited  by  the  experts  on  the  govern¬ 
mental  side;  then  the  experts  within  the  big  units  on  the  economic  side 
will  do  their  planning  within  these  established  limitations.  Hopefully- 
the  elements  of  choice  and  freedom  may  survive  for  the  ordinary  indi' 
vidual  in  that  he  may  be  free  to  make  a  choice  between  two  opposing 
political  groups  (even  if  these  groups  have  little  policy  choice  withm 
the  parameters  of  policy  established  by  the  experts)  and  he  may  have 
the  choice  to  switch  his  economic  support  from  one  large  unit  to  an' 
other.  But,  in  general,  his  freedom  and  choice  will  be  controlled  withij’ 
very  narrow  alternatives  by  the  fact  that  he  will  be  numbered  from  bu^ 
and  followed,  as  a  number,  through  his  educational  training,  his  require 
miUtary  or  other  public  service,  his  tax  contributions,  his  health  an 
medical  requirements,  and  his  final  retirement  and  death  benefits. 

Eventually,  in  two  or  three  generations,  as  the  ordinary  individual  who 
is  not  an  expert  or  a  skilled  professional  soldier  or  a  prominent  industria 
executive  becomes  of  less  personal  concern  to  the  government,  his  con¬ 
tacts  with  the  government  will  become  less  direct  and  will  take  pl^o® 
increasingly  through  intermediaries.  Some  movement  in  this  direction 
may  be  seen  already  in  those  cases  where  taxpayers  whose  incomes  are 
entirely  from  wages  or  salaries  find  that  their  whole  tax  is  already 
by  their  employer  or  in  the  decreasing  need  for  the  military  draftee  to 
called  to  serve  by  a  letter  from  the  President.  The  development  of  such  3 
situation,  a  kind  of  neofeudalism,  in  which  the  relationships  of  or 
nary  people  to  government  cease  to  be  direct  and  are  increasingly 
through  intermediaries  (who  are  private  rather  than  public  authofi 
ties),  is  a  long  way  in  the  future. 
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One  consequence  of  the  nuclear  rivalry'  has  been  the  almost  total 
destruction  of  international  law  and  the  international  community  as 
they  existed  from  the  middle  of  the  seventeenth  century  to  the  end  of  the 
nineteenth.  That  old  international  law  was  based  on  a  number  of  sharp 
tational  distinctions  which  no  longer  exist;  these  include  the  distinction 
nenveen  war  and  peace,  the  rights  of  neutrals,  the  distinction  between 
combatants  and  noncombatants,  the  nature  of  the  state,  and  the  distinction 
between  public  and  private  authority.  These  are  now  either  destroyed  or 
great  confusion.  VVe  have  already  seen  the  obliteration  of  the  distinc¬ 
tions  between  combatants  and  noncombatants  and  between  neutrals  and 
belligerents  brought  on  by  British  actions  in  World  War  I.  These  began 
"ith  the  blockade  of  neutrals,  like  the  Netherlands,  and  the  use  of 
oating  mines  in  navigational  waters.  The  Germans  retaliated  with  acts 
gainst  Belgian  civilians  and  with  indiscriminate  submarine  warfare. 

1  hese  kinds  of  actions  continued  in  World  War  II  with  the  British 
'^'ght-bombing  effort  aimed  at  destroying  civilian  morale  by  the  de- 
^ruction  of  workers’  housing  (Lord  Cherw'ell’s  favorite  tactic)  and  the 
American  fire  raids  against  Tokyo.  It  is  generally  stated  in  American 
accounts  of  the  use  of  the  first  atom  bomb  that  target  planning  was 
ased  on  selection  of  military  targets,  and  it  is  not  generally  known 
^'’cn  today  that  the  official  orders  from  Cabinet  level  on  this  matter 
^ccifically  said  “military  objectives  surrounded  by  workers’  housing.” 
nc  post^\'ar  balance  of  terror  reached  its  peak  of  total  disregard  both 
noncombatants  and  of  neutrals  in  the  policies  of  John  Foster  Dulles, 
"  ho  combined  sanctimonious  religion  with  “massive  retaliation  uffierever 
and  whenever  we  judge  fit”  to  the  complete  destruction  of  any  non- 
combatant  or  neutral  status. 

Most  other  aspects  of  traditional  international  laxv  have  also  been  de- 
®Croyed.  The  Cold  War  has  left  little  to  the  old  distinction  between  war 
and  peace  in  which  wars  had  to  be  formally  declared  and  formally 
Concluded.  Hitler’s  attacks  without  warning;  the  Korean  War,  which 
not  a  “war”  in  international  law  or  in  American  constitutional  law 
(since  it  was  not  “declared”  by  Congress);  and  the  fact  that  no  peace 
treaty  has  been  signed  with  Germany  to  end  World  War  II,  while  we  are 
already  engaged  in  all  kinds  of  undeclared  warlike  activities  against  the 
oviet  Union,  have  combined  to  wipe  out  many  of  the  distinctions  be- 
['"een  war  and  peace  which  were  so  painfully  established  in  the  five 
rundred  years  before  Grotius  died  (in  1645). 

Most  of  these  losses  are  obvious  but  there  are  others,  equally  signifi¬ 
cant  but  not  yet  widely  recognized.  The  growth  of  international  law 
rhe  late  medieval  and  Renaissance  periods  not  only  sought  to  make 
"c  distinctions  we  have  indicated,  as  a  reaction  against  “feudal  dis¬ 
order”;  it  also  sought  to  make  a  sharp  distinction  between  public  and 
private  authority  (in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  feudal  doctrine  of  doinivia) 
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and  to  set  up  sharp  criteria  of  public  authority  int'olving  the  new  doc¬ 
trine  of  sovereignty.  One  of  the  chief  criteria  of  such  sovereignty  was 
ability  to  maintain  the  peace  and  to  enforce  both  law  and  order  over  a 
definite  territory;  one  of  its  greatest  achievements  was  the  elimination 
of  arbitrary  nonsovereign  private  powers  such  as  robber  barons  on  land 
or  piracy  on  the  sea.  Under  this  conception,  ability  to  maintain  law  and 
order  became  the  chief  evidence  of  sovereignty,  and  the  possession  of 
sovereignty  became  the  sole  mark  of  public  authority  and  the  existence 
of  a  state.  All  this  has  now  been  destroyed.  The  Stimson  Doctrine  of 
1931,  now  carried  to  its  extreme  conclusion  in  the  American  refusal  to 
recognize  Red  China,  shifted  recognition  from  the  objective  criterion  of 
ability  to  maintain  order  to  the  subjective  criterion  of  approval  of  the 
form  of  government  or  liking  of  a  government’s  domestic  behavior. 

The  destruction  of  international  law,  like  the  destruction  of  inter¬ 
national  order,  has  gone  much  further  than  this.  As  long  as  the  chief 
criterion  for  a  state’s  sovereignty,  and  hence  of  recognition,  was  ability 
to  maintain  order,  states  in  international  law  were  regarded  as  equah 
This  concept  is  still  recognized  in  theory  in  such  organizations  as  the 
Assembly  of  the  United  Nations.  But  the  achievement  of  nuclear  weap¬ 
ons,  by  creating  two  super-Powers  in  a  Cold  War,  destroyed  the  fac^ 
of  the  equality  of  states.  This  had  the  obvious  result  of  creating  Powers 
on  tw'o  levels:  ordinary  and  super;  but  it  had  the  less  obvious,  and  more 
significant,  consequence  of  permitting  the  existence  of  states  of  lower 
levels  of  power,  far  below  the  level  of  ordinarv  Powers.  This  arose  be¬ 
cause  the  nuclear  stalemate  of  the  two  super-Pow'ers  created  an  umbrella 
of  fear  of  precipitating  nuclear  war  which  falsified  their  abilities  to  act  at 
all. 

As  a  result,  all  kinds  of  groups  and  individuals  could  do  all  kinds  of 
actions  to  destroy  law  and  order  without  suffering  the  consequences  of 
forcible  retaliation  by  ordinary  powers  or  by  the  super-Powers,  and 
could  become  recognized  as  states  when  they  were  still  totally  lacking 
in  the  traditional  attributes  of  statehood.  For  example,  the  Leopoldsville 
group  were  recognized  as  the  real  government  of  the  whole  Congo 
in  spite  of  the  fact  that  they  were  incapable  of  maintaining  law  and 
order  over  the  area  (or  even  in  Leopoldsville  itself).  In  a  similar  way  ^ 
gang  of  rebels  in  Yemen  in  1962  were  instantly  recognized  before  they 
gave  any  evidence  whatever  of  ability  to  maintain  control  or  of  readiness 
to  assume  the  existing  international  obligations  of  the  Yemen  state,  an 
before  it  was  established  that  their  claims  to  have  killed  the  king 


true.  In  Togo  in  the  following  year  a  band  of  disgruntled  .soldiers 


killed 


the  president,  Sylvanus  Olympio,  and  replaced  him  with  a  recalled  polit¬ 
ical  exile. 

Under  the  umbrella  of  nuclear  stalemate,  the  boundaries  of  old  states 
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shattered  by  guerrillas  in  conflict,  supported  by  outsiders;  outside 
governments  subsidize  murders  or  revolts,  as  the  Russians  did  in  Iraq  in 
July  1958,  or  as  Nasser  of  Egypt  did  in  Jordan,  Syria,  Yemen,  and  else- 
'vhere  in  the  whole  period  after  1953,  and  as  the  American  CIA  did  in 
several  places,  successfully  in  Iran  in  August  1953,  and  in  Guatemala  in 
'lay  Qj.  unsuccessfully,  as  in  the  Cuban  invasion  of  April  1961. 

Oder  the  Cold  War  umbrella,  small  groups  or  areas  can  obtain  recog- 
ooion  as  states  without  any  need  to  demonstrate  the  traditional  charac- 
*^eristics  of  statehood,  namely,  the  ability  to  maintain  their  frontiers 
^pmst  their  neighbors  by  force  and  the  ability  to  maintain  order  within 
ese  frontiers.  They  can  do  this  either  by  securing  the  intervention 
\Osually  secret)  of  some  outside  Power  or  even  by  preventing  the' inter¬ 
vention  of  a  recognized  Power  fearful  of  precipitating  nuclear  or  lesser 
Conflict.  In  this  way  areas  with  a  few  states  (such  as  southeast  Asia)  were 
attered  into  many,  states  went  out  of  existence  or  appeared  (as  Syria 
*d  m  1958  and  1961);  and  so-called  new  states  came  into  existence  by 
snores  without  reference  to  any  traditional  realities  of  political  power  or 
°  flie  established  procedures  of  international  law. 

I  he  number  of  separate  states  registered  as  members  in  the  United 
ations  rose  steadily  from  51  in  1945  to  82  in  1958  to  104  in  1961,  and 
‘Continued  to  rise.  The  difference  in  power  between  the  strongest  and  the 
vveakest  became  astronomical,  and  the  whole  mechanism  of  international 
^  ations,  outside  the  UN  organization  as  well  as  within  it,  became  more 
more  remote  from  power  considerations  or  even  from  reality,  and 
^came  enmeshed  in  subjective  considerations  of  symbols,  prestige,  per- 
^^^nal  pride,  and  petty  spites.  By  1963  single  tribes  in  Africa  were  looking 
•toward  recognition  of  statehood  through  membership -in  the  UN  even 
hen  they  lacked  the  financial  resources  to  support  a  delegation  at  UN 
^^quarters  in  New  York  City  or  in  the  capitals  of  any  major  country 
®'vd  were,  indeed,  incapable  of  controlling  police  forces  to  maintain 
^  in  their  own  tribal  areas. 

h  this  Way  the  existence  of  nuclear  stalemate  within  the  Cold  War 
^^rried  on  the  total  destruction  of  traditional  international  law  and  the 
6  adual  loss  of  meaning  of  the  established  concepts  of  state  and  public 
verity,  and  opened  the  door  to  a  feudalization  of  authority  some- 
at  similar  to  that  which  the  founders  of  the  modern  state  system  and 
international  law  had  sought  to  overcome  in  the  period  from  the 
^  fth  century  to  the  seventeenth. 
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Historically,  the  period  1945  to  early  1963  forms  a  unity. 
During  this  period  a  number  of  factors  interacted  upon  one  an¬ 
other  to  present  a  very  complicated  and  extraordinarily  danger- 
series  of  events.  That  mankind  and  civilized  life  got  through  the 
period  of  almost  two  decades  may  be  attributed  to  a  number  of  lucky 
phances  rather  than  to  any  particular  skill  among  the  two  opposing  polit- 
^'^al  blocs  or  among  the  neutrals. 

The  period  as  a  whole  is  so  complex  that  no  successful  effort  has  been 
"lade  by  any  historian  to  present  it  as  a  unity.  Instead,  it  is  usually 
treated  as  a  series  of  separate,  relatively  isolated,  developments,  such  as 
^yents  in  the  Far  East,  United  States  domestic  history,  Soviet  domestic 
story,  developments  in  science  and  technology,  the  rise  of  the  neutrals, 
f"d  other  developments.  Such  a  presentation  is  not  adequate  because 
falsifies  the  historical  fact  that  these  (and  other)  developments  oc- 
0"rred  simultaneously,  and  constantly  reacted  upon  one  another.  More- 
°^''or,  the  central  fact  of  the  whole  period,  and  the  one  which  dominated 
^  ihe  others,  was  the  scientific  and  technological  rivalry  betuxen  the 
nited  States  and  the  Soviet  Union,  because  this  rivalry  formed  the 
'"^ry  foundation  and  core  of  the  Cold  War,  which  was  recognized  by 
^'"eryone  to  be  the  dominant  political  factor  of  the  period. 

mortunately,  the  Cold  War  is  almost  always  described  in  terms 
ich  put  minor  emphasis  on,  or  which  may  even  neglect,  the  role  of 
^let-American  technological  rivalry.  This  is  done  because  most  his- 
I'lans  do  not  feel  competent  to  discuss  it;  but  chiefly  it  is  done  because 
^"ch  of  the  evidence  is  secret.  Because  of  such  secrecy,  the  story  of  this 
'^i^t-American  technological  rivalry  falls  into  two  quite  distinct,  and 
contradictory,  parts:  (i)  what  the  real  situation  w'as  and  (2)  what 
r  Valent  public  opinion  believed  the  situation  to  be.  For  example,  in 
*^54' 1955  the  Soviet  Union  had  a  thennonuclear  so-called  H-bomb  many 
in  ^^fore  we  did,  when  public  opinion  believed  the  opposite;  again, 
i960  there  wxs  a  widespread  belief  throughout  the  world  in  a  so- 
,  '"missile  gap,”  or  American  inferiority  in  nuclear  missile  wxapons, 
no  such  inferiority  existed;  and  finall)^,  for  a  period  of  several 
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years,  from  1957  to  about  i960,  the  Russians  were  in  advance  of  the 
United  States  and  the  free  world  generally  in  missile  technology  and  in 
missile-guidance  mechanisms,  although  this  was  not  reflected,  then  or 
later,  in  any  superiority  in  nuclear  missile  weapons,  because  of  their 
simultaneous  inferiority  in  nuclear  warheads  for  missiles,  an  inferiority 
by  a  wide  margin  both  in  numbers  and  in  variety  of  such  explosive 
weapons. 

In  dealing  with  this  central  factor  of  the  world  situation,  the  historian 
is  prevented  b\'  secrecv  on  both  sides  from  making  any  assured  or  final 
judgments,  and  must  simply  make  a  judicious  estimate  of  the  situation  on 
the  basis  of  available  information.  Unfortunately,  the  influence  of  this 
factor  is  so  central,  and  thus  so  all-pervasive,  that  inability  to  be  sure  01 
the  facts  on  this  matter  brings  a  fair  amount  of  uncertainty  into  many 
other  areas,  such  as,  for  example,  the  foreign  policy  of  John  Foster 
Dulles  or  the  real  significance  of  the  so-called  “atomic  espionage  cases. 
Such  uncertainty,  however,  is  always  present  in  historical  analysis  of 
the  recent  past,  and  most  historians,  knowing  that  the  documents  and  thus 
the  facts  are  unavailable  for  contemporary  history  (say,  the  last  twenty 
years),  usually  leave  the  most  recent  past  to  others,  to  political  scientists, 
journalists,  or  biographers. 

In  the  history  of  the  period  1945-1965  there  are  six  chief  factors;  (0 
the  Cold  War  and  the  nuclear  balance;  (2)  demobilization  and  remobi- 
lization,  with  special  emphasis  on  interservice  rivalries  and  the  pressures 
from  industrial  complexes;  (5)  partisan  political  struggles  in  the  UniK“ 
States,  centering  on  the  rise  and  decline  of  unilateralism;  (4)  personal 
political  struggles  in  the  Soviet  Union,  centering  on  the  succession  to 
Stalin;  (5)  intrabloc  discords,  centering  on  the  relations  between  the 
United  States  and  its  allies  on  one  side  and  the  relations  between  the 
Soviet  Union  and  its  satellites  on  the  other  side;  and  (6)  the  role  01 
neutralism,  revolving  around  backward  nationalisms  and  anticolonialism- 
The  history  of  the  period  can  be  understood  only  in  terms  of  the  inter¬ 
play  of  these  six  factors,  in  all  their  complexities,  treated  simultaneously! 
but  before  we  attempt  to  do  this  we  must  make  a  brief  examination  or 
each  factor  separately  in  order  to  define  our  terms  and  to  establish 
secondary  chronological  sequences. 

The  Cold  War,  as  we  shall  see  in  the  next  chapter,  was  an  inevitable 
consequence  of  the  defeats  of  Germany,  Japan,  France,  and  Italy, 
the  collapse  of  Nationalist  China,  but  it  was  raised  to  an  acute 
sustained  crisis  by  the  existence  of  nuclear  weapons  and  the  develop' 
ment  of  rocket  missiles.  The  combination  threatened  the  survival  of 
as  a  civilized  being,  although  it  probably  did  not  threaten  his  continue 
existence,  after  a  nuclear  holocaust,  on  a  degraded  social  level  as  a  distinct 
species  of  living  being.  The  fear  of  human  extermination  was  spread  by 
many  well-intentioned,  mistaken,  or  mercenary  people,  and  reached  it* 
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peak,  perhaps,  in  the  commercial  success  of  Nevil  Shute’s  On  the  Beach, 
^^oth  as  novel  and  as  motion  picture.  The  annihilation  of  man,  as 
shown  in  such  works,  is  technically  possible,  but  will  certainly  not  re- 
from  the  weapons  which  wmuld  be  used  in  total  thermonuclear  w^ar. 
However,  there  is  always  a  remote  possibility  that  a  madman  such  as 
Hitler  might  decide  to  destroy  the  human  race  as  revenge  for  the  frus¬ 
tration  of  his  insane  ambitions.  This  could  be  done  in  a  number  of  ways, 
which  the  simplest  would  be  to  encase  a  large  number  of  thermo- 
t^uclear  bombs  in  thick  layers  of  cobalt;  the  ensuing  fallout  of  radioac- 
t*ve  cobalt  60  could  extinguish  all  animal  life  on  earth  (excluding  most 
pHnts,  insects,  and  other  invertebrates).  No  sane  policy  would  use  such  a 
komb,  since  cobalt  60  is  320  times  as  radioactive  as  radium,  and  it  W'ould 
require  at  least  four  hundred  such  bombs,  each  at  least  one  ton  in  weight, 
*^0  release  enough  radioactivity  to  extinguish  all  animal  life  on  earth. 

How'ever,  even  without  a  cobalt  bomb,  any  extensive  nuclear  w'ar 
^''ould  kill  hundreds  of  millions  of  human  beings  and  wmuld  release 
sufficient  radioactivity  to  inflict  such  extensive  genetic  damage  that  sub¬ 
sequent  generations  of  human  beings  wmuld  produce  a  substantial  per¬ 
centage  of  monsters;  this  fact,  added  to  the  genetic  damage  to  birdlife, 
l^'ght  create  a  situation  where  men  w'ould  be  unable  to  compete  success- 
with  insects  (w'ho  are  much  more  immune  to  genetic  damage  from 

radioactivity). 

The  balance  of  nuclear  weapons  is  a  central  factor  in  the  Cold  War, 
**uce  no  agreement  on  cessation  of  nuclear  testing,  nuclear  disarmament, 
conventional  disarmament,  or  relaxation  of  tension  can  occur  until  both 
cs  recognize  that  a  nuclear  balance  of  equilibrium  (the  so-called  “nu- 
C3r  stalemate”)  has  been  achieved.  This  came  close  to  achievement 
^^rly  in  w  hen  both  sides  had  atomic  weapons,  but  w  as  destroyed 

that  time  by  President  Truman’s  order  to  proceed  with  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  hydrogen  bomb.  It  w’as  not  achieved  again  until  the  end  of 
’962,  because  w'hen  both  sides  had  achieved  the  H-bomb  by  1956,  that 
®  ance  was  disturbed  by  the  missile  race,  w’hich  reached  its  widest  dis- 
RUilibrium  with  the  Soviet  success  with  “Sputnik”  in  October  1957. 

's  led  to  the  subsequent  race  to  obtain  an  intercontinental  ballistic 
missile  with  nuclear  w^arhead  (ICBM)  in  1957-1962. 

“y  1963,  when  both  sides  had  these  weapons,  the  balance  of  terror 
established  and  negotiation  was  possible.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
ance  was  not  equal,  since  the  American  total  capability  in  nuclear  w'ar 
"’as  far  superior  to  that  of  the  Soviet  Union  in  1963,  but  weapons  devel- 
^^Pnient  had  reached  approximately  the  same  point;  the  United  States 
as  more  vulnerable  to  Russia’s  few'er  weapons  because  a  larger  part  of  its 
r  pulation  w^as  industrial  and  urban,  and  the  Soviet  Union  had  growing 
r^oblenis  in  other  areas,  notably  its  alienation  from  Communist  China.  At 
^  same  time,  gross  fissures  began  to  appear  in  the  Western  bloc  from 
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De  Gaulle’s  elForts  to  turn  Europe  out  of  the  American  camp  and  into  a 
Third  (“neutralist”)  Force.  About  the  same  time,  the  Cuban  Crisis  of 
October  1962,  somewhat  like  the  Fashoda  Crisis  of  1898,  by  bringing 
the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  to  the  edge  of  a  war  that  neither 
wanted,  revealed  to  both  the  mutual  balance  of  error  and  the  need  to  do 
something  about  it.  All  this  marked  the  end  of  the  historical  period 
which  began  in  1945. 

The  chief  subdivisions  of  the  history  of  nuclear  balance  over  the 
period  1945-1963  are  as  follows: 


1.  The  American  Atomic  Monopoly  from  Alamogordo  in  June  1945 
to  the  first  Soviet  atom  bomb  (“Joe  I”)  in  August  1949. 

2.  A  brief  nuclear  balance  from  1949  to  1950. 

3.  The  Race  for  the  Hydrogen  Bomb  from  January  1950  through  the 
first  American  hydrogen  fusion  at  Eniwetok  in  November  1952 
the  first  Soviet  H-bomb  e.xplosion  of  August  1953  to  the  American 
achievement  of  a  practical  thermonuclear  weapon  in  March  1954- 
This  contest  continued  for  two  more  years  as  each  side  tried  to  perfect 
the  new  weapon  as  an  aerial  bomb.  The  United  States  made  its  first 
successful  air  drop  of  a  fusion  bomb  on  May  21,  1956— almost  certainty 
later  than  the  comparable  Soviet  test. 

4.  The  Race  for  the  ICBM  from  1956  to  1961  has  been  widely  niisunder- 
stood  because  propaganda  falsehoods  from  both  sides  sought  to  con¬ 
ceal  the  true  situation  and  often  confused  even  themselves.  Basically 
the  problem  was,  at  the  beginning,  how  to  combine  the  American 
Nagasaki  bomb,  w'hich  w-eighed  9,000  pounds,  with  the  German  V-a 
rocket,  which  carried  a  w  arhead  of  1,700  pounds  only  200  miles. 
Soviet  government  sought  to  close  the  gap  between  rocket  power  an 
nuclear  payload  by  w'orking  toward  a  more  powerful  rocket,  wty 
the  Americans,  over  the  opposition  of  the  air  force  and  the  aviation 
industry,  sought  to  close  the  gap  by  getting  smaller  bombs.  The  resu 
of  the  race  was  that  the  Soviet  government  acquired  a  series  of  very 
powerful  rocket  boosters  ranging  in  thrust  from  800,000  pounds  to 
1.5  million  pounds,  and  capable  of  hurling  capsules  from  one  ro 
seven  tons  in  weight.  These  were  demonstrated  to  an  astonishe 
world  from  October  1957  onward. 


These  Soviet  successes  in  space  made  the  American  effort  in  rocker 
boosters  look  verj^  second-rate,  but  this  impression  was  rather  misleading- 
It  was  perfectly  true  that  the  United  States  in  1957-1960  had  no  pow'Ct 
ful  rocket  boosters  capable  of  hurling  large  space  vehicles  into  orbit  ty 
past  the  moon  (as  was  done  with  the  3,245-pound  Soviet  Lunik  I 
Januar)"  >959).  bnt  the  United  States  in  this  period  had  a  large  nurnb^ 
of  fission  and  fusion  warheads  in  a  great  variety  of  sizes,  and  was  rapw ; 
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developing  moderately  powerful  rockets  able  to  carr)^  these  great  dis¬ 
tances.  In  fact,  the  first  American  ICBAl  was  fired  from  Cape  Canaveral 
'■a  December  1957,  two  months  after  Sputnik  I,  and  went  full  range  in 
November  1958. 

1961  the  United  States  had  a  varied  assortment  of  missiles,  both 
solid-  and  liquid-fueled,  some  able  to  be  fired  in  minutes,  and  capable  of 
carrying  nuclear  warheads,  whose  explosive  power  was  equivalent  to  as 
tale  as  750,000  tons  of  TNT  (thus  forty-three  times  the  force  of  the 
Hiroshima  A-bomb)  to  5,000,000  or  more  tons  of  TNT.  These  could  be 
delivered  distances  from  1,000  to  over  6,000  miles  and  with  such  accu- 
a'acy  that  at  least  half  could  be  landed  in  a  circle  within  3  miles  of  a 
target. 

These  developments  left  the  Soviet  Union  with  a  much  smaller  number 
giant  rockets  able  to  carry  20-megaton  (20,000,000  tons  of  TNT) 
)''arheads,  but  so  large  that  their  locations  were  soon  spied  out  by  Amer¬ 
ican  high-flying  U-2  photographic  planes.  To  remedy  this  overemphasis 
size,  the  Soviet  Union,  in  October  1961,  broke  the  moratorium  on 
nuclear  explosive  testing  \vhich  had  existed  since  October  1958,  and 
exploded  a  great  variety  of  small  bombs  from  i  to  5  megatons,  as  well 
as  a  gigantic  one  of  25  megatons  and  a  colossal  one  of  58  megatons;  the 
3eter,  the  largest  bomb  ever  exploded,  was  equal  to  one-third  the  total  of 
all  previous  nuclear  explosions  from  1945  to  the  end  of  previous  testing 
iu  December  1958. 

Even  before  these  final  tests,  in  i960  elaborate  calculations  on  the 
giant  electronic  computers  in  the  Pentagon  were  estimating  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  a  hypothetical  total  nuclear  war  in  June  1963.  Two  answers 
'vere;  (j)  jf  the  Soviet  Union  struck  first  and  the  United  States  re- 
*^aliated,  the  war  would  be  over  in  a  single  day  with  a  Russian  victory  in 
"Tich  they  lost  40  million  of  their  220  million  population  dead  and  40 
percent  of  their  industrial  capacity,  while  America  would  have  150 
uiillion  of  its  195  million  people  dead  and  60  percent  of  its  industry  de- 
®'^royed.  (2)  If  the  United  States  struck  first  with  a  nuclear  attack,  in 
to  a  Soviet  advance  of  ground  troops  into  Germany,  75  million 
Russians  and  1 10  million  Americans  would  be  killed,  half  the  industry  of 
ofii  would  be  destroyed,  and  neither  could  win.  On  this  basis,  some 
^^laxation  of  tension  became  imperative,  as  soon  as  the  Soviets  could  .be 
*®bsfied  they  had  achieved  stalemate  by  their  1961-1962  nuclear  tests. 

Closely  related  to  this  four-stage  sequence  of  nuclear  capability  is  the 
quite  different  four-stage  sequence  of  strategic  planning.  This  is  con¬ 
cerned  with  w'hat  we  plan  to  do  as  distinct  from  what  we  are  able  to  do. 
tom  the  American  side  it  has  four  stages,  as  follows: 

‘Great  Power  Cooperation”  within  the  United  Nations  Organization, 

'945-1946. 
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2.  “Containment  of”  Soviet  expansion  by  all  means  available,  including 
economic  aid  to  others  (the  Marshall  Plan),  conventional  forces  (as 
in  NATO),  and  nuclear  weapons,  1946-1953. 

3.  “Liberation,”  “Massive  Retaliation,”  and  the  “New  Look,”  1953-19*^0- 
This  period,  associated  with  the  influence  of  Secretary  of  State  John 
Foster  Dulles,  sought  to  deal  with  foreign  crisis  by  the  use  of  slogans 
and  quite  unrealistic  policies  which  could  never  have  been  used.  Our 
allies,  the  neutrals,  and  even  the  Russians  were  ignored  and  often 
despised,  while  the  State  Department  engaged  in  what  Dulles  himself 
called,  in  January  1956,  “going  to  the  brink”  of  war.  This  policy 
sought  to  reduce  government  spending  and  balance  the  budget  by 
reducing  expenditures  for  all  local  or  conventional  wars  and  to  base 
our  strategy  and  our  foreign  policy  on  the  threat  that  any  Soviet 
advance  of  anv'  kind  anywhere  of  which  we  disapproved  would  be 
stopped  by  our  “massive  retaliation”  with  all-out  nuclear  attack  any¬ 
where  we  judged  appropriate,  on  a  unilateral  (without  consultation 
with  our  allies)  and  on  a  “first-strike”  basis  (that  is,  we  would  do 
this  even  if  the  Soviet  Union  had  not  attacked  us  and  had  not  used 
nuclear  weapons).  This  policy  was  hopelessly  irresponsible  and  not 
only  alienated  allies  (such  as  France)  and  neutrals  (such  as  India), 
but  could  not  be  used,  since  we  would  never  adopt  such  suicidal  and 
ineffective  tactics  to  reply  to  a  Communist  local  advance  in  Korea, 
southeast  Asia,  Tibet,  Afghanistan,  Iran,  Egypt,  Yugoslavia,  or  most 
other  places  on  the  periphery  of  the  Soviet  bloc.  This  policy  aban¬ 
doned  NATO,  in  fact  if  not  in  theory,  and  meant  that  we  had 
publicly  adopted  a  policy  we  would  never  carry  out;  because  even  » 
we  w'ere  willing  to  accept  the  full  consequences  of  the  Soviet  nuclear 
counterblow  to  our  “massive  retaliation”  we  could  not  ever  win  m 
such  a  war,  since  Soviet  ground  forces,  with  their  125  divisions  m 
Europe,  could  easiU*  overrun  NATO’s  25  divisions  and  would  occupv 
all  Europe  e.xcept  Britain  and  Spain.  The  Kremlin  leaders,  moving  to 
Paris  or  Rome  (perhaps  in  the  V^atican)  would  be  beyond  our  reach 
and  could  hold  London  under  nuclear  threat,  while  both  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  were  devastated.  The  Dulles  doctrine 
was  not  a  doctrine  of  action  but  solely  a  doctrine  of  threats,  since  it 
expected  that  the  threat  alone  would  stop  Soviet  advances  and  that  it 
would  never  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  threat.  The  policy  worked, 
in  the  sense  that  the  world  and  the  United  States  lived  through  it, 
only  because  the  Soviet  Union,  at  the  same  time,  was  in  the  “inter¬ 
regnum”  between  the  death  of  Stalin  (March  5,  1952)  and  the  acces¬ 
sion  to  full  power  of  Khrushchev  (July  4,  1957  to  March  27,  i95^)‘ 
The  last  two  years  were  occupied  by  the  Eisenhower  administration 
efforts  to  get  back  to  a  more  workable  defense  policy  based  on  a 
variety  of  responses  to  Soviet  actions  and  to  do  so  without  either 
repudiating  Dulles  or  excessively  unbalancing  the  budget. 
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4-  “Graduated  deterrence,”  from  i960  onward,  was  really  an  effort  to 
get  back  to  the  polices  of  1950  as  advocated  by  the  National  Security 
Council  paper  NSC  58  of  March  1950,  and  generally  to  the  advice 
given  by  Robert  Oppenheimer  before  his  public  career  had  been  de¬ 
stroyed  bv  the  “massive  retaliation”  advocates  in  1953.  This  revived 
doctrine  called  for  a  graduated  and  varied  strategic  response  to 
Soviet  aggression  combined  with  cooperation  with  our  allies,  recog¬ 
nition  of  the  rights  of  neutrals  to  be  neutral,  increased  economic 
and  cultural  aid  to  both  groups,  and  relaxation  of  tension  with  the 
Soviet  Union  by  cultural  and  scientific  cooperation.  This  broad  and 
varied  program  had  at  its  core  development  of  at  least  four  levels 
of  possible  war:  (1)  war  with  conventional  weapons;  (i)  addition  of 
tactical  nuclear  weapons;  (3)  strategic  nuclear  attack  on  a  “no  cities” 
basis  (with  attacks  aimed  only  at  Soviet  military  bases  and  installa¬ 
tions);  and  (4)  the  “total-devastation  response.”  Each  of  these  had 
subgradations  and  gave  rise  to  unsolved  problems  such  as  “escalation,” 
that  is,  the  possibility  that  one  level  would  develop  gradually  into  a 
more  intense  level  in  the  heat  of  combat.  Aforeover,  such  complex 
responses  required  immense  outlays  of  money,  even  if  the  achievement 
of  the  whole  was  spread  over  many  years.  But  this  cost,  it  was  felt, 
would  be  worthw'hile,  since  nuclear  warfare  on  a  “no  cities”  basis 
would  save  about  100  million  American  lives  in  the  first  week  of  war 
m  comparison  with  war  on  the  “total-devastation”  level.  One  element 
•n  this  whole  strategic  shift  was  the  shift  of  the  emphasis  of  our 
response  from  Strategic  Air  Command  (SAC)  nuclear  bombing  to 
conventional  army  forces  and  to  the  navy’s  nuclear  submarines  with 
Polaris  missiles.  The  former  would  reduce  the  temptation  to  the  Soviet 
Union  to  instigate  local  “brush-fire”  wars,  while  the  latter  would  be 
^ven  more  successful  in  preventing  any  Soviet  nuclear  “first  strike,” 
Since  such  an  attack  would  be  much  less  able  to  find  and  destroy 
Polaris  submarines  than  it  would  be  to  wipe  out  fixed  SAC  bases. 

The  next  great  aspect  of  postwar  history  was  the  partisan  political 
struggles  within  the  United  States,  centering  on  the  rise  and  decline  of 
^oilateralism  and  neo-isolationism.  As  we  shall  see  in  a  later  chapter,  the 
party  struggle  in  the  United  States  took  the  form  of  a  struggle  between 
^  party  of  the  middle  classes,  the  Republicans,  and  the  party  of  the 
^''ges,  the  Democrats.  This  lineup,  w’ith  its  multitude  of  exceptional 
•^ases,  found  the  intellectuals  (including  the  scientists),  the  internation- 
sts,  the  minorities,  and  the  cosmopolitans  in  the  Democratic  Party, 
the  businessmen,  bankers,  and  clerks  in  the  Republican  Party.  The 
olationism  of  the  latter,  combined  with  their  inability  to  cope  with  the 
'''otld  depression  or  with  the  international  crisis  arising  from  Hitler,  kept 
^  Democrats  in  the  White  House  for  txv'enty  years  (1933-1953).  The 
c  eat  of  Dewey  by  Truman  in  1948  was  a  particularly  bitter  pill,  and 
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the  Republican  partisans  after  that  event  were  ready  to  adopt  any 
weapon  which  could  be  used  to  discredit  the  Democratic  administration. 
They  found  such  a  weapon  ready  at  hand  in  the  neo-isolationist  forces 
within  the  Republican  Party  which  were  entrenched  in  the  Congress  by 
the  seniority  system  of  committee  controls  which  operated  there.  Since 
either  party  in  the  United  States  wins  a  presidential  election  on  a  national 
(and  not  on  a  local)  basis  and  by  appealing  to  the  moderate  middle- 
group  people  who  are  \v  illing  to  shift  their  vote  and  to  consider  the  issues 
presented,  a  party  which  is  long  out  of  the  White  House  will  be  reduced 
to  the  control  of  its  local,  narrow,  ignorant,  and  extremist  core  which  is 
unwilling  to  consider  issues  or  the  national  welfare,  or  to  shift  their  pa^X 
stand  and  votes.  For  these  reasons,  the  Republican  Party  had  fallen  into 
congressional  control  (represented  by  Senate  figures  such  as  Senators 
Robert  Taft,  Kenneth  Wherry,  Styles  Bridges,  and  William  Jenner)  of 
those  who  were  most  ignorant  of  the  real  issues  and  were  most  remote 
from  any  conceptions  of  national  political  responsibility. 

This  group,  to  whom  we  often  give  the  name  “neo-isolationist,”  knew 
nothing  of  the  world  outside  the  United  States,  and  generally  despised  it. 
Thus,  they  gave  no  consideration  to  our  allies  or  neutrals,  and  saw  no 
reason  to  know  or  to  study  Russia,  since  it  could  be  hated  completely 
without  need  for  accurate  knowledge.  All  foreigners  were  regarded  as 
unprincipled,  weak,  poor,  ignorant,  and  evil,  with  only  one  aim  in  I'^f’ 
namely,  to  prey  on  the  United  States.  These  neo-isolationists  and  uni¬ 
lateralists  were  equally  filled  with  suspicion  or  hatred  of  any  American 
intellectuals,  including  scientists,  because  they  had  no  conception  of  any 
man  who  placed  objective  truth  higher  than  subjective  interests,  since 
such  an  attitude  was  a  comolete  challenge  to  the  American  businessman  s 
assumption  that  all  men  are  and  should  be  concerned  with  the  pursuit  0 
self-interest  and  profit. 

At  the  end  of  the  war,  it  w’as  but  natural  that  many  Americans  shou 
seek  to  return  from  foreign  and  incomprehensible  matters,  including 
countries,  peoples,  and  problems  which  were  a  standing  refutation  of  ti^ 
American  neo-isolationist’s  ideas  of  human  nature,  of  social  structure, 
and  of  proper  motivations. 

Neo-isolationism  had  a  series  of  assumptions  which  explain  theit 
statements  and  actions  and  which  could  not  possibly  be  held  by  anyo|’® 
w'ho  had  any  knowledge  of  the  world  outside  American  lower-niidd 
class  business  circles.  These  beliefs  were  at  least  seven  in  number: 

1.  Unilateralism;  the  belief  that  the  United  States  should  and  could 
by  itself  w  ithout  need  to  consider  allies,  neutrals,  or  the  Soviet  UmoU. 

2.  National  omnipotence;  the  belief  that  the  United  States  is  so  rich  an 
powerful  that  no  one  else  counts  and  that  there  is,  accordingly, 
need  to  study  foreign  areas,  customs,  or  policies,  since  America 
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policies  can  be  based  exclusively  on  its  own  power  and  its  own  high 
nioral  principles  (which  have  no  real  meaning  to  anyone  else). 

3-  Unlimited  goals  (or  utopianism):  the  belief  that  there  are  final  solu¬ 
tions  to  the  world’s  problems.  This  assumes  that  American  power 
permits  it  to  do  what  it  wishes  and  that  demonstration  of  this  power 
to  troublemaking  foreigners  will  make  them  leave  the  United  States 
alone  and  secure  forever.  This  idea  was  reflected  in  its  crudest  form 
to  the  belief  that  America’s  power  could  be  applied  to  the  world  in 
t>oe  final  smash  after  which  everything  would  be  settled  forever. 
Upholders  of  this  view  refused  to  accept  that  America’s  security  in 
the  nineteenth  century  had  been  an  untypical  and  temporary  condition 
and  that  constant  danger  and  constant  problems  were  a  perpet- 
nal  condition  of  human  life  except  in  brief  and  unusual  circum¬ 
stances.  This  kind  of  impatience  with  foreign  problems  and  danger 
t^as  clearly  stated  by  Dulles  in  his  article  “A  Policy  of  Boldness”  in 
Life 

magazine,  May  19,  1952.  There  he  insisted  that  the  Truman 
policy  of  containment  must  be  replaced  by  a  policy  of  “liberation,” 
since  the  former  was  based  on  “treadmill  policies  which  at  best  might 
perhaps  keep  us  in  the  same  place  until  we  drop  exhausted.”  These 
policies,  he  argued,  would  lead  to  financial  collapse  and  loss  of  civil 
liberties,  were  “not  designed  to  win  victory  conclusively,”  and  did 
'’ot  seek  to  solve  the  problem  of  the  Soviet  Union  but  to  live  with  it, 
presumably  forever.”  His  solution  was  to  refuse  to  recognize  Commu¬ 
nist  control  either  in  the  European  satellites  or  in  China,  to  deny  the 
existence  of  the  Iron  Curtain,  and  to  free  millions  enslaved  by  Com- 
niunism.  Although  the  only  w'ay  these  millions  could  be  freed  was  by 

Dulles  refused  to  advocate  preventive  war,  and  established  no 
niethod  of  achieving  his  goals  except  his  belief  that,  if  he  refused  to 
f'lce  reality,  reality  would  change.  However,  he  did  accept  preventive 
'''3r  in  the  form  of  massive  retaliation  if  the  Communists  made  any 
further  advances,  and  he  established  the  argument  that  the  Truman 
policy  of  containing  the  Communists  w'as  a  policy  of  refusing  to 
defeat  them,  from  softness  or  fear  or  sympathy.  This  became  the  basis 
pr  future  partisan  Republican  charges  that  Democratic  administra- 
hons  Were  “soft  on  Communism”  and  pursued  “no-win”  policies. 

4-  The  neo-isolationist  belief  in  American  omnipotence  and  foreign  in- 

eriority  led,  almost  at  once,  to  the  conclusion  that  continuance  of  the 
boviet  threat  arose  from  internal  treason  within  America  and  that  the 
Russian  nuclear  successes  must  be  based  on  treason  and  espionage  and 
could  not  possibly  be  based  on  foreign  science  or  Soviet  industrial 
capability.  The  neo-isolationists  w’ere  convinced  that  the  only  threat 
America  came  from  internal  subversion,  from  Communist  sym¬ 
pathizers  and  “fellow  travelers,”  since  no  foreign  threat  could  harm 
®Ur  omnipotence.  All  opposition  to  neo-isolationist  views  w’as  branded 
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as  “un-American,”  and  was  traced  to  low  motivations  or  corruption 
of  American  life  bv  such  non- American  innovations  as  economic  pluO' 
ning,  social  welfare,  or  concern  for  foreigners.  Henry  Wallace  an 
Mrs.  Roosevelt,  who  were  the  special  targets  of  these  isolationists, 
were  accused  of  conspiring  to  give  away  America’s  wealth  (in  order 
to  weaken  it):  “a  quan  of  milk  to  every  Hottentot.” 

5.  Since  the  chief  “high  moral  principle”  which  motivated  the  nco- 
isolationists  was  their  own  economic  self-interest,  they  were  especially 
agitated  by  high  ta.\es,  and  insisted  that  Soviet  Russia  and  the  Demo¬ 
crats  were  engaged  in  a  joint  tacit  conspiracy  to  destroy  America  by 
high  ta.\es  by  using  Cold  War  crisis  to  tax  America  into  bankruptcy* 

6.  Since  the  neo-isolationists  rejected  all  partial  solutions  or  limited  go3*®’ 
and  were  unwilling  to  pav  to  increase  America’s  military  power  (since 
they  insisted  it  was  already  overwhelmingly  powerful),  there  was  lit¬ 
tle  they  could  do  in  foreign  affairs  except  to  talk  loudly  and  sign 
anti-Communist  pacts  and  manifestos.  This  explains  Dulles’s  verba 
bluster  and  “missile  rattling”  and  his  pactomania  which  kept  him  t^n 
ning  about  the  world  signing  documents  which  bound  people  to  pursue 
anti-Communist  policies. 

7.  The  unrealistic  and  unhistoric  nature  of  neo-isolationism  meant  that 
it  could  not  actually  be  pursued  as  a  policy.  It  was  pursued  by  Jo*’” 
Foster  Dulles,  with  permanent  injury  to  our  allies,  the  neutrals,  an 
the  personnel  of  American  government,  but  it  was  not  followed  in  t 
Pentagon  and  was  followed  only  halfheartedly  by  Eisenhower  m  t 
White  House.  The  President  sought  to  keep  the  moderate  mid  e 
group  of  voters  in  his  camp  bv  radiating  his  personal  charm  around  t  c 
country,  but  the  Pentagon  refused  to  follow  Dulles’s  tactics  of 
peasing  the  neo-isolationists  by  refusing  to  defend  their  departmcnm^ 
employees.  When  Senator  .McCarthy  turned  his  extravagant  charges  0 
subversion  and  treason  from  the  State  Department  to  the  army, 
employees  of  the  latter  were  defended  by  Secretary  Robert  Steven^ 
and  AlcCarthy’s  downfall  began.  The  neo-isolationist  forces,  althoug 
defeated  at  the  ballot  box  in  i960  and  1962,  still  continue  in  an  in 
creasingly  irresponsible  form  under  a  variety  of  names,  including  jo 
Birch  Society  members,  or,  more  generally,  as  the  “Radical  Right- 


Much  less  obvious  to  the  public  eye  than  neo-isolationism,  but 
influential  in  creating  the  history  of  1945-1963,  was  the  struggle 
the  American  defense  serv-ices  as  to  what  use  would  be  made  ^ 
nuclear  weapon.  In  1945  the  atom  bomb  was  at  once  hailed  as  the 
solute  weapon”  against  which  there  was  “no  defense.”  If  true,  this  wou 
have  meant  the  end  of  the  army  and  navy,  since  the  e,\isting  bomb,  snap 
like  a  hen’s  egg,  10  feet  8  inches  long,  5  feet  in  diameter,  and  weigm  5 
10,000  pounds,  could  be  handled  in  the  B-29  only  by  modifying  its  bo 
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to  widen  the  opening,  and  could  not  be  handled  by  the  ground 
otces  or  by  navy  guns  or  carrier  planes.  Morever,  the  range  and  in¬ 
tensity  of  its  destruction  gave  rise  to  immediate  claims  from  the  advo- 
cates  of  air  power  that  massed  ground  forces,  slow-moving  armored 
^^luipment,  and  all  naval  vessels,  especiallv  the  expensive  carriers  and 
^^Pital  ships,  were  made  obsolete  bv  the  new  weapon.  These  extravagant 
^aims  Were  made  more  critical  in  their  impact  bv  the  Strategic  Bomb- 
Surveys  of  World  \Var  II  and  the  demobilization  problems  at  the 
'var’s  end. 

The  advocates  of  air  pow  er  from  at  least  1908  had  made  extravagant 
usually  based  on  future  rather  than  on  presently  available  equip- 
’^snt,  that  the  airplane  provided  the  final  supreme  weapon  wdiich  made 
®  other  methods  of  warfare  unnecessary.  This  w'^as  seen  in  the  arguments 
®  General  Giulio  Douhet  of  Italy,  General  “Billy”  Mitchell  of  the 
”*ted  States,  and  the  refugee  Russian  airplane  designer  Alexander  de 
''ersky.  Douhet  as  earlv  as  1921  preached  that  the  next  war  w^ould  be 
^nded  in  the  first  twenty-four  hours  by  the  total  destruction  of  all  enemy 
from  the  air;  Mitchell  in  the  mid-ipio’s  raised  a  great  furor  with  his 
®*nis  that  land-based  planes  had  made  battleships  and  lesser  naval  ves- 
obsolete;  and  Sever.sky,  before,  during,  and  after  World  War  II, 
aimed  that  air  pow'er  had  made  other  arms  needless.  We  have  seen  how 
claims  had  a  considerable  and  pernicious  influence  on  men’s  actions 
f  ore  and  during  World  War  II.  Many  airmen  who  did  not  believe  these 

claims  -  . . -  ■  . 


nevertiieless  felt  that  they  had  to  support  them  in  order  to  obtain 


®  ®rge  slice  of  their  country’s  defense  funds  from  civilian  politicians  who 
in  no  position  to  judge  the  merits  of  sucii  claims, 
foe  experience  of  World  War  II  did  not,  at  first  glance,  support  the 
2ims  of  the  advocates  of  air  power.  On  November  3,  1944,  the  United 
^^ates  Secretary  of  War,  on  order  of  the  President,  set  up  a  committee 
.  ’■'''clve  to  conduct  a  Strategic  Bombing  Survey  to  examine  the  con¬ 
ation  of  strategic  bombing  to  final  victory  by  evaluating  bomb  dam- 
j  ’  assessing  captured  German  and  Japanese  documents,  and  interview- 
the  leaders  of  the  defeated  countries.  The  German  survey,  which 
the  ^  parts  over  several  years,  beginning  in  1945,  did  not,  on 

that claims  of  the  air  enthusiasts,  but  rather  show'ed 
^it-force  contribution  was  much  less  than  had  been  anticipated 
Hoped  and  had  become  substantial,  chieflv'  in  transportation  and  in 
'He  supplies,  only  after  October  1944,  w  hen  Germany  was  already 
("'ith  tactical  air-force  help)  on  the  ground, 
hese  conclusions  were  ver\"  unwelcome  to  the  army  air-force  officers 
ed  to  strategic  bombing,  and  especiallv  to  the  airplane-manufactur- 
to°  w’hich  had  reached  the  multibillion-dollar  size  and  hoped 

detain  at  least  some  of  its  market  after  the  w'ar’s  end.  In  the  last  few 
of  the  war  against  Japan,  at  least  $400  million  worth  of  Boeing 
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B-29’s  and  parts  were  in  action  in  the  Pacific.  Loss  of  faith  in  strategic 
bombing  would  expose  air-force  officers  and  the  air-force  industry 
a  grim  and  poverty-stricken  postwar  world.  Accordingly,  it  became  nec¬ 
essary  to  both  groups  to  persuade  the  country  that  Japan  had  been  dC' 
feated  by  strategic  air  power.  The  Strategic  Bombing  Survey  of  Jap*’' 
did  not  support  this  contention,  although  by  concentrating  on  strategic 
bombing  it  helped  to  cover  up  the  vital  role  played  by  submarines  in  the 
destruction  of  the  Japanese  merchant  marine,  the  equally  vital  role  pin)'® 
by  the  early  Marine  Corps  work  in  amphibious  warfare,  and,  above  a  t 
in  the  magnificent  job  done  by  naval  supply  forces  for  all  arms,  inclu  - 
ing  the  strategic  bombing  bases  themselves.  The  protection  and  suppv 
of  these  bases  in  the  .Marianas  was  in  sharp  contrast  with  the  loss  of  B-J9 
bases  in  continental  China  to  Japanese  ground  forces,  and  showed  to  an) 
unbiased  outsider  the  need  for  a  balanced  distribution  of  all  arms  in  3’’/ 
effective  defense  system.  In  such  a  balanced  system  the  role  of  strategic 
bombing  and  of  large  long-range  planes  in  general  (as  contrasted  wi^ 
tactical  planes  and  fighters)  would  obviously  be  less  than  either  the  ait 
force  officers  or  the  airplane  industrialists  considered  satisfactory. 

Accordingly,  it  became  urgent  for  these  two  groups  and  their  sup 
porters  to  convince  the  country  (i)  that  the  atom  bomb  was  not  ju 
another”  weapon  but  was  the  fina(, ,  “absolute,”  weapon;  (2)  that 
atom  bomb  had  been  the  decisive  factor  in  the  Japanese  surrender;  n 
(3)  that  nuclear  weapons  were  fitted  only  for  air-force  use  and  cou 
not  be,  or  should  not  be,  adapted  for  naval  or  ground-force  use.  The  n 
two  of  these  points  were  fairly  well  established  in  American 
opinion  in  1945-1947,  but  the  third,  because  of  atomic  secrecy, 
largely  to  be  argued  out  behind  the  scenes.  All  three  points  were 
untrue  (or  true  only  if  hedged  about  with  reservations  which  wo 
largely  destroy  their  value  as  air-force  propaganda),  but  those  who  us^^^ 
them  were  defending  interests,  not  truth,  even  when  they  insisted 
the  interests  they  were  defending  were  those  of  the  United  States  a 
not  merely  those  of  the  air  force.  In  this  controversy,  the  scientists, 
of  whom  were  naively  defending  truth,  were  bound  to  be  crushed. 
the  other  hand,  any  dissident  scientist  could  obtain  access  to  money  • 
support  by  making  an  alliance  with  the  air  force.  .  - 

At  the  center  of  this  problem  was  the  struggle  for  control  of  nuc 
reactions  within  the  United  States,  but  the  ultimate  objective  of  the  strug^ 
gle  was  the  right  to  exercise  influence  on  the  subdividing  of  the  na  1 
defense  budget.  Thus,  the  struggle  centered  on  the  personnel  o 
Atomic  Energ)!"  Commission  (AEC)  and  especially  of  its  scientific  a 
visorv  panel  of  outstanding  scientists,  the  so-called  General  Advi 
Committee  (GAC)  of  the  AEC.  And  at  the  center  of  the  whole  str 
gle  was  Robert  Oppenheimer.  ^ 

Robert  Oppenheimer,  wartime  director  of  the  Los  Alamos  labora 
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'''hich  made  the  A-bombs,  was  not  a  great  scientist  of  the  class  including 
bmstein,  Bohr,  or  Fenni,  but  his  knowledge  of  the  subject  was  profound, 
snd  wider  than  most.  He  was  very  well  educated  in  cultural  matters, 
^specially  literature  and  music,  and  could  quote  Homer  in  Greek  and  the 
hagavad-Gita  in  Sanskrit  at  appropriate  occasions.  His  social  and,  to  a 
peater  e.vtent,  his  political  education  did  not  begin  until  about  1935,  when 
e  Was  thirty-one  and  already  a  full  professor  at  California  Institute  of 
cchnology  and  at  the  University  of  California.  His  political  naivete 
continued  until  after  the  war.  He  had  always  been  a  persuasive  talker, 
Sot  along  very  well  with  a  wide  diversity  of  people,  and  during  the  war 
c  discovered  he  w^as  an  e,\cellent  administrator.  By  1947  he  was  the  chief 
scientific  adviser  to  most  of  the  important  agencies  of  the  government, 
•orormally,  if  not  formallv,  since  other  scientists  frequently  consulted 
'Hth  him  before  giving  their  decisions  on  problems.  From  1947  on,  he  was 
Chairman  of  the  GAC,  as  well  as  a  member  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Com- 
^ittee  of  the  Defense  Department’s  Research  and  Development  Board;  of 
P  e  National  Science  Foundation;  of  the  President’s  Scientific  Advisory 
oard;  chairman  of  the  board  of  the  Bulletin  of  Atomic  Scientists-,  and 
Consultant  on  atomic  energy  to  the  CIA,  to  the  State  Department,  to  the 
ational  Security  Council,  to  the  American  delegation  to  the  United 
3tions,  and  to  the  Joint  Congressional  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy 
v^oe  congressional  watchdog  over  the  AEC)— in  all,  he  was  on  a  total 
c  biirty-five  government  committees. 

0  spite  of  Oppenheimer’s  e.valted  positions  in  1947-1953,  which  in- 
phded  the  directorship  of  the  great  Institute  for  Advanced  Study  •“ 


‘•^ceton  (American  copy  of  All  Souls  College  at  Oxford),  there  was 
-  •»iadow  on  Oppenheimer’s  past.  In  his  younger  and  more  naive  days 
c  had  been  closely  associated  with  Communists.  Certainly  never  a  Com- 
j^utiist  himself,  and  never,  at  any  time,  disloyal  to  the  United  States,  he 
nonetheless,  had  long  associations  with  Communists.  Partly'  this 
®cose  from  his  political  inexperience,  partly  from  the  prevalence  of  Com- 
'^“nists  among  the  intellectual  circles  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  region 
ere  he  spent  the  y'ears  1929-1941  as  a  professor,  and  partly  from  his 
den  and  belated  realization  of  the  terrible  tragedy  of  the  world  de¬ 
pression  and  of  Hitler  about  1936.  At  any  rate,  his  brother,  Frank  Op- 
P^nheimcr,  and  the  latter’s  wife  were  Communist  Party  workers  in  San 
rancisco  at  least  from  1937  to  1941,  while  Oppenheimer’s  own  wife, 
otn  he  married  in  1940,  was  an  ex-Communist,  widow  of  a  Communist 
°  had  been  killed  fighting  Fascism  in  Spain  in  1937. 
he  Oppenheiniers  continued  to  have  friends  who  were  Communists, 
^  ^Ppenheimer  contributed  money'^  until  the  end  of  1941,  through 
onimunist  channels,  to  Spanish  Refugee  Relief  and  to  aid  for  migra- 
farm  workers  in  California.  As  late  as  1943  he  had  some  kind  of 
emotional  relationship  with  a  girl,  daughter  of  a  fellow  profes- 
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sor,  who  was  a  Communist.  All  of  this  “derogatorv^”  information 
known  to  General  Groves  and  to  Army  Intelligence,  G-z,  before  Op- 
penheimer  was  made  head  of  Los  Alamos  in  1942.  The  appointment  "as 
made  because  his  talents  were  urgently  needed,  and  there  was  no  reason 
to  feel  that  he  was  a  Communist  himself  or  that  he  had  ever  been,  of 
would  ever  be,  disloyal  to  the  United  States. 

For  the  ne.\t  four  years  Oppenheimer  y  as  kept  under  constant  sur¬ 
veillance  by  .M-z;  his  conversations  secretly  recorded,  telephone  cals 
and  letters  monitored,  and  all  his  movements  shadowed.  In  i954>  unde*" 
oath,  General  Groves  testified  to  his  belief  in  Oppenheimer’s  discretion 
and  loyalty,  and  he  repeated  this  in  his  memoirs,  published  in  1962. 
significance  of  all  this  is  that  this  ancient  evidence,  plus  Oppenheimer 


alleged  opposition  to  efforts  to  make  the  H-bomb  in  1946-1949,  was 


used 


by  the  advocates  of  air  power,  the  neo-isolationists,  the  e.xponents  of  mis¬ 
sive  retaliation,  and  the  professional  anti-Communists  in  i953'''954 
destroy  Oppenheimer’s  public  reputation,  to  end  his  opportunity 
continued  public  service,  and  to  discredit  the  preceding  Democratic  a  ' 
ministration  in  Washington.  It  was  an  essential  element  in  the  massive- 
retaliation,  neo-isolationist,  .McCarthyite,  Dulles  interregnum  of  1953'" 
1957,  which  ran  almost  e.xactly  parallel  to  the  post-Stalin  interregna''’’ 
in  the  Soviet  Union  during  the  same  years. 

The  last  significant  factor  in  this  postwar  period  of  eighteen  years  was 
provided  by  the  events  in  the  Far  East.  In  this  factor  also  there  are 
three  subperiods,  of  which  the  most  significant  was  the  middle  one  frotn 
“the  loss  of  China”  to  the  Communists  late  in  1949  to  the  Geneva  “Sum 
mit  Conference”  of  July  1955.  In  this  period  the  Far  East  was  in  con  n 
sion  over  the  Chinese  victory  in  mainland  China;  the  outbreak  of  w*”^ 
in  Korea  in  June  1950;  the  Korean  armistice  of  July  1953;  the  In 
Chinese  war  and  armistice  in  1953-1954;  and  the  threatened  Chinese 
Communist  attack  on  Quemoy,  if  not  on  Formosa,  in  the  w'inter  of 
1955.  The  earlier  period  of  Far  Eastern  history  saw  the  slow'  decay 
the  Nationalist  Chinese  regime  of  Chiang  Kai-shek  and  the  reviva 
Japan,  while  the  later,  third,  period  centered  upon  the  growing  streng^^^ 
and  dangerous  pugnacity  of  “Red”  China.  This  third  period  ended 
the  Chinese  attack  on  India  in  October  1962  and  the  break  betw'cen  Com 
munist  China  and  the  Soviet  Union  at  the  end  of  1962. 

The  in  erweaving  of  these  si.x  factors  makes  up  a  major  part  of 
history  of  ti.  teriod  1945-1963.  In  each  case  w'e  can  discern  three 
of  w  hich  the  middle  one  is  the  most  critical.  The  dates  of  these  stages  a 


not,  of  course,  the  same  for  all  six  factors,  but  they  are  close 


enough 


)  that  the  whole  eighteen  years  can  be  examined  successfully  as  tlm^^ 
consecutive  subperiods  organized  around  the  central  core  of  the  nuc  * 
rivalry  betw  een  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  According .  ’ 
we  can  examine  this  whole  period  in  the  three  stages:  ( 1 )  Amer 
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atomic  supremacv,  1945-1950;  (2)  the  race  for  the  H-bomb,  1950-1957; 
“tad  (3)  tlic  race  for  the  Intercontinental  Ballistic  Missile  (IBM)  from 
'957  to  early  1963. 


The  Origins  of  the  Cold  War, 

1945-1949 


The  surrender  of  Japan  left  much  of  the  world  balanced  between  the 
'nass  armies  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  American  nuclear  monopoly, 
"'as  an  unequal  balance,  because  the  United  States  would  not  have 
its  atomic  weapon  against  the  Russians  for  ain  thing  Russia  was 
ikely  to  do.  Stalin  realized  this,  and  largely  ignored  the  atom  bomb,  al- 
°ttgh  his  designer,  Andrei  Tupolev,  successfully  copied  four  B-ap’s 
t^aptured  by  the  Rus.sians  in  the  Far  East  in  1944  and  brought  these  to 
Production  (as  Tu-4’s)  in  1947.  Otherwise,  the  Kremlin’s  assessment  of 
*•  s  situation  was  quite  mistaken. 

Stalin  assumed  tliat  the  United  States  would  soon  relapse  into  isola- 
•^‘onisni,  as  it  had  done  after  World  War  I,  and  would  be  fully  occupied 
"'•til  a  postwar  economic  collapse  like  that  of  19:1.  Accordingly,  he  re¬ 
garded  Britain  as  the  chief  obstacle  to  his  plans,  and,  seeing  that  it  was 
small  and  weak,  with  most  unpromising  economic  prospects,  he 
proceeded  to  carry  out  his  designs  with  relativeh'  little  attention  to  the 
^^actioiis  of  either  English-speaking  Power.  These  plans  involved  the 
^f^ation  of  a  Soviet-controlled  buffer  fringe  of  satellite  states  on  the  So- 
'^**^*’_  frontiers  in  all  areas  occupied  by  Soviet  armies,  and  Communist 
Coalition  governments  beyond  these  areas.  In  both  cases  the  local  Com- 
j^^onists  W'ould  be  controlled  by  leaders  of  their  own  nationality  who  had 
trained  under  Comintern  auspices  in  the  Soviet  Union.  In  some 
^ases,  these  Communist  leaders  had  been  exiles  in  Russia  for  more  than 
^"’enty  years. 

^^The  chief  error  in  Stalin’s  postwar  strategy  was  his  total  misjudgment 
"resident  Truman  and,  on  a  wider  stage,  of  the  .\merican  people  as 
“^"Hole.  Some  of  this  error  undoubtedly  arose  from  Stalin’s  ignorance 
^  tile  world  outside  Russia  and  from  the  fact  that  his  terrorist  tactics  in 
■  in  the  1930’s  had  made  it  difficult  for  him  to  get  reliable  foreign 
oriTiation  from  his  diplomatic  corps,  which  was  shielded  from  contact 
'th  foreigners  and  was  more  concerned  with  sending  Stalin  the  infonna- 
he  c.xpected  than  with  that  derived  from  independent  observations, 
any  case,  the  Kremlin  misjudged  both  Truman  and  the  American 
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Truman,  in  spite  of  a  nanmal  suspicion  of  the  Russians,  ended  the  war 
with  every  intention  of  trying  to  carry  out  Roosevelt’s  original  plans  for 
postwar  cooperation  with  the  Soviet  Union.  In  addition,  having  learned 
much  from  the  1920’s,  he  intended  to  make  every  effort  to  avoid  either 
a  postwar  economic  depression  or  a  relapse  into  isolationism.  His  success 
in  avoiding  these  events  made  it  possible  to  reverse  his  inherited  policy 
of  cooperation  with  Russia  when  Stalin’s  actions  in  1946-1947  made  it 
clear  that  cooperation  was  the  last  thing  the  Kremlin  wanted.  These  ac¬ 
tions  appeared  most  clearly  in  regard  to  Germany. 

\Ve  have  already  noted  the  Soviet  subversion  of  Poland,  Romania,  and 
Bulgaria  by  native  Communists  returning  from  Russia  under  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  Soviet  armies.  The  same  thing  occurred,  but  more  gradually, 
in  eastern  Germany.  There  the  Communists  at  first  pretended  to  co¬ 
operate  at'ith  any  “anti-Fascist”  groups,  but  their  unwillingness  to  coop¬ 
erate  with  the  \Vestem  Powers  in  the  administration  of  Germany  ap¬ 
peared  almost  at  once.  They  gradually  closed  off  their  occupation  zone 
and  refused  to  carry  out  the  earlier  agreements  to  treat  Germany  as  a 
single  administrative  and  economic  unit.  This  meant  that  the  usual  eco¬ 
nomic  e.\change  within  Gennany  of  food  from  the  agricultural  eastern 
portion  of  the  country  for  the  industrial  products  of  western  Germany 
was  broken.  Instead,  East  German  food  was  drained  to  the  Soviet  Union. 
To  prevent  starvation  of  the  West  Germans,  the  United  States  and  Brit¬ 
ain  had  to  send  in  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars’  worth  of  food  an 
other  supplies.  On  .May  3,  1946,  General  Lucius  D.  Clay,  head  of  the 
American  .Military  Government  in  Germany,  informed  the  Russians  that 
no  future  agreements  would  be  made  to  ship  West  German  industria 
equipment  as  reparations  to  Russia  until  the  Russians  agreed  to  treat  Ger¬ 
many  as  an  economic  unit  and  to  give  some  accounting  of  their  repara¬ 
tions  plundering  of  East  Germany.  Both  points  referred  to  open  violations 
of  the  Potsdam  .Agreement  regarding  the  treatment  of  Germany. 

The  Soviet  Union  justified  these  and  other  violations  of  earlier  agree 
ments  on  the  urgent  need  for  their  own  economic  rehabilitation.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Soviet  Union  had  suffered  great  economic 
damage  from  the  tvar,  possibly  the  loss  of  a  quarter  of  its  prewar  wea  t  . 
more  than  all  the  other  victor  countries  combined,  but  the  Kremlin  cou 
have  obtained  much  more  by  continued  cooperation  with  the  Lnite 
States  than  it  did  from  its  postwar  policy  of  studied  enmity.  This  cnniit' 
was  based  on  a  number  of  factors;  In  the  first  place,  Stalin  was 
by  the  false  ideology  of  .Marx  and  Lenin  which  spoke  of  the  inevita 
struggle  of  capitalism  and  Communism,  of  the  inevitable  economic 
down  of  the  capitalist  system,  and  of  the  capitalist  endeavor  to  avo 
such  a  breakdown  by  militarist  aggression.  On  this  basis,  Stalin  could  no 
believe  that  the  United  States  was  prepared  to  be  generous  and  cooper^ 
tive  toward  the  Soviet  Union. 


nuclear  rivalry  and  the  cold  WAR:  1945-1950  889 
Moreover,  Stalin  was  worried  by  the  weakness  in  depth  of  the  Soviet 
p  stem  from  economic  damage  and  from  ideological  dissent.  The  war 
ad  been  fought  on  an  ideology  of  patriotism  and  nationalism,  not  as  a 
ortimunist  ideological  struggle,  and  the  Kremlin  by  1946  was  eager  to 
back  to  its  Communist  ideology,  partly  as  justification  of  the  new 
hardships  of  reconstruction  under  the  fourth  Five-Year  Plan  (Alarch  13, 
’946)  and  partly  to  overcome  the  Russian  soldiers’  admiration  for  what 
’^ney  had  seen  of  the  West,  These  soldiers,  for  example,  were  amazed 
^0  discover  that  the  “exploited”  German  workers  of  whom  they  had 
®3rd  so  much  had  standards  of  living  several  times  higher  than  those  of 
ordinary  Russian.  The  discovery  that  ordinary  Germans  had  watches, 
®'’en  wristw'atches,  was  an  astounding  revelation  to  the  Russian  soldiers, 
'V'ho  proceeded  to  seize  these  wherever  they  saw  them. 

^  third  factor  guiding  Soviet  behavnor  was  the  discovery  that  there 
'''3S  no  mass  support  for  Russia  or  for  Communist  ideology  in  eastern 
®*^d  central  Europe,  especially  among  the  peasants,  and  that  the  buffer 
Communist  states  along  Russia’s  western  border  would  have  to  be 
uilt  on  force  and  not  on  consent.  The  governments  of  these  states  could 
^  recruited  from  men  of  the  respective  nations  who  had  been  living  in 
de  Soviet  Union  for  years  under  endless  Communist  indoctrination,  but 
^  unindoctrinated  masses  in  each  countrv  would  have  to  be  held  in 
ondage  by  Soviet  military  forces,  at  least  until  local  Communist  par¬ 
ses  and  local  secret-police  organizations  subservient  to  .Moscow’s  orders 
^ould  be  built  up.  The  urgent  need  for  this,  from  the  Kremlin’s  point 
uf  view,  was  shown,  when  Austria  and  Hungary,  although  under  Soviet 
uulitary  occupation,  were  permitted  relatively  free  elections  in  Novem- 
1945.  Both  resulted  in  sharp  defeats  for  the  local  Communist  parties, 
ccause  such  an  outcome  could  not  be  permitted  in  the  buffer  satellites 
^rther  east,  elections  there  had  to  be  postponed  until  the  local  govern- 
dients  were  sufficiently  communized  and  entrenched  to  be  able  to  guar- 
^dtee  a  favorable  outcome  to  any  election. 

It  V'as  this  situation  which  made  it  impossible,  in  Russia’s  view,  to 
dairy  out  the  promises  made  at  Yalta  and  elsewhere  about  free  elections 
Poland  or  other  countries  neighboring  on  Russia.  The  United  States, 
trough  Secretary  of  State  Byrnes,  assured  the  Kremlin  that  it  wanted 
tese  neighboring  states  to  have  “democratic”  governments  “friendly”  to 
te  Soviet  Union.  The  Kremlin  knew,  although  Byrnes  apparently  did 
that  these  were  mutually  exclusive  terms.  They  insisted  these  gov¬ 
ernments  must  be  “friendlv,”  w'hile  he  insisted  that  thev  must  be  “free” 
“democratic”  in  the  Western  sense.  Since  the  Kremlin  assumed  that 
yrnes  knew  as  well  as  they  did  of  the  contradiction  in  terms  here,  the\" 
='^sumed  that  his  insistence  on  “democratic”  governments  in  eastern  Eu- 
indicated  that  he  reallv  wanted  governments  unfriendly  to  the 
'’let  Union.  Thev  were  villing  to  call  any  governments  which  were 
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friendly  “free”  and  “democratic,”  but  Byrnes  refused  to  accept  this  re¬ 
versal  of  the  ordinarv  American  meaning  of  these  words. 

These  disputes  over  Germany  and  eastern  Europe,  which  were  re¬ 
garded  in  the  West  as  Soviet  violations  of  their  earlier  agreements  at 
Yalta  and  Potsdam,  were  regarded  in  Moscow  as  evidence  for  Stalins 
conviction  of  the  secret  aggressive  designs  of  the  W est.  By  the  winter  0 
1945-1946,  the  Russian  peoples  were  being  warned  of  the  dangers  fronj 
the  West.  This  began  in  1945  u  ith  attacks  on  “cosmopolitanism”  an 
prohibitions  of  Soviet  soldiers  “fraternizing”  with  aliens,  especially  so- 
diers  of  the  United  States  or  Britain,  in  the  course  of  their  occupation 
duties.  Early  in  November  1945,  .Molotov  warned  the  Moscow  Soviet 
that  Fascism  and  imperialist  aggression  were  still  loose  in  the  worl 
Similar  speeches  were  made  by  other  Soviet  leaders,  including  Stalin.  B) 
the  spring  of  1946,  xenophobia,  one  of  the  oldest  of  Russian  culture  traits, 
was  rampant  again.  In  September  1946,  and  again  in  September  i947’ 
Andrei  Zhdanov,  the  Kremlin’s  leader  of  the  international  Communist 
movement,  made  speeches  which  were  simply  declarations  of  ideologic*' 
w'ar  on  the  \^’est.  They  presented  the  Soviet  Union  as  the  last  best  I'opc 
of  man,  surrounded  by  prowling,  capitalist  beasts  of  prey  seeking  to  de 


On  this  basis  the  Soviet  Union  found  it  impossible  to  cooperate  w 
the  West  or  to  accept  the  American  economic  assistance  in  reconstruc 
tion  which  was  offered.  The  American  Congress  in  the  last  renewal  0 
the  Lend-Lease  Act  in  1945  had  forbidden  use  of  these  funds  for  post¬ 
war  rehabilitation,  but  other  funds  were  made  available.  For  the  transi 
tional  period  these  amounted  to  about  $9  billion.  These  transitional  fun 
were  made  available  on  a  humanitarian  and  economic  basis  and  not  on 
political  or  ideological  grounds.  Accordingly,  they  were  available  to  t 
Soviet  Union  and  other  areas  under  Communist  control  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  each  fund.  For  example,  the  United  Nations  Rd'C 
and  Rehabilitation  Administration  (UNRRA),  was  an  international  or¬ 
ganization  which  handled  goods  worth  $3,683  million,  of  which  65  percent 
was  provided  from  the  United  States,  15  percent  from  Britain, 
percent  from  Canada.  Its  grants  went  to  17  countries  with  China  n 
($518  million),  Poland  next  ($478  million),  Italy  with  $418  million,  Yugo 
slavia  with  $416  million,  and  the  Ukraine,  seventh,  with  $188  million. 

Beyond  the  primary,  humanitarian  aim  of  most  United  States  assistan 
was  the  desire  to  get  local  economies  functioning,  and  efforts  to  fur  ^ 
America’s  basic  conviction  of  the  value  of  a  high  level  of  Internationa 
trade  on  a  multilateral  basis.  The  United  States  was  oppo.sed  to  ^  ^ 
strictive  trade  measures  such  as  autarchy,  bilateralism,  or  tpiotas,  and 
as  its  ultimate  aim  the  restoration  of  multilateral  trade  at  the  highest  p 
sible  level,  with  freely  convertible  international  monetary  exclianges*^^^ 
was  convinced  that  such  a  system  would  be  advantageous  for  all  pcop 
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did  not  see  tliat  it  was  anathema  to  the  Soviet  svstem,  which  had 
restrictions  and  quotas  on  economic  life,  even  within  the  country,  so 
fhat,  while  most  Russians  lived  in  povertv,  a  privileged  minoritv,  buving 
'n  special  stores  with  special  funds  and  special  ration  cards,  had  access  to 
luxuries  undreamed  of  by  the  ordinary  person. 

In  the  American  plans  for  economic  rccoverv.  Great  Britain,  as  the 
"’Grid’s  greatest  trader,  had  a  special  role.  The  United  Kingdom  could 
not  exist  without  very  large  imports,  but  it  could  not  pay  for  these  with¬ 
out  large  exports.  Such  exports  had  to  be  much  larger  than  before  the 
"ar,  even  to  pay  for  the  prewar  level  of  imports,  because  many  of  Brit¬ 
ain  s  prewar  sources  of  overseas  incomes  from  investments,  shipping,  in¬ 
surance,  and  so  on,  had  been  drastically  reduced  by  the  war.  In  1945 
the  British  balance-of-pavments  deficit  was  about  875  million  pounds 
sterling,  and  in  1946  it  was  still  344  million  pounds.  To  tide  over  this 
tieficit  until  British  exports  could  recover,  the  United  States  in  July 
’946  provided  Britain  with  a  credit  of  $3,750  million,  with  interest  at 
’  percent  and  repavment  in  fifty  annual  installments  to  begin  on  De¬ 
cember  31,  1951.  The  interest  was  to  be  waived  w'henever  the  British 
trade  balance  would  not  pav  for  imports  on  her  1936-1938  level.  In  re¬ 
turn  f(,r  this,  Britain  gave  rather  indefinite  promises  to  work  to  reduce 
Its  l)ilateralism  in  trade,  especiallv  imperial  preference,  and  to  release,  as 
Soon  as  feasible,  its  blocked  sterling  accounts. 

I-end-Lease  was  ended  in  September  1945,  with  the  Japanese  sur- 
t^uder,  and  all  claims  were  settled  with  Britain  under  an  agreement  of 
cceniber  1945.  This  canceled  the  .American  grants  under  Lend-Lease  of 
'"  cr  ,$30,000  million  and  gave  Britain  permanent  establishments  on  British 
■’’uil,  with  supplies  in  Britain  or  en  route,  for  a  settlement  of  $650  million 
payable  on  the  same  terms  as  the  British  loan  just  mentioned. 

Assistance  similar  to  these  w'as  available  to  the  Soviet  Union  but  was 
Scnerally  rebuffed.  Even  in  1945,  efforts  to  establish  international  emer¬ 
gency  committees  for  coal,  transportation,  and  economic  recovery  in 
urope  w'cre  bovcotted  bv  the  Soviet  Union,  with  the  exception  of  the 
”ue  on  tran.sportation,  which  was  necessary  to  supply  the  Russian  troops, 
'ttle  cooperation  could  be  obtained  from  Soviet  authorities  for  handling 
aiding  refugees,  except  for  their  demands  for  the  return,  to  concen¬ 
tration  camps  or  slave  labor,  of  those  who  had  fled  from  eastern  Europe, 
u  October  15,  1945,  Moscow  signed  an  agreement  similar  to  Britain’s 
A  "  hich  thev  agreed  to  pav,  after  Julv  1954,  for  the  quarter-billion  dol- 
Worth  of  goods  on  their  final  Lend-Lease  demands  yet  unfilled  w  hen 
'Und-Lease  ended;  but  thev  refused  to  discuss  anv  general  Lend-Lease 
^’Uttlenicnt  and  the\-  refused  to  neejotiate  for  a  general  loan,  similar  to  that 
uiade  to  Britain,  although  Stalin  had  asked  for  one  of  $6  billion  as  carlv' 
J^uuary  1945.  An  .American  offer  to  discuss  such  a  credit  was  rejected 
l^ussia  as  "financial  aggression”  in  .March  1946.  The  offer  was  renewed 
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in  April  and  again  in  September  1946,  but  the  American  aims  of  multi" 
lateral  trade  free  of  artificial  restraints  except  tariffs,  like  the  American 
insistence  on  free  elections,  were  regarded  in  Moscow  as  clear  evidence 
of  America’s  aggressive  aims. 

One  significant,  but  perhaps  not  essential,  factor  in  the  deterioration 
of  the  relations  of  the  Big  Three  in  1945  and  1946  lies  in  the  provincial 
ignorance  of  the  three  foreign  ministers,  Byrnes,  Bevan,  and  Molotov, 
who  conducted  the  negotiations.  All  three  were  men  of  limited  back¬ 
ground  and  narrow  outlook  who  saw  the  world  from  a  narrow  national¬ 
istic  point  of  view  and  xvere  incapable  of  appreciating  the  outlook  of 
different  cultures  or  the  different  values  and  verbal  meanings  to  be  found 
in  alien  minds.  Nevertheless,  it  does  seem  clear  that  the  postwar  break¬ 
down  of  cooperation  was  inevitable  in  view  of  the  conceptions  of  public 
authority,  state  power,  and  political  security  to  be  found  in  all  three 
countries. 

On  the  whole,  if  blame  must  be  allotted,  it  may  well  be  placed  at  the 
door  of  Stalin’s  office  in  the  Kremlin.  American  willingness  to  cooperate 
continued  until  1947,  as  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  the  Marshall  Pla'^ 
offer  of  American  aid  for  a  cooperative  European  recovery  effort  was 
opened  to  the  Soviet  Union,  but  it  now  seems  clear  that  Stalin  had  de¬ 
cided  to  close  the  door  on  cooperation  and  adopted  a  unilateral  policy  0 
limited  aggression  about  February  or  March  of  1946.  The  beginning  u 
the  Cold  War  may  be  placed  at  the  date  of  this  inferred  decision  or  may 
be  placed  at  the  later  and  more  obvious  date  of  the  Soviet  refusal  to 
accept  .Marshall  Plan  aid  in  July  1947.  The  significance  of  the  latter  date 
is  revealed  by  the  fact  that  Czechoslovakia,  which  accepted  on  July 
x\’as  forced  by  Stalin’s  direct  order  to  Prime  IMinister  Gottwald  to 
verse  this  decision  on  July  10th. 

One  significant  encouragement  to  Soviet  aggression  came  from  the 
almost  total  demobilization  of  the  American  war  effort.  Pressure  from 
special-interest  groups  such  as  business,  labor  unions,  and  cattlemen, 
aroused  public  opinion  for  the  ending  of  price  controls  and  rationing 
obtained  cooperation  from  an  anti-New  Deal  coalition  in  Congress  to 
end  most  of  the  nation’s  economic  controls  in  1946.  At  the  same  time 
came  almost  total  military  demobilization.  In  spite  of  Ambassador  Hat' 
riman’s  explicit  warnings  from  Moscow  in  April  1945,  and  Stalin’s  decla¬ 
ration  of  cold  warfare  in  February  1946,  the  American  government  car¬ 
ried  out  the  demobilization  plan  of  September  1943,  which  was  based  on 
individual  rather  than  on  unit  discharges.  This  destroyed  the  combat  e 
fectiveness  of  all  units  by  the  end  of  1945,  when  almost  half  the  men 
had  been  demobilized,  and  every  unit,  as  a  result,  was  at  50  percent.  The 
army’s  8  million  men  in  August  1945  was  at  4!^  million  by  the  end  0 
the  year  and  reached  1.9  million  by  July  1946.  The  air  force  fell  from 
218  combat  groups  to  109  groups  in  the  last  four  months  of  1945-  ^ 
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navy  fell  from  3.4  million  men  in  August  1945  to  1.6  million  in  March 
1946. 

The  most  critical  example  of  the  Soviet  refusal  to  cooperate  and  of 
insistence  on  relapsing  into  isolation,  secrecy,  and  terrorism  is  to  be 
round  in  its  refusal  to  join  in  American  efforts  to  harness  the  dangerous 
powers  of  nuclear  fission.  Long  before  the  test  at  Alamogordo,  some  of 
the  nuclear  scientists,  spurred  on  once  again  by  Szilard,  were  trying  to 

American  political  leaders  of  the  unique  character  of  the  dangers 
rtoni  this  source.  Centered  in  the  Chicago  Argonne  Laboratories,  this 
group  wished  to  prevent  the  use  of  the  bomb  on  Japan,  slow  up  bomb 
(out  not  general  nuclear)  research,  establish  some  kind  of  international 
control  of  the  bomb,  and  reduce  secrecy  to  a  minimum.  Early  in  April 
’945i  Szilard  wrote  to  President  Roosevelt  to  this  effect,  and,  on  the  lat¬ 
ter  s  death,  sought  out  Byrnes  and  repeated  his  views  verbally.  The  fu- 
•^ure  secretary  of  state  found  difficulty  in  grasping  Szilard’s  arguments, 
especially  as  they  were  deliv^ered  in  a  Hungarian  accent,  but  the  new 
resident  Truman  soon  set  up  an  “Interim”  Committee  to  give  advice 
00  nuclear  problems.  This  committee,  led  by  Secretary  of  War  Stimson, 
^2s  dependent  on  its  scientific  members.  Bush,  Conant,  and  Karl  T. 
^ornpton,  for  relevant  facts  or  could  call  on  its  “scientific  panel”  of 
^Ppenheimer,  Fermi,  Arthur  H.  Compton,  and  E.  O.  Lawrence  for  ad- 
y'ce.  All  these  scientists  except  Fermi  were  “official”  scientists,  deeply 
‘Evolved  in  governmental  administrative  problems  involving  large  budgets 
possible  grants  to  their  pet  projects  and  universities,  and  were  re¬ 
garded  with  some  suspicion  by  the  agitated,  largely  refugee,  scientists 
the  Manhattan  District  laboratories.  These  suspicions  deepened  as  the 
official”  scientists  recommended  use  of  the  bomb  on  Japan  “near  work¬ 
ers’  houses.” 

Chicago  seven  of  the  agitated  scientists,  led  by  James  Franck  of 
ottingen  (Nobel  Prize,  1925)  and  including  Szilard  and  Eugene  Ra- 
inowitch,  sent  another  warning  letter  to  Washington.  They  forecast 
be  terror  of  a  nuclear  arms  race  which  would  follow  use  of  the  bomb 
f&ainst  Japan.  Later,  in  July  1945,  they  presented  a  petition  seeking  an 
biternational  demonstration  and  international  control  of  the  new  weapon, 
zilard  obtained  sixty-seven  signatures  to  this  petition  before  it  was 
focked  by  General  Groves  and  Arthur  Compton,  using  military  secrecy 
an  excuse.  After  Hiroshima  this  group  formed  the  Association  of 
toinic  Scientists,  later  reorganized  as  the  Federation  of  Atomic  Scien- 
hsts,  whose  Btilletin  (BAS)  has  been  the  greatest  influence  and  source 
information  on  all  matters  concerned  with  the  political  and  social 
impact  of  nuclear  weapons.  The  editor  of  this  amazing  new  periodical 
'^as  Eugene  Rabinowitch. 

The  energetic  lobbying  of  this  group  of  atomic  scientists  had  a  con- 
inerable  influence  on  subsequent  atomic  history.  When  the  “official 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


®94 

scientists,”  late  in  1945,  supported  the  administration’s  May-Johnson  bil. 
which  would  have  shared  domestic  control  of  atomic  matters  with  the 
armed  services,  the  BAS  group  mobilized  public  opinion  behind  the  junior 
senator  from  Connecticut,  Brian  iVlcMahon,  and  pushed  through  the 
McMahon  bill  to  presidential  signature  in  August  1946.  The  McMahon 
bill  set  up  an  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (AEC)  of  five  full-time  civi- 
ian  commissioners,  named  by  the  President,  with  David  Lilienthal,  former 
TVA  czar,  as  chairman.  This  commission,  from  August  1946,  had  own¬ 
ership  and  control  of  all  fissionable  materials  (uranium  and  thorium; 
from  the  mine  to  the  final  disposal  of  atomic  wastes,  including  contro 
of  all  plants  and  process  patents,  u  ith  the  right  to  license  private  nuclear 
enterprises  free  of  danger  to  society. 

The  AEC  as  it  functioned  uas  a  disappointment  to  the  BAS  scientists. 
They  had  sought  freedom  from  military  influence  and  reduced  emphasis 
on  the  military  uses  of  nuclear  fission,  free  dissemination  of  theoretica 
research,  and  a  diminution  of  the  influence  of  the  official  scientists.  They 
failed  on  all  these  points,  as  the  AEC  operated  largely  in  terms  of  weap¬ 
ons  research  and  production,  remained  extravagantly  secretive  even  on 
purely  theoretical  matters,  and  was,  because  of  the  scientific  ignorance  0 
most  of  the  commissioners,  inevitably  dominated  by  its  scientific  advisory 


committee  of  “ofiicial”  scientists  led  by  Oppenheimer. 

To  the  BAS  group  and  to  a  wider  circle  of  nonscientists,  the  AE 
was  a  more  or  less  temporary  organization  within  the  United  States, 
whose  work  tvould  be  taken  over  eventually  by  a  somewhat  similar  inter¬ 
national  organization.  As  a  first  step  in  this  direction,  the  United  Na¬ 
tions,  at  the  suggestion  of  Bush  and  Conant  and  on  the  joint  invitation 
of  three  heads  of  English-speaking  governments  (President  Truman. 
Prime  Minister  Attlee,  and  Prime  Minister  Mackenzie  King  of  Canada), 
set  up  a  United  Nations  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (UNAEC)  of  n 
members  of  the  Security  Council  plus  Canada  (January  1946).  A  State 
Department  committee  led  by  Undersecretary  Dean  Acheson  and  Davi 
Lilienthal  and  a  second  committee  of  citizens  led  by  Bernard  Baruch  spent 
much  of  1946  in  the  monstrous  task  of  trying  to  work  out  some  system  0 
international  control  of  nuclear  energy.  The  task  of  educating  the  non- 
scientists  generally  fell  on  Oppenlieimer,  who  gave  dozens  of  his  brillia'^*-’ 
extemporaneous,  chalk-dusted  lectures  on  nuclear  physics.  The  final 
presented  to  the  UN  by  Baruch  on  June  14,  1946,  provided  an  interna¬ 
tional  control  body  similar  to  the  AEC.  It  would  own,  control,  or  license 
all  uranium  from  the  mine  through  processing  and  use,  with  operation  o 
its  own  nuclear  facilities  throughout  the  world,  inspection  of  all  other  sue 
facilities,  absolute  prohibition  of  nuclear  bombs  or  diversion  of  nuclear 
materials  to  nonpeaceful  purposes,  and  punishment  for  evasion  or  violation 
of  its  regulations  free  from  the  Great  Power  veto  which  normally  opci 
ated  in  the  Security  Council  of  UN.  The  vital  point  in  Baruch’s  pl®*^ 
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'vas  that  it  w  ould  go  into  effect  hv  stages  so  that  inspection  and  monopoly 
of  nuclear  materials  would  be  operative  before  the  American  atomic 
plants  were  handed  over  to  the  new  international  agency  and  before  the 
American  stockpile  of  nuclear  bombs  was  dismantled. 

This  extraordinarv  offer,  an  offer  to  give  up  the  American  nuclear 
monopoly,  technical  secrets,  and  weapons  to  an  international  agency,  in 
return  for  a  possible  ineffective  system  of  international  inspection,  w'as 
brusquely  rejected  by  Andrei  Gromyko  on  behalf  of  the  Soviet  Union 
'vithin  five  days.  The  Soviet  spokesman  demanded  instead  a  reverse  se- 
<]Uence  of  stages  covering  (1)  immediate  outlawing  and  destruction  of 
3II  nuclear  weapons,  with  prohibition  of  their  manufacture,  possession, 
or  use;  (2)  a  subsequent  agreement  for  e.xchange  of  information,  peace¬ 
ful  use  of  atomic  energy,  and  enforcement  of  regulations;  and  (3)  no 
tampering  whatever  with  the  Great  Power  veto  in  the  UN.  Since  only 
fbe  United  States  had  the  atom  bomb  at  the  time,  the  adoption  of  this 
sequence  could  require  the  United  States  to  give  up  the  bomb  without 
3ny  assurance  that  anyone  else  wmuld  do  anvthing,  least  of  all  adopt  any 
subsequent  control  methods,  methods  which  might  allow'  the  Soviet 
Union  to  make  its  own  bombs  in  secret  after  the  United  States  had 
estroyed  its  in  public.  The  nature  of  this  Soviet  suggestion  shoM^s  clearly 
that  the  Soviet  Union  had  no  real  desire  for  international  control,  prob¬ 
ably  because  it  was  unwilling  to  open  the  secret  life  of  the  Soviet  Union, 
'deluding  bomb-making,  to  international  inspection. 

The  Soviet  refusal  of  the  American  efforts  at  international  nuclear 
control,  like  their  refusal  of  American  loans  and  economic  cooperation, 
provides  some  of  the  evidence  of  the  Kremlin’s  state  of  mind  in  1946.  This 
'evidence  became  overwhelming  in  1947  and  1948,  when  Soviet  aggres- 
^'on  appeared  along  the  whole  crescent  from  Germanv,  across  Asia,  to 
Far  East. 

In  Germany,  as  we  have  seen,  the  area  under  Soviet  occupation  was 
increasingly  isolated  from  the  West  and  increasingly  communized  in¬ 
fernally.  The  Soviet  military  forces  encouraged  the  formation  of  a  dom¬ 
inant  German  Socialist  Unity  Party  (SED)  under  Communist  control. 

ncal  provincial  elections  in  the  winter  of  1946-1947  gave  victory  to 
the  SED  in  the  Soviet  zone  and  to  democratic  parties,  the  Christian 
^niocrats  and  Social  Democrats,  in  the  provinces  of  the  three  Western 
Zones. 

Austria  was  also  divided  into  four  areas  of  military  occupation,  except 
j^^f  It  had  a  single  central  government  of  its  own  under  the  old  Social 
eniocrat  leader,  Karl  Renner,  who  had  also  been  chancellor  in  1919. 
bile  the  Anglo-Americans  supported  the  Austrians  against  start'ation 
y  fbe  use  of  UNRRA  assistance,  the  Soviet  zone  was  svstematicallv  ran- 
^^cked.  This  destroyed  all  Communist  influence  in  the  country,  as  was 
when  the  election  of  November  1945,  reduced  them  to  four  seats 
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in  an  assembly  of  165  members.  Only  in  May  1955,  two  years  after  Stal- 
in  s  death,  was  it  possible  to  get  Soviet  consent  to  a  peace  treaty  and 
withdrawal  of  all  four  occupying  forces  (October  1955). 

Even  the  friends^  of  Russia  suffered  from  Stalin’s  pressure  and  his  in¬ 
sistence  that  the  Kremlin  must  remain  the  center  for  Communist  deci¬ 
sions  throughout  the  world.  In  Yugoslavia,  where  Tito  was  originally 
as  anti-Western  as  Stalin  himself,  Moscow’s  effons  to  dominate  Yugo¬ 
slavia  alienated  Tito  completely  by  a  combination  of  economic,  diplo¬ 
matic,  and  propaganda  pressure.  The  rivalry  between  the  two  Slavs 
came  to  a  head  at  the  end  of  1947  when  Tito  tried  to  build  up  a  non- 
Russian  Communist  bloc  by  signing  friendship  treaties  with  Bulgaria. 
Hungary,  and  Romania.  By  .March  1948,  a  complete  break  between  Bel¬ 
grade  and  Moscow  was  reached.  Tito  took  his  place  ne.xt  to  Trotsky  in 
Stalin’s  list  of  the  damned,  and  the  ne.xt  few  years  were  filled  with  efforts 
to  overthrow  Tito,  and  the  purging  of  Tito'sympathizers  by  Stalin’s  co¬ 
operative  jackals  in  the  other  Communist  satellites. 

Farther  east,  strong  Sovnet  pressure  had  been  put  on  Greece,  Turkey, 
and  Iran  since  1945.  On  Greece  this  pressure  came  through  the  Com- 
mumst  regimes  in  Albania,  Yugoslavia,  and  Bulgaria,  but  in  Turkey  and 
Soviet  Union  directly.  These  pressures  were  prob¬ 
ably  designed  to  bring  into  power  in  the  three  countries  governments 
relatively  favorably  inclined  toward  the  Soviet  Union  to  the  extent  that 
the  latter  could  obtain  a  veto  power  over  any  collaboration  of  the  three 
with  the  Western  Powers,  especially  with  Great  Britain.  This  was  an  ef¬ 
fort  in  which  Stalin  had  few  good  cards  and  which  showed  his  ignorance 
of  political  conditions  in  countries  outside  his  own.  In  these  three,  as  in 
other  countries,  most  people  desired  two  things:  political  independence 
and  economic  aid.  Neither  of  these  could  be  or  would  be  obtainable  from 
Stalin,  the  first  because  it  violated  his  imperious  nature  and  the  second 
because  of  economic  scarcity  in  the  Soviet  Union  itself. 

Nevertheless,  the  effort  was  made.  In  Greece  the  election  of  iMarch 
31,  I94<5  gave  the  Popular  Party  (which  supported  the  king)  231  0'^'^ 
of  354  seats  in  the  Chamber.  The  following  September  a  plebiscite  on  the 
return  of  the  monarchy  gave  69  percent  favorable  votes.  The  Communist 
groups  refused  to  accept  these  results  and  by  1946  were  carrying  on 
guerrilla  warfare  in  the  mountains,  using  the  three  adjacent  Communist 
states  as  bases  for  supplies,  training,  and  rest  areas.  A  commission  of  the 
Security  Council  of  the  UN  studied  the  situation  in  the  early  months  of 
1947  and  condemned  Greece’s  three  northern  neighbors,  but  a  Soviet 
veto  stopped  any  further  action  by  the  UN. 

Instead,  the  guerrilla  leader  “General  Markos”  set  up  a  Greek  Provi¬ 
sional  government  in  the  mountains,  but  alienated  much  support  among 
Greece’s  impoverished  peasants  by  the  banditry  of  his  guerrillas  and  es¬ 
pecially  by  their  kidnapping  of  thousands  of  peasant  children  who  were 


nuclear  rivalry  and  the  cold  WAR:  1945-1950  897 
Juggled  into  the  three  Communist  countries  for  Communist  indoctrina- 
tion.  iVlany  of  these  children  did  not  return  for  eight  or  ten  years,  and 
hundreds  vanished  forever.  Large  groups  returned  from  Albania  as  late 
as  1963. 

The  Soviet  pressure  on  Turkey  was  uncalled  for  and  totally  unre- 
niunerative.  We  have  already  noted  that  the  Soviet-German  accords  of 
^4'>-I94i  sliowed  Soviet  ambitions  for  bases  “on  the  Bosporus  and  the 
JJardanelles"  and  for  a  sphere  of  political  influence  “south  of  Batum  and 
“aku  in  the  general  direction  of  the  Persian  Gulf.”  Thus  in  this  area,  as 

the  Far  East,  Stalin  resumed  the  expansionist  aims  of  czarist  Russia. 
At  Potsdam,  Stalin  had  looked  even  farther  afield  by  asking  for  a  trustee- 
in  the  former  Italian  colony  of  Libya  and  a  less  definite  influence  in 
Eritrea  on  the  W'estern  shore  of  the  Red  Sea.  These  aims  were  formally 
tlemanded  by  Moscow  in  September  1945  and  in  April  1946  (Conference 
of  Foreign  Alinisters  in  Paris). 

As  early  as  .March  19,  1945,  Russia  denounced  its  treaty  of  friendship 
'vitli  Turkey  and  within  a  few  months  made  demands,  both  official  and 
Unofficial,  for  Kars,  Trebizond,  and  other  areas  of  northeastern  Turkey. 
Anti-Turkish  agitation  was  encouraged  among  the  Kurds  (a  non-Turkish 
people  living  at  the  base  of  the  Anatolian  peninsula  and  divided  among 
Turkey,  Iran,  and  Iraq),  and  the  Georgia  Socialist  Soviet  Republic  de- 
uianded  eight  Turkish  provinces  covering  much  of  the  Black  Sea  coast 
^ud  Kurdistan.  On  August  8,  1946,  .Molotov  demanded  a  joint  Soviet- 
f  Urkish  defense  of  the  Straits.  Only  after  Stalin’s  death,  on  May  30,  1953, 
did  the  Kremlin  renounce  the  earlier  territorial  demands  on  Turkey,  but 
.V  that  time  the  alienation  was  complete:  Turkey  had  been  driven  into 
’^fie  Western  camp,  soon  allied  with  Greece  and  Yugoslavia  in  a  defensive 
^%nment  against  the  north  Balkan  Soviet  satellites  (August  1954),  and 
became  the  eastern  pillar  of  NATO. 

The  Soviet  aggressions  on  Iran  began  in  1945  when  Soviet-sponsored 
Eommunists,  under  the  protection  of  the  Russian  armies  occupying 
"onhern  Iran,  set  up  “independent”  Communist  governments  at  Tabriz 
®'id  in  Iranian  Kurdistan.  These  were  apparently  intended  to  be  in¬ 
corporated  into  Soviet  Azerbaidzhan  with  the  Kurdish  areas  to  be  taken 
rom  Turkey,  but  the  failure  of  the  latter  scheme  made  this  impossible. 
Nevertheless,  the  Russian  Army  refused  to  evacuate  northern  Iran  in 
‘'larch  1946,  as  it  w'as  bound  to  do  by  the  agreement  of  January  29,  1941, 
yhicli  had  admitted  it.  Only  in  .May  did  Iran  win  Soviet  evacuation  of 
'ts  forces  by  agreeing  to  form  a  joint  Soviet-Iranian  oil  company  to  ex¬ 
ploit  the  petroleum  resources  of  northern  Iran  (a  project  which  never 
fulfilled). 

%  the  end  of  1946  Britain  found  the  burden  of  providing  military 
and  economic  aid  to  Greece  and  Turkey  too  heavy  for  its  overstrained 
tesources.  It  was,  moreover,  eager  to  overcome  the  American  aloofness 
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in  the  Near  East,  where  it  felt  it  was  bearing  much  of  the  Soviet  pres¬ 
sure  alone.  Accordinglv,  in  February  1947,  it  threatened  to  withdraw 
completely  from  Greece  and  Turkey  by  April  ist.  On  March  12th  the 
American  President  enunciated  the  “Truman  Doctrine”  to  a  joint  session 
of  Congress.  This  stated  that  “it  must  be  the  policy  of  the  United  States 
to  support  free  peoples  who  are  resisting  attempted  subjugation  by  arme 
minorities  or  by  outside  pressures.”  He  asked  for  financial  assistance  to 
“free  peoples  to  work  out  their  own  destinies  in  their  own  way.”  His  re¬ 
quest  for  $400  million  for  aid  to  Greece  and  Turkey  was  granted,  after 
considerable  debate,  in  .Mav  1947.  Two  weeks  later,  at  Harvard’s  com¬ 
mencement,  Secretary  of  State  General  George  C.  Afarshall  enunciated 
the  “Marshall  Plan,”  which  offered  American  economic  support  for  3 
European  Recovery  Program  which  would  include  the  Soviet  Union  an 
other  Communist  states.  Once  again  Stalin’s  ignorance  committed  him 
to  an  unrewarding  path.  He  rejected  this  offer,  and  forced  Czecho¬ 
slovakia,  which  had  previously  accepted,  to  do  the  same. 

The  path  Stalin  was  following  took  a  more  aggressive  turn  in  i947 
and  1948.  This  involved  complete  Soviet  domination  of  the  area  alreaoy 
under  Communist  control,  the  shift  of  Communist  parties  from  coalitm'^ 
to  opposition  in  other  areas,  the  instigation  of  Communist  outbreaks  m 
“colonial”  areas  (especiallv  in  the  Far  East),  and  the  expulsion  of  rhe 
Western  Powers  from  their  enclave  in  Berlin.  All  this  was  to  be  achieve 
while  avoiding  an  open  clash  with  the  United  States.  As  part  of  this 
process,  which  was  badl\-  bungled  everywhere  except  in  Czechoslovakia, 
the  Communists  withdrew  from  the  “bourgeois”  coalition  governments 
which  they  had  joined  in  1944-1945;  in  Belgium  in  March  1947,  in  France 
and  Italv^  in  May,  and  in  Austria  in  the  autumn.  At  the  same  time, 
agitation  from  Communist-dominated  trade  unions  was  increased, 
the  first  postwar  large-scale  strikes  began  at  the  end  of  the  year.  As  paf*- 
of  this  same  harassment,  the  Soviet  Union  in  the  UN  vetoed  appbcatiotis 
for  membership  by  Italy  and  Finland. 

In  the  states  already  under  Communist  control,  the  Soviet  influence 
was  intensified  by  efforts  to  establish  a  system  in  which  the  local  p®*"' 
ties  and  secret  police  were  controlled  by  Soviet  agents  in  the  Russian 
embassies.  .As  part  of  this  effort,  the  Third  International,  or  Cominter"' 
which  had  been  dissolved  in  theory’’  by  Stalin  in  December  1943  (but  ha 
continued  to  operate  secretly  out  of  Moscow),  was  reestablished  unde 
the  new  name  “Cominform.”  This  was  done  under  Zhdanov’s  dircctiod 
at  a  meeting  of  representatives  of  the  Communist  parties  of  France,  Ra.)’ 
Poland,  Bulgaria,  Romania,  Yugoslavia,  Hungary,  and  Czechoslova  > 
held  in  Poland  in  September  1947.  The  delegates  were  told  by  Zhdanov 
and  Georgi  .Malenkov  of  the  Soviet  Union  that  the  world  was  novv 
vided  into  two  antithetical  forces— the  “imperialist  group”  headed  b.' 
the  United  States  and  the  “peace-loving”  group  headed  by  the  Soviet 
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Union— and  that  it  was  necessary  to  reestablish  direct  operational  control 
the  Communist  parties. 

The  Soviet  effort  to  obtain  operational  control  of  the  party  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia  was  vigorously  resisted  by  Tito.  As  a  final  effort  in  this  direction, 
Stalin  in  February  1948  tried  to  force  Yugoslavia  into  a  federation  with 
ttiore  docile  Bulgaria.  Tito  flatly  refused.  As  a  result,  Yugoslavia  was  ex¬ 
pelled  from  the  Cominform  in  June  1948,  and  all-out  economic,  propa¬ 
ganda,  ideological,  and  political  warfare  was  begun  by  the  Soviet  bloc 
against  Tito.  The  conflict  was  used  by  Stalin  as  an  excuse  to  purge  all 
oppositionist  Communists  within  the  bloc  as  “Titoists.”  As  part  of  this 
struggle,  Tito  closed  the  Yugoslav  border  to  the  Greek  guerrillas,  with 
*^he  result  that  thev,  with  General  Markos,  ended  their  disturbances  in 
*949>  and  Tito  became  a  recipient  of  American  economic  aid  which 
^''entually  reached  $700  million.  This  process  reached  its  climax  with  the 
achievement  of  a  Greek- Yugoslav  alliance  in  1954. 

A  parallel  effort  by  Stalin  to  take  Czechoslovakia  completelv  into  the 
Communist  camp  was  more  successful,  and  was,  in  fact,  the  most  suc¬ 
cessful  of  his  numerous  efforts  to  increase  his  power  in  the  last  six  years 
his  life.  In  Czechoslovakia  the  Russian-trained  Communist  Klement 
Cottwald  had  become  prime  minister  in  a  coalition  government  in  July 
'946.  In  Februarv'  1948,  the  Communist  minister  of  the  interior  replaced 
eight  Prague  police  officials  by  Communists,  was  overruled  by  the  Cab- 
'ttet,  but  refused  to  back  down,  calling  out  into  the  streets  the  workers’ 
^i^itia,  armed  factory  workers,  and  the  police  (all  three  under  Commu- 
'tist  control)  to  sustain  his  refusal.  When  the  non-Communist  ministers 
protested  and  some  threatened  to  resign,  Gottwald  threatened  the  ill 
President  Benes  with  civil  war  if  he  did  not  dismiss  twelve  non-Commu- 
“^ist  ministers.  Benes,  who  had  been  determined  to  seek  support  from 
Russia  and  not  from  the  Western  Powers  since  his  unhappy  disillusion- 
tnent  with  the  latter  at  Munich  in  September  1938,  yielded  to  Gottwald’s 
demands  on  Februarv  25,  1948;  he  himself  resigned  on  .May  4th  and  died 
in  September  1948.  His  friend.  Foreign  Minister  Jan  Alasaryk,  son  of  the 
uunder  of  Czechoslovakia,  and  the  chief  Czech  advocate  of  a  pro- 
Western  policy,  died  mvsteriously  by  a  fall  from  a  window  on  May  loth. 
^  he  Communist  control  of  Czechoslovakia  was  then  complete. 

Stalinks  victory  in  Czechoslovakia  was  followed  bv  an  even  more  dra- 
tnatic  defeat,  in  an  effort  to  eject  the  United  States,  France,  and  Britain 
tom  their  sectors  in  West  Berlin.  .Apparentlv  he  believed  that  the  United 
’  tatcs  was  considering  a  withdrawal  from  Berlin  and  that  a  Soviet  push 
"fluid  hasten  that  event.  The  former  belief  mav  have  been  based  on 
good  evidence,  but  the  latter  inference  from  it  was  quite  mistaken. 

American  policy  in  German\'  for  almost  three  years  (April  i945-.\pril 
1948)  was  a  confusion  of  conflicting  and  ambiguous  objectives.  The  basic 
idea,  going  back  to  1942,  was  to  make  it  impossible  for  Germany  to  wage 
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aggressive  war  again,  but  no  plans  had  been  made,  even  on  a  tentative 
basis,  as  to  how  this  goal  should  be  sought.  Two  decisions  left  unsolved 
were  whether  Germany  would  be  broken  up  and  how  reparations  migh'^ 
be  obtained  from  her  without  building  the  country  up  economically  to 
provide  these.  Efforts  by  the  State  Department  to  settle  these  questions 
were  blocked  by  other  departments,  notably  by  the  Civil  Affairs  Division 
of  the  War  Department,  which  wanted  them  left  unsettled,  and  by  the 
Treasury  Department,  which  had  totally  different  aims  from  State. 

In  a  farsighted  message  from  London  in  August  1944,  Ambassador 
John  Winant  warned  that  lack  of  an  agreed  reparations  policy  would  in¬ 
evitably  lead  to  a  breakdown  of  joint  Allied  control  of  Germany  nnd 
to  a  struggle  with  Russia  for  control  of  Germany.  These  wise  words 
were  ignored,  and  President  Roosevelt,  to  stop  the  bickering,  postponed 
all  decisions.  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Morgenthau  took  advantage  of 
this  lacuna  and  of  his  close  personal  friendship  with  Roosevelt  to  push 
forward  his  own  pet  scheme  to  reduce  Germany  to  a  purely  agricul¬ 
tural  state  by  almost  total  destruction  of  her  industry,  the  millions  0 
surplus  population  to  be,  if  necessary,  deported  to  Africa!  The  secretary, 
supported  by  his  assistant  secretary,  Harry  Dexter  White,  was  deeply 
disturbed  by  Germany’s  history  of  aggression  and  by  her  efforts  to  an¬ 
nihilate  other  “races,”  and  was  fairly  certain  that  an  American  relapse 
into  isolationism  would  make  it  possible  for  Germany  to  try  again.  Th® 
only  way  to  prevent  such  an  attempt,  he  felt,  was  to  reduce  Germany  s 
industry,  and  thus  her  warmaking  capacity,  as  close  to  nothing  as  pos¬ 
sible.  The  resulting  chaos,  inflation,  and  misery  would  be  but  slight  re¬ 
payment  for  the  horrors  Germany  had  inflicted  on  others  over  many 
years. 

By  personal  influence  .Morgenthau  obtained  acceptance  of  a  some¬ 
what  modified  version  of  this  plan  by  both  Roosevelt  and  Churchill  at 
the  Quebec  Conference  of  September  1944.  There  is  little  doubt  that 
Churchill’s  approval  had  been  won  by  his  scientific  adviser,  Lord  Cher- 
well,  who  had  personal  animosities  against  Germany  and  had  been  the 
chief  civilian  advocate  of  indiscriminate  bombing  of  German  cities. 

The  error  at  Quebec  was  quickly  repudiated,  but  no  real  planning  was 
done,  and  the  Morgenthau  Plan  piayed  a  considerable  role  in  JCS  10*^7’ 
the  directive  set  up  to  guide  the  American  military  occupation  of  Gei~ 
many.  In  the  same  context  the  vague  and  unsettled  reparations  discus¬ 
sions  at  Yalta  proposed  that  reparations  of  $20,000  million,  of  which  ha 
to  go  to  Russia,  be  obtained  by  the  dismantling  of  German  industry.  The 
JCS  1067  directive  ordered  that  Germany  be  treated  as  a  defeated  enemy 
and  not  as  a  liberated  country,  with  the  chief  objective  that  of  prevent¬ 
ing  future  German  aggression;  no  steps  were  to  be  taken  to  secure  its 
economic  recovery.  At  the  Potsdam  Conference  it  was  agreed  that  the 
German  economy  should  not  be  permitted  to  recover  higher  than  a 
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level  which  would  sustain  the  occupation  forces  and  displaced  refugee 
persons,  with  standards  of  living  for  the  German  people  themselves  no 
wgher  than  the  average  standards  of  living  of  other  European  countries. 
Ihis  rather  ambiguous  level  was  subsequently  defined  as  equal  to  the 
j  etnian  standard  of  living  of  1932,  at  the  bottom  of  the  depression,  the 
in  fact,  which  had  brought  Hitler  to  power  in  January  1933. 

It  took  more  than  two  years  of  misery  for  Germany  and  frustrating 
telations  with  the  Soviet  occupation  forces  to  secure  any  change  in  these 
^nierican  objectives.  During  these  two  years,  lack  of  equipment,  of 
^ttilizcrs,  and  of  encouragement  to  enterprise  made  German  economic 
social  conditions  wmrsen  until  the  end  of  1947.  Much  of  the  coun- 
^ty  U'as  still  in  ruins,  housing  was  lacking,  production  of  food  and, coal 
^^te  in  almost  total  collapse,  unemployment  was  very  high,  inflation  was 
^^Ripant,  crime  (especially  from  bands  of  displaced  persons,  ex-Nazis, 
juvenile  delinquents)  was  widespread,  and  the  black  market,  using 
^'garettes  as  a  monetary  standard,  was  flourishing.  Hunger  and  cold  in 
^  winter  took  a  considerable  toll,  and  the  Germans,  for  tw’o  years, 
^^perienced  some  of  the  misery  they  had  inflicted  on  others  in  the  preced- 
dozen  or  more  years. 

Without  a  revival  of  industry,  which  w'as  hampered  by  disarmament, 
^^parations,  and  w'ar  damage,  it  w'as  impossible  to  resume  the  two  vital 
■^^cessities  of  recovery,  increased  mining  of  coal  and  export  of  indus- 
ttial  products  to  pay  for  food  imports.  By  the  end  of  1947,  the  Ameri- 
'^ans  and  British  were  thoroughly  tired  of  paying  astronomical  sums  each 
War  to  keep  food  flowing  to  western  Germany.  All  efforts  to  make  an 
^^onomic  reunion  with  eastern  Germany  failed  because  of  Soviet  in¬ 
sistence  that  such  a  reestablishment  of  interchange  of  food  for  industrial 
products  between  the  two  halves  of  Germany  must  be  tied  in  with 
^^cognition  of  renewed  Soviet  claims  for  fio  billion  in  reparation  pay- 
'^^lats  to  be  taken  from  current  production,  two  points  which  had  been 
*^i^ttled  by  the  wartime  agreements. 

to  revive  German  industry  so  that  it  could  pay  for  imports  of  food, 
®  Anglo-Americans  devised  a  reform  of  the  German  currency.  The 


Soviet 


government  objected  violently  to  this,  because  it  might  w’ork 


h  ° 

also  because  it  would  inevitably  bind  West  Germany  economically 
°  West;  if  the  products  of  a  revived  West  German  industry  could 
’’ot  be  exchanged  for  eastern  European  food,  they  would  have  to  be  ex- 
^  ^ged  for  food  and  raw  materials  from  the  West. 

f  he  German  currency  reform  of  1948  is  the  fiscal  miracle  of  the  post¬ 
er  World.  From  it  came  (i)  an  explosion  of  industrial  expansion  and 
^ononiic  prosperitv  for  West  Germany;  (2)  the  tving  of  the  West 
^rman  economy  to  the  West;  (3)  an  example  and  model  for  other 
stern  European  countries  (and  for  Japan)  in  economic  e.xpansion;  and 


(4) 


^  wave  of  prosperity  for  western  Europe  as  a  whole  which  con- 
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tinued  year  after  vear  and  refuted  completely  the  claims  of  Communists 
(or  even  Socialists)  and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  the  claims  of  American  busi¬ 
nessmen  that  they  held  the  sole  kev  to  prosperity.  The  reform,  which 
w'ent  into  effect  on  June  i,  1948,  drastically  reduced  the  volume  ot 
monev  in  western  Germany  by  exchanging  new  Deutschemarks  for  the 
current  Reichsmarks  on  a  one-to-one  basis  for  the  first  60  but  on  a  6.5- 
to-ioo  basis  for  all  over  60.  The  new  marks  were  blocked  in  banking  ac¬ 
counts  in  complicated  ways  which  encouraged  their  use  for  production. 

The  Soviet  Union  used  the  monetary  reform  in  West  Germany  as  an 
excuse  for  its  blockade  of  Berlin  which  lasted  in  extreme  form  fro'^ 
June  24,  1948,  to  .May  12,  1949  (although  it  had  begun,  on  a  partial  basis, 
on  March  31st).  It  began  in  an  atmosphere  of  rapidly  rising  East-Wes*^ 
tension.  In  December  1947,  the  King  of  Romania  was  forced  into  abdica¬ 
tion  and  exile.  Shortly  after  the  new  year,  the  SED  in  East  Germany  "'as 
purged  of  any  leaders  likely  to  show  independence  toward  Stalin.  The 
Czech  takeover  in  February  1948  was  preceded  by  Soviet  invitations  to 
Bulgaria,  Romania,  Hungary,  and  Finland  to  sign  military  alliances  witj 
Russia.  All  did  so,  but  the  Finnish  delegates  (in  February)  flatly  refuse 
Stalin’s  demand  that  the  Soviet  have  the  right  to  move  troops  into  FiO" 
land  on  its  own  decision.  In  Italy,  on  April  18,  1948,  desperate  Commu¬ 
nist  efforts  to  get  a  strong  foothold  in  the  Italian  government 
defeated  in  the  first  general  elections  under  the  new  Republican  constitu¬ 
tion.  This  election  marks  the  turning  point  in  postwar  Italian  history  ))'•'- 
as  the  simultaneous  Berlin  crisis  and  monetary  reform  mark  the  turning 
point  in  postwar  German  history.  The  Communists  had  participated  lu 
all  three  of  Italy’s  postwar  governments,  under  the  Christian  Democrat 
Prime  .Minister  Alcide  De  Gasperi,  but  went  into  opposition  in  his  fout 
government,  set  up  on  .May  31,  1947  (as  they  did  in  all  countries  of 
em  Europe  about  the  same  time).  The  new  constitution  of  January  ■’ 
1948,  required  a  new  election  during  which  the  fate  of  newlv  democratic 
Italy  hung  in  the  balance.  The  results  were  a  great  defeat  for  the  Com 
muni.sts,  who  obtained  only  182  seats  in  their  Popular  Front  alliance  Wi 
the  Left-wing  Socialists,  compared  to  307  Christian  Democrat  inembets 
in  the  Assembly  of  570  seats. 

The  Soviet  decision  to  push  the  Western  Powers  out  of  their  occup‘ 
tion  sectors  in  western  Berlin  was  part  of  this  general  Soviet  movement' 
It  vyas  accompanied  by  claims  that  the  whole  city  was  an  integral  pi* 
of  the  Soviet  occupation  zone  of  eastern  Germany  and  that  the  ester" 
Powers  were  present  there  only  on  sufferance.  To  this  the  Western  Po" 
ers  answered  that  their  presence  in  Berlin  was  on  exactly  the  same  ba.si'' 
as  that  of  the  Russians— the  right  of  conquest.  The  Kremlin  at  no  time 
admitted  that  it  was  establishing  a  blockade  or  that  its  aim  was  to  eje 
the  ^A’estern  Powers.  Its  aims,  rather,  were  to  close  access  to 
criminals,  and  eventually  to  the  new  “illegal”  marks  introduced  by 
monetary  reform. 
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As  we  have  seen,  through  the  neglect  of  General  Lucius  Clav,  as  Eisen¬ 
hower’s  deputv  in  1945,  the  Western  Pow'ers  had  obtained  no  Soviet 
recognition  of  their  access  rights  to  Berlin  from  the  western  occupation 
^ones  of  Germanv'.  Rail,  canal,  road,  and  air  traffic  to  the  west  were  un- 
^er  Soviet  control  and  were  constantly  harassed  by  shifting  regulations, 
r^elays,  and  open  obstacles.  By  the  early  months  of  1948,  rail  and  road 
routes  were  tied  in  knots,  and  air  traffic  along  the  recognized  corridor 
jeopardized  bv  trespassing  Soviet  fighter  planes,  intruding  barrage 
balloons,  and  unannounced  aircraft  gunfire.  On  May  5th  a  Russian  fighter 
pilot,  buzzing  a  British  transport  plane  as  it  approached  Berlin,  collided 
"’■rh  it  and  killed  himself  and  the  fifteen  persons  on  tlie  British  plane.  On 
June  24th  all  traffic  by  ground  to  Berlin  from  the  west  was  closed, 
on  a  variety  of  e.xcuses,  and  only  the  harassed  air  corridor  was  open. 
**cpcs  of  supph'ing  the  2,000,000  persons  in  the  western  sectors  of  the 
^>ty  by  air  were  dim,  as  the  population’s  need  for  food  was  over  2,000 
a  day  and  the  need  for  coal  for  power  would  be  about  5,000  tons 
a  day,  e.xcluding  home  heating.  Nevertheless,  the  attempt  began, 
l^ay  after  day  the  operation  became  more  intense  and  more  efficient, 
planes  landing,  originally  at  tw'o,  later  at  three,  airports,  as  fast  as 
could  get  in.  This  continued  night  and  day,  reached  3,000  tons  in 
3*52  planes  on  July  5th  and  erratically  crept  upw'ard,  in  spite  of  deterio- 
*^ating  weather  conditions  and  lengthening  darkness,  through  the  winter. 

Jn  September  the  city  government,  broken  up  by  Communist  mobs, 
^oved  from  the  Soviet  sector  to  the  western  part  of  the  city,  but  was 
'^^placed  by  a  new%  completely  Communist  city  government  in  the  east- 
sector.  The  Western  Powers  stopped  all  goods  flowing  between  zones 
the  east  and  began  to  merge  the  three  zones  of  the  Western  Powers 
took  steps  to  create  a  Western  German  government  to  rule  over 
in  succession  to  the  military  occupation  regime.  To  indicate  the 
’temporary  nature  of  the  new'  system,  until  the  reunion  of  eastern  Germany 
t^ould  permit  establishment  of  a  permanent  government,  the  new'  regula- 
dons  Were  called  a  Basic  Law  rather  than  a  constitution,  and  were  draw'n 
I'P  t>y  a  council  of  delegates  from  the  provincial  assemblies  rather  than 
’y  an  elected  constituent  assembly.  The  new'  West  German  regime  be- 
to  operate  in  May  1949,  in  the  same  month  as  the  ending  of  the 
^''rlin  blockade. 

The  Berlin  blockade  w'as  w'on  by  the  West  because  of  the  tireless 
fficiency  of  the  airlift  and  the  resolute  determination  of  the  Berliners 
ernselvcs  to  undergo  any  personal  hardships  or  death  rather  than  to 
^dit  to  another  despotic  government.  Food  w  as  scarce,  other  supplies 
Nonexistent,  and  heat  almost  totally  lacking  through  the  winter  of  1948- 
*949-  Some  starved,  and  many  froze,  but  the  resistance  did  not  w'aver, 
^Nd  the  airlift  went  on.  Night  and  day,  in  spite  of  w'eather,  w'eariness, 
accidents  (which  killed  61  airmen),  the  planes  roared  in  and  out 
®Sain.  Soviet  harassment  of  the  airlift,  by  night  flying  on  instrument  in 
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the  air  corridor,  was  never  sufficient  to  stop  it,  as  the  Soviet  clearly 
to  push  the  dispute  to  open  conflict.  By  September,  planes  were  landing' 
around  the  clock,  everv'  three  minutes.  Daily  tonnage  crept  slowly  up¬ 
ward,  passed  5,000  tons  a  day  as  the  New  Year  opened,  and  by  Apr'* 
passed  8,000  tons  a  day.  One  day  that  month,  1,398  planes,  landing  ever) 
62  seconds,  delivered  12,941  tons  of  supplies.  The  Soviet  blockade  ha 
been  defeated. 

On  May  12  th,  after  elaborate  negotiations,  the  ground  routes  to  the 
city  vvere  reopened.  In  eleven  months  the  American  airlift  had  lande 
more  than  1.6  million  tons  of  freight  in  about  200,000  flights,  a  demoU' 
stration  which  undoubtedly  a\ved  even  the  Russians.  And,  in  the  interva  - 
West  Germany  had  been  united  from  three  zones  to  one  and  had  ob¬ 
tained  its  own  German  government.  The  West  German  elections  0 
August  14,  1949,  gave  the  Christian  Democrats  31  percent  of  the  vore< 
with  139  seats  in  the  Parliament.  The  chief  opposition  party,  the  Socia 
Democratic,  had  29  percent,  with  13 1  seats.  The  Communists,  v’irh  5 
percent  and  15  seats,  were  in  fifth  place,  after  two  other  minority 
groups,  the  conservative,  centralist  Free  Democrats  w'ith  52  seats,  and  the 
moderate,  anti-Prussian,  federalist  German  Party  with  17  seats.  Thougu 
the  first  chancellor,  Konrad  Adenauer,  an  anti-Nazi  who  had  been  im¬ 
prisoned  by  Hitler,  won  his  post  by  only  a  single  vote,  he  kept  it  unti 
1963. 


The  Crisis  in  China,  1945-1950 


The  critical  year  1949,  which  showed  so  clearly  that  the  Kreinhns 
influence  in  Europe  was  severely  limited  within  the  area  of  control  0 
the  Soviet  armies,  saw  also  a  shift  of  Stalin’s  activity  to  the  Far  East' 
where  he  tried  new  tactics  in  new  circumstances.  In  Europe,  outside  t 
area  of  Soviet  military  occupation,  even  in  West  Berlin,  Stalin  had  met 
a  series  of  defeats  in  Austria.  Germany,  Yugoslavia,  Greece,  Tuike)’ 
Iran,  and  even  Finland.  In  the  Far  East,  where  there  was  no 
area  of  So\  iet  military  control,  different  tactics  were  both  necessary  a 
possible.  There  also  Stalin  was  largely  defeated,  although  it  took  mauV 
years  to  demonstrate  this  fact.  His  defeat  arose  from  his  failure  to 
nize  that  Communism  could  advance  in  backw'ard  areas  only  so  lotig 
it  was  anticolonial  rather  th.in  Communist  and  worked  to  further  o  ‘ 
interests  rather  than  those  of  Moscow.  Stalin  did  not  recognize  t 
truths,  and  Soviet  success  in  adopting  tactics  based  on  them  wi'S  ' 
reserved  for  his  successors  after  1953. 
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At  first  glance  the  Communist  success  in  ejecting  the  Nationalist  gov¬ 
ernment  of  Chiang  Kai-shek  from  China  does  not  seem  to  support  these 
remarks,  but  it  must  be  recognized  that  the  Communist  victory  in  China 
''as  not  a  victory  for  Stalin  and  was  not  regarded  as  one  by  Stalin  him¬ 
self.  In  fact,  the  victory  of  Alao  Tse-tung  in  China  was  not  encouraged, 
expected,  or  notably  assisted  by  Moscow. 

Stalin  was  like  a  shrewd  old  wolf  of  the  north  Siberian  forest.  Under¬ 
standing  nothing  outside  his  own  e.\perience,  he  never  forgot  what  had 
‘'appened  to  himself.  Stalin  had  been  involved  once  before,  in  1927,  in 
effort  to  communize  China,  and  had  failed  disastrously  in  the  attempt, 
^ow,  in  the  wake  of  World  War  II,  he  had  no  desire  to  repeat  that 
hasco.  What  he  wanted  in  the  Far  East  is  not  clear,  but  it  seems  evident 
l^hat  he  wanted  a  weak  China  surrounded  by  small  states  in  w  hich  Amer- 
ican  influence  w^as  minimal.  Such  a  weak  China  could  be  guaranteed  by 
Continued  rule  under  the  Nationalist  government,  possibly  with  the  Com- 
jonnists  playing  a  role  in  a  coalition,  as  the  United  States  seemed  to  wfish. 
nrough  such  a  weak  and  divided  China,  Stalin  could  anticipate  no 
nteat  to  himself  either  from  American  efforts  or  from  China  itself.  To 
■deduce  the  danger  of  either  of  these  alternatives,  Stalin  would  have  wel¬ 
comed  Communist  or  largely  Communist  regimes  in  Japan,  Korea,  south¬ 
east  Asia,  and  Indonesia,  with  an  autonomous  or  independent  Communist 
oinese  regime  in  control  of  northwestern  China,  and  possibly  even  Man- 
cuiria,  as  a  buffer  to  the  Soviet  Union’s  own  territory. 

At  the  end  of  the  w'ar  in  the  Far  East  in  1945,  it  was  clear  to  most  ob¬ 
servers  that  Roosevelt’s  pretense  that  Nationalist  China  was  a  great  Pow'er, 
'  c  his  equally  confused  pretense  that  France  w'as  not  a  significant 
O'ver,  Was  mistaken.  China’s  war  effort  against  Japan  weakened  fairly 
^'^eadily  from  Pearl  Harbor  to  the  end.  This  decline  resulted,  very  largely, 
tom  the  almost  total  corruption  of  the  regime,  which  left  the  Chinese 
peasant  in  sullen  discontent  and  roused  open  disfavor  among  many  urban 
&toups^  notably  students.  Many  portions  of  the  huge  area  of  China  were 
nominally  subject  to  Chiang  Kai-shek’s  rule,  and  a  very  considerable 
extent  in  the  western  and  northwestern  far  interior  were  subjected  to 
Communist  regime  of  Mao  Tse-tung  and  Chbu  En-lai,  operating  out 
^enan,  in  barren  northern  Shensi  Province. 

Chiang  Kai-shek  was  a  man  of  considerable  ability  and  experience, 
d  may  not  himself  have  been  involved  in  the  corruption  of  his  regime, 
dt  he  Was  deeply  involved  personally  with  cliques  and  gangs  of  per- 
W’hose  chief  aims  w'ere  to  profit  from  their  public  positions  and  from 
to^**^  associations  with  Chiang  and  to  resist,  by  any  means,  efforts 
0  reform  or  strengthen  China  which  might  reduce  their  opportunities 
'corruption.  These  relationships,  in  1945,  in  some  cases  had  continued 
d''  almost  tw'enty  years.  American  aid  and  the  contributions  of  the  Chi- 
themselves  disappeared  in  the  netwmrk  of  corrupt  and  mutually 
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beneficial  relationships  which  were  spread  throughout  the  system  af 
which  made  it  impossible  for  the  Chiang  regime  to  provide  a  decent  Ih 
ing  for  the  people  of  China  or  even  to  defend  itself  against  possible  ef 
emies,  internal  or  external.  Arms  and  supplies  from  abroad  were  d> 
sipated,  vanishing  in  one  way  or  another,  sometimes  forever;  but  on 
other  occasions  they  turned  up  subsequently  in  the  hands  of  guerrillas  or 
of  the  Communist  enemies  of  Chiang’s  regime.  An  enormous  and  incom 
petent  army  drained  from  the  peasants,  at  low  prices,  large  requisitions 
which  were  sold,  usually  for  private  profit,  at  high  prices  into  urban 
black  markets.  In  the  two  years  following  the  defeat  of  Japan,  ?ii43^ 
million  in  American  assistance  to  China  vanished  in  one  way  or  another, 
and  at  the  end  the  Chinese  Army  and  the  Chiang  regime  was  weaker  tha 
ever. 

In  spite  of  this  weakness  and  w  aste,  the  Nationalist  government  re 
fused  to  obey  American  advice  either  to  reform  or  simply  to  consolidn*^^ 
itself  in  the  parts  of  China  it  still  controlled.  It  was  determined  to  destroy 
the  Communist  regime,  especially  when  .Mao  began  to  take  steps  to  con 
solidate  the  buffer  area  which  he  and  Stalin  wished  to  establish  in  nort 
w  estern  and  northern  China.  This  determination  became  a  panic  to  pr^ 
vent  the  Russian  forces  in  .Manchuria  from  turning  over  that  rich  area  to 
the  Communist  units.  The  Soviet  forces  there,  after  looting  the  area  un 
der  the  guise  of  reparations  from  Japan,  began  to  withdraw  early  in  i94°^ 
By  a  simple  process  of  informing  Mao  and  not  informing  Chiang 
their  w'ithdrawal  schedules,  they  ensured  that  the  abandoned  areas  shou 
be  occupied  immediately  by  Communist  forces.  The  United  States, 
which  had  been  engaged  in  evacuating  three  million  Japanese  from  China, 
mov^ed  fourteen  Nationalist  Chinese  armies,  most  of  which  had  been 
trained  and  equipped  by  the  United  States,  to  North  China  and  .^'I^n 
churia  to  block  the  Communist  takeover.  After  the  defeat  of  the  Com 
munist  forces  in  the  north,  however,  the  Nationalists,  contrary  to  Amer 
ican  advice,  attempted  to  crush  the  Communist  forces  everywhere.  They 
did  succeed  in  capturing  the  Communist  capital  of  Yenan  in  Marc 
1947,  but,  as  the  effort  continued,  their  owm  forces  were  dispersed  an 
defeated,  w-hile  the  Chinese  forces,  supported  by  disgruntled  peasants, 
took  over  much  of  rural  China.  ^ 

General  Marshall,  on  a  mission  from  President  Truman,  spent  much  ° 
1946  in  China.  At  first  he  hoped  to  wmrk  out  some  kind  of  coalitin'^ 
regime  w'hich  w'ould  stop  the  civil  war  by  taking  Communists  into  t 
Chiang  government  in  a  minority  role.  Because  this  W'as  not  accepts 
to  either  side,  Marshall,  and  later  (1947)  General  Wedemeyer,  tried  m 
get  Chiang  to  reform  and  to  consolidate  in  the  areas  he  still  controls  ^ 
Promises  w’ere  free,  but  efforts  to  carry  them  out  w'ere  insignificant, 
an  attempt  to  force  the  Nationalist  government  to  stop  the  civil  w'ar  a 
carry  out  the  American  program  of  reform,  consolidation,  and  coalition 
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"'1th  the  Communists,  an  American  embargo  on  arms  shipments  to  China 
existed  for  eleven  months,  from  August  1946  to  July  1947.  Unfortunately, 
this  Was  just  the  period  in  which  the  Communists  were  expanding  their 
forces  with  captured  Japanese  arms  obtained  from  the  Russians  and  with 
large  acquisition  of  earlier  American  arms  shipments  to  the  Nationalists 
"  hich  were  corruptly  allowed  to  go  to  the  Reds.  To  stop  this  and  to  stop 
*^he  y  astage  of  Nationalist  troops  by  incompetent  leadership,  it  would 
have  been  necessary  to  allot  at  least  10,000  American  officers  to  Chiang’s 
forces,  attached  to  every  unit  down  to  company  level.  Neither  side 
"'anted  to  do  this,  as  the  problems  of  language  translation,  of  inability  to 
enforce  recommendations,  or  to  overcome  personal  Chinese  resentment 
Against  such  interference  by  foreigners  w'ere  almost  insuperable. 

Marshall,  in  1946,  became  convinced  that  the  Nationalist  regime  was 
"opeless  and  that  it  could  overcome  the  Communists  only  if  the  United 
*^ates  took  actual  control  by  American  personnel  and  fought  the  Com- 
^"nists  with  American  troops.  He  was  unwilling  to  do  this  because  he 
that  the  Chinese  would  resent  it  themselves,  and  it  would  make  im¬ 
possible  any  American  effort  to  save  Europe  from  direct  Soviet  control, 
there  could  be  no  question  that  Europe  was  more  significant  by 
immense  margin,  he  made  the  choice,  represented  by  the  Alarshall  Plan, 
fo  save  Europe.  He  did  not  regard  the  Chinese  position  as  total  loss  be- 
he  was  convinced  that  any  Chinese  regime.  Nationalist  or  Commu- 
"'ould  find  it  almost  impossible  to  create  a  strong  and  properous 
.  ina.  General  Wedemeyer,  whose  report  was  submitted  to  Washington 
'9491  agreed  with  General  Alarshall  about  the  corruption  and  incom¬ 
petence  of  the  Chiang  regime  and  the  hopeless  state  of  its  future  prospects, 
felt  that  large  American  aid  and  control  should  be  extended,  as  a 
ethod  of  delaying  the  Communist  advance.  However,  Wedemeyer, 
Ike  Alarshall,  gave  less  consideration  either  to  Europe  or  to  political 
Poybilities  in  Washington. 

he  policy  adopted  in  the  Truman  Administration  was  something  of  a 
^^tnproniise  between  the  Alarshall  and  Wedemeyer  recommendations. 
"  hole,  the  administration  secretly  adjusted  its  outlook  to  the  hope- 
"'ess  of  the  Chiang  regime  and  its  future,  but  it  did  continue  as- 
3nce  by  appropriating  $400  million  in  Chinese  aid  in  1948.  The  inability 
fie  Chiang  government  to  make  any  substantial  use  of  such  aid  con- 
the^'^*^^  he  revealed  in  1947-1949.  The  printing  of  paper  money  for 
government’s  expenses  continued  until  the  Chinese  paper  dollar  be- 
hie  almost  valuele.ss.  In  August  1948,  a  new  yuan  currency  replaced  the 
"lous  Chinese  dollar  at  a  rate  of  one  yuan  to  $3  million,  but  the  new 
hey  w  decreased  in  value  by  deflation  as  the  old  had  been, 
he  abuse  of  the  Chinese  people  continued,  under  guise  of  a  general 
tpp  hi^ation  against  the  Communists,  and  the  war  efforts  against  the  lat- 
"  ere  used  as  a  cover  for  terroristic  elimination  of  any  groups  who 
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showed  less  than  wholehearted  support  of  the  Chiang  regime  and  its 
corrupt  procedures,  regardless  of  how  anti-Comniunist  such  groups  might 
be.  American  military  advice  and  training  was  continually  disregarded  or 
ignored,  the  best  troops  being  thrown  piecemeal,  under  incompetent  an 
corrupt  generals,  against  Communist  forces.  In  this  way  300,000  men- 
including  the  best  of  the  American-trained  divisions,  were  wasted  nt 
Manchuria  and  North  China  in  September  to  November  1948. 

On  November  6th  the  American  military  mission  decided  unanimously 
that  the  situation  could  not  be  saved  without  the  use  of  American  groun 
forces  and  that  “no  amount  of  military  assistance  would  save  the  present 
situation.”  At  mid-January  1949,  the  main  field  armies  north  of  tn® 
Yangtze  were  destroyed  by  Communist  forces.  By  that  time,  Mao’s  suc¬ 
cesses  were  going  far  beyond  the  limits  expected  or  hoped  for  by  Stalif- 
but  the  latter’s  efforts  to  slow-  up  the  Communist  advances  were  dis 
regarded.  Soviet  agents  from  central  Asia  took  over  Sinkiang  Province- 
but  in  China  itself  Mao’s  advance  was  quite  independent  of  Russian  con¬ 
trol,  since  it  could  be  financed  from  Chinese  areas  already  controlled  an 
could  be  fought  with  weapons  captured  from  National  forces  to  add  ® 
the  captured  Japanese  weapons  obtained  from  Soviet  sources  earlier'- 

The  Communist  victories  were  carried  to  conclusion  in  1949.  In 
ary,  Peiping  was  captured  from  the  Nationalists  and,  three  months  lat®^’ 
the  Yangtze  River  was  crossed,  and  Nanking  fell  (April  23rd).  In  ® 
course  of  the  summer,  all  the  south  fell,  and  the  Nationalist  government- 
eight  years  to  the  day  after  Pearl  Harbor,  fled  from  the  mainland 
Taiwan  (Formosa),  where  they  were  protected  from  Communist  pnt 
suit  by  the  United  States  Seventh  Fleet. 

In  December  1949  Mao  Tse-tung  and  Stalin  met  in  Moscow  for  tne^ 
first  and  last  meeting.  These  led  to  a  mutual-assistance  treaty  signed  ou 
February  14,  1950.  By  this  agreement  Mao  sought  economic  and  tec^^^ 
nical  assistance  which  he  needed  to  build  up  China,  while  Stalin  soUp 
to  use  these  needs  to  turn  China’s  unexpected  developments  in  directio 
he  desired.  Most  of  the  agreements  remained  secret,  but  the  chief  inclu 
a  defensive  military  alliance,  detailed  agreements  by  which  most  of  the  r 
ways  and  ports  controlled  by  the  Russians  in  the  north  would  be  tut 
over  to  the  Red  Chinese  by  the  end  of  1952  (these  included  Port  Arthuth 
and  a  loan  to  China  of  $60  million  a  year  for  five  years  at  i  P®*'*' 
interest  (much  less  in  total  than  China  had  sought).  Less  tangible  agt  ^ 
ments  left  Outer  .Mongolia  and  Chinese  Tannu-Tuva  in  Soviet  contto^ 
set  up  a  condominium  in  Sinkiang,  left  North  Korea  in  the  area 
Soviet  control,  and  turned  China’s  expansionist  ambitions  southward. 
the  same  time,  a  secret  agreement  may  have  been  made  to  support 
projected  North  Korean  attack  on  South  Korea,  as  50,000  Kotead*^^^ 
the  Chinese  Communist  forces  were  weeded  out  and  transferred  to 
North  Korean  Army  in  the  next  five  months. 
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One  consequence  of  the  Sino-Soviet  agreements  of  Februarj'^  1950 
'^3s  a  mass  influx  of  Soviet  advisers  and  technicians  into  China  to  guide 
*^heir  allies  in  use  of  the  new  equipment  and  methods  made  possible  by 
the  Soviet  loan.  These  rose  to  scores  of  thousands,  of  which  about  half 
"'ere  military.  At  the  same  time,  about  6,000  Chinese  students  were  ad- 
ttutted  to  university  study  in  Russia.  All  this  cooperation  ended  in  the  shat- 
tenng  collapse  of  this  alliance  exactly  ten  years  after  it  was  established 
(>960). 


American  Confusions,  1945-1950 

The  American  response  to  the  Soviet  refusal  of  postwar  cooperation 
"'as  confused  and  tentative.  For  months  after  the  Truman  Administration 
recognized  the  situation,  it  was  reluctant  to  make  any  public  announce- 
’"^rit  of  this  fact  because  our  military  demobilization  could  not  be  re¬ 
versed  until  it  had  run  its  course  in  1947  and  until  a  new  strategic 
system  and  consequent  military  organization  could  be  reached.  For  this 
reason,  the  first  announcement  came  from  Winston  Churchill  in  his 
^Peech  in  Fulton,  Missouri,  in  June  1946.  In  this  he  spoke  of  the 
ron  Curtain”  which  Stalin  was  lowering  between  the  Soviet  bloc  and 
e  West.  It  was  also  British  initiative  over  Greece  and  Turkey  at  the 
of  the  year  which  led  to  the  “Truman  Doctrine”  of  March  1947. 
Truman  could  not  get  any  constructive  help  from  the  leaders  of  the 
forces  in  establishing  a  new  strategy  (they  were  much  too  busy 
ghting  each  other  in  protection  of  the  vested  interests  surviving  from 
orld  War  II),  so  he  was  forced  to  fall  back  on  other  forms  of  re¬ 
sistance,  particularly  economic,  diplomatic,  and  ideological.  The  result- 
strategy  is  known  as  “containment.”  It  lasted  from  early  1947  to 
*9S3>  and  was  resumed  gradually  after  1958.  Its  chief  characteristics  were 
f^onomic  and  financial  aid  to  other  nations,  to  eliminate  the  misery  and 
'Snorance  which  fosters  Communism,  and  acceptance  of  the  rights  of 
’^^utrals  and  allies  to  follow  their  own  policies  and  to  be  consulted  on  our 
policies,  without  prhmry  reliance  on  our  military  force. 

^^As  early  as  August  1945,  Truman  asked  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  (JGS) 
0  draw  up  recommendations  for  America’s  postwar  security  needs.  The 
^or  rivalries  among  the  three  services  made  it  impossible  for  the  JCS 
’^gree  on  a  common  strategy,  and  thus  they  could  not  ascertain  the 
Country’s  weapons  needs.  At  the  time,  the  air  force  was  convinced  that 
5  "oxt  War  would  be  very  brief  and  w'ould  be  settled  by  the  Strategic 
Command  dropping  atom  bombs  on  enemv  cities.  In  its  view  the 
and  navy’s  roles  would  be  restricted  to  mopping  up  after  SAC 
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had  defeated  the  enemy.  Accordingly,  it  wanted  70  air  groups  of  th^ 
new  6-engine,  propellered  B-36  bombers  (Convair),  which  flew  in 
totype  in  1946  after  six  vears’  work  but  which  would  not  be  available  1” 
quantity  until  1949  (when  jet  propulsion  made  them  obsolete). 

The  navy  in  1945  was  much  larger  than  all  other  navies  of  the  wob 
combined— “a  five-ocean  navy  to  fight  a  no-ocean  opponent,”  said  t  ® 
air  force— but  its  future  had  been  placed  in  great  jeopardy  by  the  atom' 
,  bomb  tests  staged  at  Bikini  Atoll  in  the  Pacific  in  1946.  These  tests  showe 
that  a  fleet  would  suffer  very  great  damage,  unless  widely  dispersed,  fro'” 
atomic  explosions  in  the  air,  while  a  blast  under  water  would  dre” 
it  with  almost  irradicable  radioactivity.  Nonetheless,  the  navy  had  to  see 
a  role  in  the  growing  rivalry  with  Russia,  and  pinned  its  hopes  on 
ability  to  reach  the  enemy  with  atom-armed  planes  flown  from  the  dec 
of  a  65,000  ton  “supercarrier”  of  astronomical  cost. 

The  army,  almost  eclipsed  by  the  plans  of  its  more  glamorous  j 
wanted  Universal  .Military  Training  (U.MT)  leading  to  highly 
reserve  units,  in  spite  of  the  air  force’s  insistence  that  World  Wa” 
would  be  over  before  ground  forces  could  be  mobilized. 

These  disagreements  between  services  made  it  impossible  for  the  J'-' 
to  achieve  any  agreement  on  strategy  or  on  weapons  needs  in  answer  t” 
Truman’s  request  of  1945.  Accordinglv,  in  June  1946,  they  informed 
President  that  a  unified  strategy  could  be  reached  only  after  achieveme”'^ 
of  a  unification  of  the  three  services  into  a  single  organization.  For  t  ^ 
reason,  it  was  not  until  April  1950,  that  the  United  States  obtained 
strategic  military  policy  to  underlie  Truman’s  policy  of  containment 
which  was  then  three  years  old.  The  new  strategic  policy  was  embodie 
in  NSC  68,  which,  despite  its  code  identification,  did  not  come  from  t ' 
National  Security  Council,  but  was  the  child  of  the  Policy  Planning 


Staff  of  the  State  Department,  led  by  Paul  Nitze. 

The  inability  of  the  armed  services  to  provide  the  country  wid' 
defense  policy,  because  of  intcrservice  rivalries,  is  a  consequence  of  U 
fact  that  military  leaders  are  specialists  and  technicians,  concerned  'V' 
means  rather  than  with  goals,  and,  like  all  technicians,  need  guidance  ( 
goals)  set  by  other  persons  with  larger  perspectives.  This  weakness 
more  obvious  in  peacetime  than  in  war,  and  is  more  common  a"’”  ^ 
Americans  than  among  some  others.  Americans  work  together  best  wn 
the  organization’s  goal  is  explicitly  established.  In  this  they  differ  f'””^ 
the  British,  who  can  work  together  perfectly  well  in  organizations  "  ' 
out  any  apparent  goals  and  are,  indeed,  suspicious  of  any  desire  to 
lish  explicit  goals  or  overriding  policy.  Americans,  when  goals  a  ^ 
established  (as  they  are  in  business  in  peacetime  bv  the  balance  s 
or  as  they  are  in  war  by  the  desire  for  victory)  work  together  ' 
effectively,  but  political  work  in  peacetime,  with  its  ambiguous 
is  relegated  to  rivalry,  bickering,  and  total  inability  to  relate  means 
goals.  As  a  result,  the  means  themselves  tend  to  become  goals. 
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'vas  Che  emphasis  upon  means  rather  than  goals,  and  the  compromises 
between  conflicting  means,  which  led  to  the  National  Security  Act  of 
'947'  This  sought  to  evade  the  need  for  clear  hard  thinking  about  goals 
and  the  subordination  of  means  to  goals  by  reorganization  of  the  top 
^'^els  of  governmental  operation  concerned  with  security.  It  set  up  a 
system  based  on  secreev  and  anonvmitv  which  may,  in  time,  revolu- 
honize  the  whole  American  system  of  government.  In  this  reorganization 
there  were  at  least  three  major  parts:  (i)  unification  of  the  armed  services; 
(a)  creation  of  the  National  Security  Council  as  an  advisory  board  to 
the  President;  and  (3)  reorganization  of  the  whole  system  of  intel- 
‘■gence  and  sp\’ing,  through  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  (CIA)  and 
the  Code-breaking  National  Security  Agency  (NSA). 

Basically,  rivalry  among  the  American  armed  services  was  a  rivalry 
or  congressional  appropriations,  a  struggle  over  slicing  the  annual  budget. 

this  struggle  each  service  sought  to  convince  congressmen  that  its 
particular  weapons  provided  the  best  defense  for  the  United  States.  The 
force,  which  in  1946  was  still  a  branch  of  the  army,  touted  the  claims 
of  the  manned  bomber;  the  navy,  only  recently  disillusioned  with  its  old 
the  battleship,  had  now  shifted  its  affections  to  the  aircraft  carrier; 
army  had  to  stick  with  the  humble  foot  soldier  but  almost  concealed 
‘tn  from  view  with  its  insistence  on  trucks,  tanks,  and  cannon.  As  a 
•Matter  of  fact,  the  manned  bomber,  the  aircraft  carrier,  and  the  tank 
"'ore  all  obsolescent  in  1946,  but  their  supporters  were  unwilling  to 
'concede  this,  since  such  a  concession  would,  they  thought,  shift  appro¬ 
priations  to  the  other  services.  The  manned  bomber  was  threatened 
y  rockets  with  homing  devices  w  hich  w'ould  bring  such  rockets,  at 
speeds  higher  than  manned  bombers  could  ever  reach,  in  for  the  kill  by 
seeking  out  the  plane’s  engine  exhaust  heat  or  by  use  of  radar  and  elec- 
rronic-eye  devices.  The  aircraft  carrier  was  threatened  by  atomic  bombs. 
Since  it  was  too  vulnerable  to  these  to  justify  its  cost  of  over  Sioo 
•"illion.  The  tank  was  threatened  by  shaped  charges,  and,  in  general,  the 
nole  tactical  outlook  of  ground  forces,  w  ith  their  traditional  emphasis 
°n  mass  and  concentration,  w'as  challenged  by  nuclear,  biological,  and 
^niical  weapons  w  hich  put  great  value  on  dispersal, 
fi)  these  struggles  between  the  services,  the  clashes  are  particularly  bit- 
in  a  period  of  demobilization,  and  this  bitterness  is  accentuated  bv  the 
that  each  service  has  alliances  with  the  industrial  complexes  w  hich 
^“Pply  their  equipment.  These  complexes  not  only  supply  funds,  such 
advertising,  for  each  service  to  carry  its  message  to  the  Congress  and 
.  ®  people,  but  also  e.xert  everv  influence  to  retain  equipment  and  tac- 
^  m  obsolescent  modes  and  types  (but  newer  models)  by  dangling, 
®  ere  the  high  officers  who  can  influence  contracts,  offers  of  future  well- 
Paying  consultant  positions  with  the  industrial  firms  concerned.  Most 
gh  officers  of  the  American  armed  forces  in  the  war  and  postwar  period 
’^^hred  before  the  fixed  age  of  sL\ty-two,  often  on  a  disability  basis  (which 
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exempted  retirement  pay  from  income  taxes),  and  then  took  consultant 
jobs  with  industrial  firms  whose  chief  business  was  in  war  contracts. 

Thus,  four-star  general  Brehon  B.  Somervell,  chief  of  Army  Service 
Forces  in  World  VV'ar  II,  retired  on  a  disability  salary  of  $16,000  a 
at  the  age  of  fifty-four  to  join  a  number  of  industrial  firms,  including 
Koppers,  which  paid  him  $125,000  a  year;  three-star  general  L.  H.  Camp¬ 
bell,  chief  of  ordnance  in  World  War  ll,  retired  on  disability  at  $9,000  a 
year  at  age  fifty-nine  and  became  an  executive,  at  $50,000  a  year,  of 
firms  from  whom  he  had  previously  purchased  $3  billion  in  armaments. 
Four-star  General  Clay  retired  at  fifty-two  on  $16,000  a  year,  but  signed 
up  at  once  with  General  Motors  and  Continental  Can  at  over  $100,000  a 
year.  Three-star  air-force  General  Ira  C.  Eaker  left  the  service  at  age  fifty 
with  $9,000  a  year  and  joined  Hughes  Tool  Company  at  $50,000.  Another 
three-star  air-force  general,  Harold  C.  George,  went  with  Eaker  to 
Hughes,  at  $40,000.  General  Joseph  T.  McNarney,  in  1952,  took  his  four 
stars,  and  $16,000  a  year,  to  join  Consolidated  Vultee  at  $100,000. 

These  are  but  a  few  of  more  than  a  hundred  general  officers  whose 
postretirement  alliances  with  industrial  firms  encouraged  their  successors, 
still  on  active  sendee,  to  remain  on  friendly  terms  with  such  appreciative 
business  corporations.  These  connections  undoubtedly  inhibit  officers  o 
the  armed  services  in  their  efforts  to  obtain  fresh  ideas,  fresh  tactics,  an 
fresh  equipment  for  America’s  defense. 

In  this  struggle  there  occurs  rivalry  between  the  services  to  secure 
larger  shares  of  existing  budgets,  but  there  also  occurs  cooperation  to 
increase  the  total  joint  budget.  The  best  way  to  do  the  latter  is  by 
scares,  tvhich  undoubtedly  increase  appropriations  for  all  services.  T  ® 
spectacular  increase  in  the  joint  defense  budget  of  the  United  States  froju 
about  $14  billion  in  the  late  1940’s  to  about  $60  billion  in  the  eary 
1960’s  is  partly  caused  by  a  real  Soviet  threat  to  the  United  States, 
is  also  partly'  caused  b_v  a  scare  engendered  by  the  armed  services, 
the  Soviet  Union  has  been  deterred  from  aggression  by'^  those 
tures,  the  monev'  M'as  well  spent,  but,  since  the  Soviet  Union  never 
had  any  intention  of  engaging  the  United  States  in  open  w'ar, 
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legitimate  to  believe  that  many  of  the  billions  spent  could  have 
used  to  fight  the  Soviet  Union  in  more  remunerative  ways  than  by  t 
purchase  of  manned  bombers,  aircraft  carriers,  or  tanks.  ^ 

The  struggles  between  the  services  in  the  United  States  after  1945 
been  vigorous  and  often  unscrupulous.  They  have  involved  putting  p^^* 
sure  on  administrators  in  the  executive  branch  from  the  President  do')  ’ 
and  especially  on  the  high  civilian  heads  in  the  Pentagon,  of  mislca  1 
congressmen,  and  of  propagandizing  the  public. 

The  air  force,  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  was  the  most  successful  o 
three  services  in  this  propaganda  war.  After  all,  fly'crs  had 
experience,  since  they-  had  been  propagandizing  the  world  since  a 
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1908,  five  years  after  the  first  plane  flew,  without  benefit  of  publicity, 
w  1903.  The  air  force  was  interested  only  in  strategic  bombing,  and  had 
'ttle  interest  in  tactical  work  under  command  of  ground  forces  which, 
f  e  flyers  insisted,  hampered  their  special  genius.  To  get  free  of  the  army 
®nd  become  a  separate  service,  coequal  with  the  navy  and  army,  the  army 
forces  in  1946  put  their  full  pressure  behind  legislation  to  “unify”  the 
®rnied  services.  “Unify”  here  really  meant  change  two  into  three.  This 
'y^s  done  by  reducing  the  two  Cabinet  posts  for  war  and  navy  to  a 
post  for  defense,  with  three  equal  secretaries  for  army,  navy,  and 
outside  the  Cabinet.  The  “unity”  presumably  was  to  be  obtained  from 


the 


secretary  of  defense’s  control  over  the  three  service  secretaries,  but 


^ 's  Was  impossible  since  they  were  named  by  the  President,  not  by  the 
secretary  of  defense,  and  they  had  little  influence  over  their  services,  each 
'''hich  looked  to  its  chief  commander  on  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 
The  fact  that  the  Joint  Chiefs  had  operational  command  of  their  de¬ 
partments  meant  that  they  had  to  defend  the  diverse  interests  of  these,  and 
'^ould  contribute  little  to  unity  or  to  any  general  ideas,  even  strategic  ones; 
^'hile  if  they  had  been  separated  from  their  actual  commands  in  order  to 
^  free  to  reach  a  general  consensus  on  strategic  ideas  they  w'ould  have 
''grained  no  control  over  their  servnces.  The  only  real  lines  of  authority  in 
c  whole  system  were  those  in  the  hands  of  the  President  himself  and 
ose  lines  of  command  going  downward  from  the  Joint  Chiefs  to  their 
services.  There  were  only  very  weak  lines  between  the  secretary  of 
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ense  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  or  to  his  ser\dce  secretaries,  or  between  the 
*h:er  and  the  services  for  which  they  were  responsible.  As  a  result,  very 
^  unification  was  achieved,  even  after  amendments  to  the  Act,  and  in 
949  the  interservice  rivalries  reached  their  most  intense  peak.  By  the 
^J|d  of  that  year  UiMT,  the  supercarrier,  and  the  70-group  air  force  were 
*  dead,  killed  oflF  by  interservice  rivalries,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  all 
public-opinion  polls  showed  strong  support  for  all  of  them. 

James  Forrestal,  who  had  been  secretary  of  the  navy  since  1944,  and 
do,  on  behalf  of  the  navy,  had  emasculated  the  unification  bill,  was 
d>ade  first  secretary  of  defense,  and  was  called  upon  to  administer  it  in 
*947'  Within  a  year  he  had  reversed  his  opinions  and  was  demanding 
®diendments  to  strengthen  the  Act,  especially  the  powers  of  his  own 
His  mind  collapsed  under  the  strain,  and  he  resigned  in  1949,  com- 
itting  suicide  shortly  afterward.  Although  public-opinion  polls  showed 
tWo-thirds  of  Americans  approved  UMT  and  only  a  quarter  or  less 
I^Pposed  it,  the  air  force  in  1948  was  able  to  persuade  the  Congress  that 
Was  a  necessary  choice  between  U.MT  and  the  70-group  air  force; 
^ucordingly^  the  air-force  budget  was  raised  S822  million  and  UMT  was 
“ried  in  committee. 

urrestal  was  replaced  as  secretary  of  defense  by  Louis  Johnson,  one- 
national  commander  of  the  -American  Legion,  who  favored  the  air 


force,  as  Forrestal  had  favored  the  navy,  in  these  intramural  battles.  Al¬ 
though  the  supercarrier  had  been  authorized  and  appropriated  for,  and 
although  construction  had  begun  under  Forrestal,  Johnson  used  a  vote 
of  tw'o  to  one  in  JCS  against  it  (Admiral  Louis  Denfeld  in  the  minoritv) 
as  e.xcuse  for  canceling  the  contract.  The  subsequent  “Admirals’  Revolt 
took  the  form  of  anonymous  letters  to  Congress  charging  corruption  on 
the  B-36  contract,  as  well  as  public  charges,  which  u'ere  quite  correct, 
that  the  plane  was  already  obsolete.  The  whole  scandal  received  a  fnH" 
scale  congressional  investigation,  the  “B-36  affair,”  as  a  result  of  whic' 
the  B-36  was  discredited.  Admiral  Denfeld  was  removed  from  the  JCh, 
and  Johnson,  having  alienated  everyone  by  his  efforts  to  save  money, 
replaced  by  General  .Marshall  (1950). 

The  Unification  Act  had  e.xcluded  retired  officers  from  the  post  0 
secretary  of  defense,  but  this  clause  was  made  unapplicable  to  Genera 
Marshall  so  that  he  could  succeed  Johnson  in  1950.  Thus,  the  supporters 
of  each  of  the  three  sendees  held  the  position  successively  in  less  than  a 
two-year  period.  Marshall  said  that  he  took  the  job  to  get  UMT,  but  the 
act,  as  passed  in  1951,  was  in  a  form  which  allowed  the  Administration  to 
prevent  its  execution,  and  it  never  went  into  effect.  In  its  place,  troops 
y^ere  raised  for  the  sendees,  chiefly  the  army,  by  successive  extensions  0 
the  y  holly  unsatisfactory  Selective  Service  Acts. 


The  intersendee  battles  of  1945-1950  were  largely  a  victory  for  the  air 
force,  which  got  rid  of  the  supercarrier  and  U.MT,  and  thus  obtained  the 
biggest  bite  from  the  budget.  Much  of  this  bite  went  to  SAC,  which  ha 
been  created  in  .March  1946,  and  was  taken  over  from  General  Geor^ 
Kenney  by  General  Curtis  E.  Le.May  in  October  1948.  At  the  time,  SA 
was  really  SAD.  Starting  in  1946  with  only  a  single  group  able  to 
deliver  the  atom  bomb,  for  most  of  this  period  it  struggled  along 
the  300-mph  B-29.  “It  lacked  planes,  bases,  equipment,  and  trained  men. 
Above  all,  it  still  operated  on  the  old  premise  that  the  outbreak  of 
would  be  preceded  by  negotiations  and  mobilization.  Le.May  changed  a 
that.  He  was  not  a  desk  soldier,  nor  was  he  a  paper  pusher.  RuthlesSi 
efficient,  and  singleminded,  he  flitted  about  from  base  to  base  in  a  se  - 
piloted  plane,  a  big  cigar  clamped  at  a  belligerent  angle  in  his  set  js'"' 
He  gave  SAC  a  single  purpose  (“mission”),  isolated  it  from  ever) 
thing  else  in  the  defense  chaos  by  moving  its  headquarters  from  M  as 
ington  to  Nebraska,  and  demanded  immediate  and  efficient  war  readiness- 
With  sufficient  funds  Le.May  would  have  kept  a  third  of  SAC  in 
air  at  all  times,  ready  to  go;  another  third  at  “war  readiness”  for 
takeoff;  and  the  final  third  on  call  within  a  few  hours.  Until  1952,  when 
he  began  to  get  the  new  eight-jet  intercontinental  B-52’s,  he  bridged  t  ® 
gap  with  modified  B-36’s  and  medium-range,  six-jet,  B-47’s.  AVith  r 
support  of  Air  Secretary'  Thomas  K.  Finletter,  he  established  h^ses 
within  range  of  the  Soviet  Union,  in  Europe,  Greenland,  North  iAfr^^’ 
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Okinawa.  By  1955  he  had  a  force  of  remarkable  efficiency  and  high 
Morale,  a  success  resulting  from  three  factors  which  provide  a  lesson  for 
2II  organizational  success:  a  clear-cut  mission,  leadership,  and  continuity. 
The  last  quality  was  achieved  by  retaining  LeMay  in  command  of  SAC 
tor  eight  years,  in  violation  of  the  established  armed  services  practice  of 
three-  to  four-year  periods  of  rotation  of  duty. 

,  In  all  this  turmoil  of  controversy  in  1947-1950,  the  army  had  not  been 
'die.  Its  struggles  for  promotions,  pay  increases,  perquisites,  and  assign- 
ments  were  ensured  success  to  some  extent  by  creating  a  new  kind  of 
*tiny,  an  army  topheavy  with  officers  and  paper  pushers  who  worked 
tom  8; 00  A..M.  to  4:00  P..M.,  five  days  a  week,  and  had  very  little  fighting 
^hectiveriejj  This  was  done  by  setting  up  a  structure  of  officers  and 
auxiliary  activities  which  absorbed  almost  the  total  budget  of  the  depart- 
ment  in  noncombat  lines  and  filled  the  combat  units  with  a  small  number 
of  short-term  draftees  of  very  little  combat  value.  In  January  1952,  for 
^'^aiiiple,  the  Department  of  Defense  had  5  million  employees,  of  which 
1-7  million  were  in  uniform  and  1.3  million  were  civilians.  Those  in  uni- 
oim  used  up  $37  billion  for  pay,  food,  housing,  and  clothing— that  is, 
y'o,ooo  per  head— in  a  total  defense  budget  of  $46  billion.  The  1.3  million 
^'vilians  cost  I5.2  billion,  or  $4,000  a  year  each,  leaving  only  $3  billion 
the  total  defense  budget  for  equipment,  research,  and  other  costs  which 
^ORtrihute  directlv  to  defense.  The  army’s  share  of  the  3.7  million  uni- 
tnied  personnel  was  2  million,  but  that  provided  only  12  divisions,  at 
”'t>st  150,000  men,  for  combat. 

^  m  spite  of  these  enormous  expeditures,  the  puny  combat  effectiveness 
®  the  “standing  armv”  was  shown  in  the  Korean  War  when  nine-tenths 
the  officers  in  combat  were  Reserves  who  had  to  be  called  from  their 
P^2cetime  activities  to  fight.  The  army  solution  to  the  disappointments 
Korea  was  more  of  the  same;  in  June  1951,  the  Selective  Service  Act  of 
*948  Was  amended  to  drop  the  draft  age  from  19  to  18  and  raise  the 
authorized  limit  on  the  men  in  active  service  from  over  1  million  to  5 
,  *  ion.  That  is,  the  qualitative  deficiencies  of  Korea  were  to  be  solved 
y  quantitative  increases  of  the  same  inadequate  quality,  a  step  which 
I’l'ght  not  improve  America’s  defense  position  but  could  justify  increas- 
rapid  promotion  for  officers. 

^he  last  few  months  of  1949  include  the  major  turning  points  in  the 
'ole  period  1947-1963.  Three  events  which  marked  this  were  the  well- 
P  'hcized  B-36  crisis,  the  loss  of  China,  and  the  secret  H-homb  crisis 
"oh  followed  the  explosion  of  the  Soviet  Union’s  first  A-bomb  in 
Another  significant  event  of  the  period  was  the  organization  of 
(North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization)  following  the  treaty  of 
Pi-'*  4>  *949,  signed  in  W’ ashington.  This  mutual  defense  pact  “to  safe- 
SUard  the  freedom,  common  heritage,  and  civilization  of  their  peoples, 
"Undcd  on  the  principles  of  democracy,  individual  liberty,  and  the  rule 
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of  law,”  had,  as  signers,  the  United  States,  Canada,  and  ten  West  Euro¬ 
pean  countries  (Iceland,  Norway,  Denmark,  the  Netherlands,  BelgiuiUi 
Luxembourg,  France,  the  United  Kingdom,  Portugal,  and  Italy).  In 
ruary  1952,  Greece  and  Turkey  joined  the  pact,  and  in  May  1955  the  West 
German  Federal  Republic  became  a  member.  The  agreement  was  largely 
anchored  on  Gemianv:  it  flowed  out  of  the  threat  provided  by  the  Berlin 
blockade,  and  directly  implied  the  merging  of  West  Germany  into  the 
Western  camp.  As  the  chief  step  in  this  process,  the  three  western  zones 
of  Germany  v-ere  merged  into  one,  and,  in  September  1949,  the  mihtaty 
rule  of  Germany  was  replaced  by  the  Adenauer  regime. 

Throughout  this  period,  fear  of  communism  was  growing  within  the 
United  States.  The  real  threat,  if  any,  behind  this  fear  is  still  uncertain- 
The  Soviet  and  Communist  hatred  of  the  American  way  of  life  is 
established,  and  the  existence  of  the  American  Communist  Party  as  a  ww- 
ing  tool  of  an  international  Communist  conspiracy  directed  from  Mosco'V 
is  also  beyond  dispute.  Such  Communists  were  undoubtedly  engaged  m 
subversion  and  espionage,  and  were  assisted  in  these  efforts  by  “fello^ 
travelers”  and  other  sympathizers.  Moreover,  some  Communists  and  fello"' 
travelers  were  undoubtedly  present  in  government  and,  to  a  greater 
degree,  in  some  other  areas,  notably  certain  labor  unions,  higher  education- 
and  especially  in  the  more  creative  end  of  the  entertainment  field,  sue 
as  the  theater,  writing,  and  Hollywood  scenario  production.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  number  of  Communists  in  the  United  States,  according  to  t 
FBI,  was  only  about  75,000  in  1945  and  fell  steadily  to  50,000  in  195° 
and  to  3,000  in  i960.  ^ 

It  is  still  impossible  to  make  any  real  assessment  of  the  influence  0 
Communists,  either  in  government  or  out  of  it,  in  the  period  of  1949' 
1950  with  which  we  are  now  concerned;  this  is  equally  true  of  the  ear  1 
years,  going  back  to  1933,  with  which  most  of  the  charges  and  counter¬ 
charges  made  in  1949  were  concerned.  The  chief  reason  for  this  is  tha 
secrecy,  which  still  prevails,  was  used  by  both  sides  to  portray,  by  selec 
tive  publicity,  a  false  picture.  Falsehood,  manipulation,  selection,  and  di^ 
tortion  of  evidence  were  prevalent  on  both  sides,  and  were  used  especia  7 
by  the  anti-Communists,  not  because  they  were  less  addicted  to  the  tru 
than  Communists,  but  because  they,  on  the  offensive,  were  the  ones 
were  raising  the  issues,  and  e.xposing  the  evidence.  Apparently,  these  anO 
Communists,  including  the  press,  the  House  Committee  on  Uu-America° 
Activities  (HUAC),  and  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  (FBI)- 1® 
that  a  good  cause  justified  shoddy  or  misleading  methods. 

The  Communist  Party  of  the  United  States  (CPUS), like  others  through 
out  the  world,  was  always,  from  its  founding  in  1919,  a  tightly  discipline 
body  of  conspirators  w’hose  primary  allegiance  was  to  the  Soviet  Unio° 
and  whose  secondary  aim,  after  the  preservation  of  the  Soviet  Unin° 
itself,  was  to  establish  a  similar  regime  in  the  United  States.  Tactics  varie 
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from  year  to  year,  and  the  party  line  shifted  with  changing  political  and 
^vorld  conditions  without,  however,  ever  abandoning  these  two  goals. 

^935,  with  the  threat  of  Fascism  spreading  through  the  world,  the 
f^ommunist  International  (Comintern)  adopted  a  “Popular  Front”  tactic 
"'liich  was,  essentially,  a  temporary  alliance  of  all  non-Fascist  groups  to 
oppose  Nazi  aggression  and  to  support  the  Soviet  Union  against  German 
®^rack.  In  this  period  the  Communist  Party  of  the  United  States  was 
®  relativclv  open  group,  with  openly  available  headquarters  and  telephone 
numbers,  and  with  a  good  deal  of  cooperation  and  free  e.xchange  through 
®  broad  spectrum  of  political  and  social  activities,  and  cooperation  from 
political  Center  to  the  e.xtreme  political  Left.  There  was,  at  that 
w  idespread  disillusionment  with  the  existing  structure  of  society 
®cause  of  enormous  unemployment,  pervasive  poverty,  and  bourgeois 
paralysis  in  the  face  of  economic  stagnation  and  Fascist  aggression.  Com- 
niunist  insistence  that  something  be  done  about  these  things  w'on  wide- 
^read  sympatln %  even  in  circles  which  were  totally  non-Communist. 

u®  Communists  themselves  took  full  advantage  of  this  atmosphere  by 
establishing  Communist  front  and  fellow-traveler  organizations  of  all 
uds,  and  the  distinction  betw  een  party  members  and  fellow  travelers 
euanie  very  free,  confused,  and  blurred.  The  Communist  command 
II stem,  however,  remained  fully  aw'are  of  w’ho  were  devoted  to  their 
permanent  goals  and  who  were  not,  and  retained  general  control,  under 
'^'"’er,  of  all  organizations  they  regarded  as  important.  . 

.  This  ambiguous  situation  of  Left-wing  fellow-ship  began  to  break  dowm 
'938-1940  as  the  complete  dominance  of  Soviet  national  selfishness 
'^'rhin  Communist  parties  everywhere  became  evident,  at  first  in  Spain, 
'‘  Cl  in  rhe  Nazi-Soviet  Pact  of  August  1939,  and  in  the  Soviet-Finnish 
'fr  the  following  wdnter. 

'or  the  American  Communist  Party  the  chief  turning  point  here  was 
enactment  of  the  Foreign  Agents  Registration  Act  in  1940.  The 
U'tcd  States  Communist  Party  broke  its  affiliation  with  the  Comintern 
instead  established  a  secret  link  between  the  Comintern  and  the 
^^iitcd  States  party,  chiefly  through  Gerhart  Eisler  (w'ho  was  finally 
ported  in  1949  and  became  an  official  of  the  East  German  Communist 
^^ginie).  In  19^3  rhe  Comintern  itself  w'as  officially  dissolved  by  the 
Viet  Government,  although  secretly  it  continued  to  exist.  As  part  of 
‘s  same  process,  in  a  sort  of  wartime  common  front,  the  United  States 
r  itself  was  dissolved  in  1944  and  reappeared  at  once  as  the  Com- 
j,  Political  Association.  Earl  Browder,  who  personified  the  Popular 
tactic  of  the  1930’s,  continued  as  the  head  of  the  Political  Asso- 
and  the  common-front  tactic  until  July  1945,  when  he  w^as  re- 
"s  a  traitor  to  the  Marxist-Leninist  ideology  and  replaced  by 
^  '  lani  Z.  Foster.  At  the  same  time,  the  Communist  Party  of  the  United 


States  ^ 


■  as  reestablished  to  pursue  a  more  aggressive  and  narrower  policy. 
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The  abandonment  of  the  United  Front  approach  in  1945  was  a  gross 
tactical  error  which  almost  totally  destroyed  the  party  in  the  next 
years.  It  had  been  ordered  from  Moscow  through  the  French  Communist 
leader,  Jacques  Duclos,  and  was,  like  other  mistakes  of  the  Kremlin  at  the 
same  time,  based  on  a  totally  mistaken  conception  of  what  the  postwar 
world  would  be  like.  This  misconception  w'as  firmly  rooted  in  the  greater 
misconceptions  of  Marxist-Leninist  doctrine,  and  assumed  ( i )  that  there 
would  be  a  postwar  economic  depression;  (1)  that  the  United 
would  relapse  into  isolationism;  and  (3)  that  the  United  States  an 
Europe,  especially  Britain,  would  engage  in  an  imperialist  rie^alry 
markets  and  economic  advantages.  Just  as  the  new  Soviet  foreign  pohc) 
prepared  to  exploit  this  anticipated  chaos,  so  the  CPUS  w'as  reorganize 
to  profit  from  the  same  chaos.  Instead,  it  committed  suicide. 

This  collapse  of  the  CPUS  from  75,000  members  with  ample  funds  in 
1945  to  less  ^an  3,000  members  with  hardly  a  dime  fifteen  years  later  was 
assisted  by  the  actions  of  the  United  States  government,  the  attacks  0 
party  members  who  were  leaving  it  in  droves,  and  the  efforts  of 
members,  political  leaders,  and  intellectual  bellwethers  to  strike  at  tn 
CPUS  in  substitute  for  their  inability  to  strike  at  the  USSR.  Many  0 
these  virtuous  w  arriors  were  fighting  for  their  convictions,  but  at 
an  equally  large  number  were  fighting  for  their  personal  profit  or  theit 
personal  partisan  advantage.  In  this  effort  to  win  personal  advantage 
from  a  worthy  struggle,  leadership  was  taken  by  some  of  the  ex-Co^' 
munists,  the  FBI,  and  the  House  Committee  on  Un-American  Activities- 
These  anti-Communists,  some  of  them  professionsals,  tried  to  demo'’ 
strate  that  the  CPUS,  by  its  penetration  into  the  Federal  governnie” 
under  the  New  Deal,  into  labor  unions  or  education,  and  into  entertam 
ment,  especially  Hollywood,  had  gravely  endangered  the  nation.  On  t 
whole,  from  the  perspective  of  decades,  these  charges,  concerned 
the  period  before  1945,  seem  grossly  e.xaggerated.  On  the  other  hand,  t 
making  of  these  charges  in  the  period  1947-1955  was  very  damaging 
the  country.  The  influence  of  Communists,  within  or  outside  government 
had  been  slight.  It  is,  for  e.xample,  almost  impossible  to  find  a  ^mS 
motion  picture,  book,  or  play  which  can  be  identified  as  having  n 
influence  in  leading  Americans  to  feel  favorably  tow-ard  a  Coinniu 
system  for  this  country.  It  is  even  difficult  to  find  examples  of  such 
effort.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  possible  to  find  examples  of  books 
gave  a  too  favorable  impression  of  the  Soviet  Union,  just  as  it  is  pu*'’' 
to  find  favorable  books  on  any  country,  including  Tibet,  Peron’s 
tina,  Castro’s  Cuba,  or  Trujillo’s  Dominican  Republic.  Some  of 
favorable  books  on  the  USSR,  such  as  Lord  and  Lady  Passfield  s 
Cov2V2iimsm:  A  Neiv  Civilization?  (1935)  or  Albert  Rhys  WilHi””® 
The  Soviets  (A  Book-of-the-.Month  Club  recommendation  in 
undoubtedly  had  influence  in  establishing  an  unduly  favorable  picture 
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Soviet  life,  but  their  influence  could  not  in  any  way  compare,  in 
strengthening  Communism  in  the  United  States,  with  the  influence  in 
that  direction  exercised  by  the  breakdown  of  the  capitalist  laissez-faire 
economy  in  1929-1939,  or  with  the  failure  of  the  democratic  countries  to 
stand  up  to  Fascist  aggression  in  Germany,  Italy,  and  Spain  in  that  same 

tJecade. 


Espionage  is  another  matter,  but  this  is  more  from  the  nature  of 
espionage  than  the  nature  of  Communism,  except  for  the  very  significant 
that  the  ideological  appeal  of  Communism  to  the  half  educated  makes 
possible  for  the  Soviet  Union  to  obtain  secrets  without  financial  pay- 
'^^enrs.  In  general,  the  nature  of  espionage  is  totally  ignored  by  most 
People,  and  this  ignorance  was  only  increased  by  the  activities  of  the 
®'^b-Communist  spy  agitations  of  the  1949-1954  period.  All  past  history 
Snows  that  espionage  has  been  generally  successful  and  hitelligence  has 
cen  generally  a  failure.  By  this  I  mean  that  no  country  had  much  suc- 
in  keeping  secrets,  in  the  twentieth  as  in  all  earlier  centuries,  but 
I'^ither  has  any  other  country  had  much  success  in  evaluating  or  in 
jnterpreting  the  secrets  it  obtained.  The  so-called  “surprises”  of  history 
emerged  not  because  other  countries  did  not  have  the  information 
ut  because  they  refused  to  believe  it.  The  date  of  Hitler’s  attack  on  the 
^st  in  May  1940  had  been  given  to  the  Netherlands  by  the  German 
ounterintelligence  Office  as  soon  as  it  was  decided;  the  \^^estern  coun- 
refused  to  believe  it.  The  same  was  true  of  every  one  of  Hitler’s 
JJ'‘Prises.  Stalin  was  given  the  date  of  the  German  attack  on  the  Soviet 
nion  by  a  number  of  informants,  including  the  United  States  Depart- 
of  State,  but  he  refused  to  believ'^e.  Both  the  Germans  and  the  Rus- 
had  the  date  of  D-Day,  but  ignored  it.  The  United  States  had  avail- 
^  all  the  Japanese  coded  messages,  knew  that  war  was  about  to  begin, 
''  that  a  Japanese  fleet  with  at  least  four  large  carriers  was  loose  (and 
in  the  Pacific,  yet  Pearl  Harbor  was  a  total  surprise.  This  last  point 
so  hard  to  believe,  once  the  evidence  was  available,  that  the  same 
o  otips  who  were  howling  about  Soviet  espionage  in  1948-1955  were 
*0  claij^jj^g  that  President  Roosevelt  expected  and  wanted  Pearl  Harbor. 
°  h  these  beliefs,  if  they  were  believed,  were  based  on  gigantic  ignorance 
niisconceptions  about  the  nature  of  intelligence, 
inf  purpose  of  secrecy  in  government  should  not  be  to  keep 

as  from  other  states  (this  is  almost  impossible)  but  to  make  it 

Wh  possible  for  other  states  to  get  certain  information,  so  that, 

they  do  get  such  restricted  information,  it  will  be  so  intermingled 
other  information  and  misinformation  that  it  cannot  be  evaluated 
•nptly  enough  to  do  them  much  good.  Any  espionage  system  gets 
^  Information  than  it  can  handle  rapidly.  Any  country  should  as- 
that  the  enemy  has  all  its  own  secret  information.  The  lessons  of  past 
fully  support  this  assumption.  Following  every  war  the  discovery 
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is  made  that  the  enemy,  during  the  war,  had  every  other  state’s  mos*- 
cherished  secrets.  In  fact,  the  most  successful  kind  of  counterespionage 
work  is  achieved,  not  by  preventing  access  to  secrets,  but  by  permitting 
access  to  information  which  is  not  true.  This  was  done  most  successfully 
in  1943  in  preparing  the  American  invasion  of  Sicily,  which  was  a  sur¬ 
prise  to  the  Germans  because  they  had  been  provided,  through  their 
espionage  in  Spain,  with  false  information  about  an  invasion  of 
Balkans.  The  Germans  had  a  somewhat  similar  success  through  their 
Operation  North  Pole  by  which  the  Germans  successfully  took  over  and 
operated  the  French  Underground  and  the  associated  British  espionag® 
net  in  a  large  part  of  France  for  about  a  year.  Finally,  it  is  not  generally 
recognized  by  outsiders  that  almost  all  the  information  gathered  by  any 
espionage  net  is  nonsecret  material  fully  available  to  anyone  as  public 
information.  Even  in  work  against  a  supersecret  area  like  the  Soviet 
Union  or  in  nuclear  “secrets”  this  is  true.  Allen  Dulles  said  that  more  than 
90  percent  of  the  information  which  the  CIA  gathers  on  the  Soviet  Union 
is  nonsecret.  Soviet  espionage  reports  on  the  United  States  must  con¬ 
tain  at  least  97  percent  nonsecret  material. 

Many,  if  not  most,  of  the  “spies”  and  “atomic  spies”  apprehended,  wat 
high-powered  publicity,  by  the  FBI  and  the  Un-American  Activities  Com¬ 
mittee  in  1948-1954  (to  the  great  alarm  of  the  American  people)  v'er® 
not  concerned  with  secrets,  while  some  of  them  were  not  engaged 
espionage  at  all,  and  almost  none  of  them  had  anything  to  do  with  nuclear 
secrets  (contrary  to  the  publicity  releases  of  the  agencies  who  accuse 
them).  There  was  nuclear  espionage,  and  it  w'as  successful,  but  aim 
nothing  was  achieved  by  anv  spy  chasers  in  the  United  States  either  t 
reveal  the  culprits  or  to  punish  them.  Fuchs  and  Nunn  May 
real  nuclear  spies  for  the  Soviet,  but  others  at  least  equally  important  a 
hardly  ever  mentioned.  For  e.vample,  Frederic  Joliot-Curie,  the 
French  nuclear  physicist  (Nobel  Prize,  1935)  and  an  admitted  mem 
of  the  Communist  Party,  knew  as  much  about  our  nuclear  work  as 
in  Europe,  Britain,  or  Canada.  His  chief  associates  fled  from  France 
did  not)  in  1940  and  worked  on  the  nuclear  project  in  England  an 
Canada  until  they  returned  to  France  after  that  country’s  liberati 
Some  of  these  associates,  notably  Hans  von  Halban  and  Lew  Kowats  j 
certainly  knew  as  much  as  Nunn  May  and  may  have  known  as  muc  ‘ 
Fuchs,  and  unquestionably  told  all  they  knew  to  Joliot-Curie,  ®  ^ 

munist,  in  1944.  Or  again,  as  an  e.xample  of  numerous  une.xplored  P‘''^m 
which  nuclear  information  went  to  Russia,  an  outstanding  Polish  nuc 
physicist  who  studied  with  Joliot-Curie  was  Ignace  Zlotowski. 
the  L'nited  Stares  in  the  critical  years  during  the  Soviet  race  to  ntake 
atom  bomb  as  a  member  of  the  Polish  Embassy  staff  and  Poland  s  rep 
sentative  on  the  UN  Atomic  Energy  Commission.  He  sent  large 
tides  of  nuclear  information  behind  the  Iron  Curtain  and  was  press 
an  observer  at  the  Bikini  bomb  tests  in  1946. 
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Finally,  it  is  evident  that  a  great  deal  of  nuclear  information  (whether 
secret  or  not  is  unknown),  as  well  as  uranium  metal,  u'ent  to  the  Soviet 


Union 


as  part  of  Lend-Lease  in  1943.  Aiajor  George  Racey  Jordan, 


USAAP,  tried  in  vain  to  disrupt  these  shipments  at  the  time.  While  most 
Jordan’s  evidence  is  unreliable,  the  shipment  of  uranium  to  Russia  is 
corroborated  from  other  sources.  The  significance  of  such  shipments  is 
still  unknown,  since  the  export  license  permitting  them  was  granted  at 
he  request  of  General  Groves.  Jordan’s  other  evidence,  most  of  which 
^as  very  discreditable  to  the  New  Deal  (since  he  testified  that  he, 
proves,  and  others  were  under  direct  pressure  from  Harry  Hopkins  and 
ice-President  Henry  Wallace  to  allow  e.xport  of  nuclear  materials,  radar, 
other  secrets  to  Russia)  was  subsequently  showm  to  be  false,  yet  all 
*s  statements  v'ere  given  nationwide  publicity  by  news  commentators 
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on  Lewis,  Jr.,  by  Life  magazine,  and  by  the  House  Un-American 
ities  Committee,  and  are  still  widely  believed. 

^"iost  of  the  ‘  ‘atomic  spy”  cases  are  similar  to  this.  The  earliest  of  these 
the  arrest  of  Soviet  naval  Lieutenant  Redin  by  the  FBI  on  March  26, 
*946,  on  charges  that  a  Seattle  naval  engineer,  Herbert  Kennedy,  had 
^Id  Redin  “secrets”  about  the  Bikini  test  ship  Yelloiestone  for  $250. 

his  case  was  a  forerunner  of  others  in  respect  to  two  false  assertions  in 
hcws  releases:  ( 1 )  claims  by  the  FBI  that  information  leading  to  the 
^prehension  of  Redin  had  come  from  the  Gouzenko  “atomic  spy”  case  in 
3nada  (February  1946)  and  (2)  claims  by  the  HUAC  that  it  had  un- 
^atthed  this  significant  case.  Redin  was  eventually  acquitted  w'hen  his 
efense  showed  that  Kennedy  had  been  paid  for  research  he  did  for 
edin  in  the  Seattle  Public  Library.  Neither  Gouzenko  nor  HUAC  had 
^'aything  to  do  with  it. 

,  change  in  the  climate  of  American  opinion  (and  tiius  in  the  at- 
htudes  of  American  juries)  over  four  years  may  be  observed  in  the 
^ontrast  between  the  acquittal  of  Redin  in  1946  and  the  conviction  of 
hrahani  Brothman  in  1950.  The  FBI  publicity  and  the  universal  belief 
American  press,  both  at  Brothman’s  arrest  in  July  1950  and  at  his 
in  November  1950,  was  that  he  was  “part  of  a  Soviet  spy  apparatus 
'^fider  a  Russian  trade  organization  chief  working  to  ferret  out  atomic 
f^^rets”  (The  Ne'iv  York  Times,  Jul\'  30,  1950)  or  that  the  trial  was  an 
^-^tomic  Spy  C.-^se”  (all  New  York  newspaper  headlines,  November 
"^3'  1950).  In  fact,  Brothman  and  his  secretary  (.Miss  .Mo.skowitz)  were 
only  defendants  in  a  trial  for  conspiracy  to  persuade  a  third  person, 
on  trial  (Harry  Gold),  to  commit  perjury  in  July  1947.  Undoubt¬ 
edly,  Brothman  and  his  secretary  had  discussed  together  what  they  could 
0  about  the  tcstimonv  to  be  given  by  the  semimoronic  Gold  before  a 
Si^and  jury.  Their  purpose,  in  which  they  clearly  failed,  was  to  keep 
fothnian  from  being  involved  in  any  charges  of  giving  secrets  to  Com- 
diUnists.  TechnicalU"  they  were  guilty  of  conspiracy,  were  so  found, 
were  sentenced  to  a  total  of  nine  years’  imprisonment.  In  spite  of  the 
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fact  that  the  trial  clearly  show  ed  that  Brothman  had  nothing  to  do  with 
espionage,  secrets,  or  atomic  research,  the  mistaken  impression  that  he  di 
was  never  removed  by  the  press,  and  remained  in  the  public  mind  as  an 
established  truth,  so  that  United  States  Attorney  Irving  Saypol,  who 
prosecuted  this  case  in  November  1950,  referred  to  Brothman  as  con¬ 
victed  of  “espionage”  when  he  prosecuted  the  Rosenberg  case  before  the 
same  judge  in  April  1951.  The  true  story,  as  far  as  Brothman  was  con¬ 
cerned,  seems  to  be  quite  different. 

Brothman  w'as  an  industrial  chemist  and  chemical  inventor  wdio  owne 
a  number  of  chemical  laboratories  and  factories  held  as  subsidiaries  of  h*® 
Pennsylvania  Sugar  Company.  His  chief  concern  was  in  industria 
solvents  in  w  hich  he  held  patents  on  processes  and  equipment.  In  i94“’ 
when  Brothman  w  as  seeking  orders  for  his  products,  he  was  approache 
by  a  Russian,  Jacob  Golos,  then  proprietor  of  World  Tourists,  a  Con’" 
munist-front  travel  agencv  but  previously  employed  bv  the  Soviet  Tra 
Commission  (A.MTORG)  and  its  Purchasing  Commission.  Brothman  0 - 
fered  Golos  10  percent  commission  on  any  orders  he  could  place  vvit 
either  agencv  for  Brothman’s  products  or  processes.  We  now  know  that 
Golos  was  a  high  official  in  the  Soviet  secret  police,  a  major  Soviet  spyi 
and  one  of  the  three-man  Control  Commission  of  the  American  Com 
munist  Party.  Brothman  knew’  none  of  this  and  was  not  himself  a  Com 
munist,  although  in  1940  he  regarded  the  Soviet  Union  as  the  chief  0 


Stacie  to  w  orld  Fascism.  , 

For  several  months  in  1940,  Brothman  gave  to  Golos,  both  directly  an^ 
through  Golos’s  mistress,  Elizabeth  Bentley,  blueprints  and  descriptions  o 
the  chemical  processes  he  had  for  sale.  All  of  these  w^ere  available  to  an> 
prospective  purchaser  and  had  been  written  up  and  advertised  by  Brot 
man  in  the  regular  chemical  journals,  and  many  w’ere  his  ow'n  inven 
dons.  When  Brothman  objected  to  talking  to  Golos  or  Miss  Bentley  on  t  e 
ground  that  they  knew  no  chemistry,  Golos  sent  him  another  agetiG 
chemist,  Harr)’  Gold,  who  had  been  doing  industrial  research  (whi 
gradually  developed  into  industrial  espionage)  for  AMTORG  for 
years.  Although  Brothman  got  little  or  no  business  from  the  Russians, 
hired  Gold  as  a  chemist  in  one  of  his  laboratories  in  1943.  Four 
later,  after  Gold,  unknown  to  Brothman,  had  become  an  atomic  spy  con 
tact  w’ith  Fuchs,  Brothman  discussed  w’ith  his  secretary  how'  Go 
testimony  before  a  grand  jury  might  be  given  to  prevent  unfavorable  m 
ences  regarding  Brothman’s  contacts  w’ith  Golos  in  1940.  In  view  of 
changed  American  attitude  tow’ard  such  Russian  contacts  from  '94° 
1947,  this  is  not,  perhaps,  a  surprising  reaction,  but  in  the  increasing^/ 
tense  situation  of  1950  it  w’on  Brothman  a  seven-year  prison  sentence 
conspiring  with  his  secretary  to  persuade  Gold  to  commit  perjury-  (G 


w’as  not  tried  either  for  the  conspiracy  or  for  perjury.) 

The  changed  atmosphere  of  American  public  opinion  from  '947 


nuclear  rivalry  and  the  cold  WAR:  1945-1950  923 
Was  greatly  intensified  by  the  increasingly  strained  world  conditions,  and 
by  the  growing  public  knowledge  of  the  nature  of  the  Communist 
niovement,  its  connections  with  Soviet  Russia,  and  their  joint  conspiracv 
against  the  AVest.  .Much  of  this  evidence  came  from  ex-Communists,  such 
Elizabeth  Bentley,  Louis  Budenz,  AV^hittaker  Chambers,  John  Lautner, 
and  others.  All  of  these  undoubtedly  were  ex-Communists  and,  equally 
Undoubtedly,  revealed  much  valuable  information  about  the  Communist 
Conspiracy  and  properly  roused  the  American  public  to  the  danger  of  this 
conspiracy.  But  it  is  equally  true  that  the  first  three  names  mentioned 
known  and  remembered  because  they  dramatized,  distorted,  and 
manipulated,  (consciously  or  unconsciously)  evidence  for  their  own 
private  purposes.  This  is  particularly  true  of  Elizabeth  Bentley  and  Louis 
“udenz,  both  of  whom  exaggerated  their  previous  roles  in  the  Com¬ 
munist  Party,  were  very  ignorant  of  the  real  nature  and  significance  of 
rheir  own  evidence  (or  of  anv  evidence),  knew  verv  little  that  was  not 
Cased  on  hearsay  (often  at  second  or  third  hand),  and  undoubtedlv  em¬ 
broidered  and  manipulated  their  evidence  for  their  private  profit.  Budenz, 
who  was  “managing  editor”  (reallv  copv  editor)  of  the  Communist  news¬ 
paper  the  Daily  Worker  from  1941  to  1945,  carefullv  planned  his  with¬ 
drawal  from  the  partv'  to  protect  his  own  interests.  His  decision  was  made 
early  in  1945;  he  arranged  for  a  position  on  the  facultv  of  Notre  Dame 
University  at  the  end  of  September,  obtained  his  weekh'  pav  in  advance 
rom  the  Daily  Worker  for  the  second  week  of  October,  left  the  paper 
®cd  the  partv  on  October  nth,  and  joined  the  Notre  Dame  facultv  tw’o 
‘^sys  later.  In  the  next  eight  vears,  in  addition  to  his  salary,  he  received 
gross  earnings  of  $70,000  as  a  professional  ex-Communist  lecturer  and 
Writer. 


T^^his  is  certainlv  legitimate,  but  it  is  obvious  that  Budenz,  in  order  to 
•"ctain  his  value  in  this  specialized  market,  had  to  continue  to  produce 
cew  evidence  if  not  new  sensations.  Much  of  this  evidence,  released  over 
Ahe  years,  became  more  remote  from  his  personal  knowledge  or  even 
I'om  the  facts.  This  is,  for  example,  very  clear  in  his  efforts  to  show  that 
merican  foreign  poliev  in  China  was  controlled,  determined,  or  in- 
uenced  by  persons  whom  he  called  “Communists.” 

Miss  Bcntlev’s  profiting  from  her  role  of  ex-Communist  was  much  less 
^&'finiate,  as  can  be  seen  from  one  example.  Earlv  in  1950,  when  .Aliss 
^'’tley’s  position  was,  in  monev  and  reputation,  precarit)us,  and  her 
^’gbteen  months  of  successful  notoriety  as  an  informer  seemed  to  be 
='Pproaching  eel  ipse,  she  signed  a  contract  with  Devin-Adair  for  an 
^^’^‘>i)if>graph\'  to  be  written  w  ith  the  editorial  a.ssistance  of  John  Brunini, 
"bo  wouhl  also  share  in  the  ro\alties.  .At  the  time  a  libel  suit  against 
Miss  Bcnrlc\-  bv  AA'illi  am  Remington  w  horn  siie  had  called  a  “Communist” 
nd  been  settled  b\'  an  out-of-court  pa\  iuent  of  $9,000  to  Remington  on 
'  iss  Bentley’s  behalf  by  the  radio  network  and  program  sponsor  for 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


9-4 

whom  she  had  made  the  charges.  Jolm  Brunini,  who  was  to  share  the 
profits  of  .Miss  Bentley’s  book,  was  foreman  of  the  grand  jury  wliic^ 
indicted  Remington  for  perjury  a  few  weeks  later  (May  1950)  for  testi¬ 
fying  he  had  not  been  a  Communist.  The  evidence  that  he  was,  given  be¬ 
fore  the  grand  jury  headed  by  Brunini,  came  from  .Miss  Bentley.  Pcrjuryi 
however,  requires  two  witnesses.  Bainini  obtained  the  second  witness  hv 
browbeating  .Mrs.  Remington  into  a  statement  that  her  former  husband 
had  told  her  that  he  paid  dues  to  the  Communist  Party.  To  obtain  this 
corroboration  from  the  former  .Mrs.  Remington,  Brunini  threatened  her 
with  contempt  proceedings,  by  making  her  believe,  contrary  to  tlie  truth, 
that  the  privilege  against  use  of  a  wife’s  evidence  did  not  apply  to  her 
after  her  separation  from  Remington  in  January  1947.  This  disgracefu 
procedure,  which  eventually  led  to  Remington’s  conviction  for  perjurv 
and  to  his  death  in  prison  by  the  hand  of  another  prisoner,  is  indicative  0 
Miss  Bentley’s  attitude  toward  truth.  To  cover  up  her  financial  relation* 
ship  w  ith  Brunini  when  she  was  preparing  to  cooperate  witli  him  in 
indictment  of  Remington,  the  book  contract  was  redrawn,  oniitnng 
Brunini’s  name.  This  was  done  apparently  as  a  consequence  of  statement® 
of  two  employees  of  Devin-Adair  who  knew  of  the  contract  wit^ 
Brunini’s  name  (one  was  the  woman  wdto  typed  it).  A  new  contract  "'3® 
drawn  which  did  not  contain  Brunini’s  name,  and  the  tw’o  employe^® 
left  Devin-.A.dair’s  employment.  The  book,  published  under  the  title 
of  Bondage,  in  1951,  pretended  to  be  Miss  Bentley’s  memoirs,  but  twai 
)'ears  later,  when  an  effort  w'as  made  to  use  it  against  her  in  another 
judicial  proceeding,  she  called  it  “fiction.” 

In  addition  to  the  distorting  influence  of  profit,  the  story  of  the  Com* 
munist  threat  to  the  United  States  was  also  confused  and  manipulate 


for  partisan  motivations.  When  the  wholesale  revelations  of  ex-Con  * 
munists  began  in  1947,  the  New'  Deal  and  its  successor  had  been  in  tha 
White  House  for  more  than  fourteen  years.  The  Republicans,  especial ) 
the  congressional  delcgatioms,  were  prepared  to  do  almost  anything  to 
destroy  the  reputation  of  President  Truman  and  the  memory  of  Frank  1 
Roosevelt  in  order  to  win  the  presidential  election  of  1948.  They 
offered  a  great  opportunity  to  do  so  when  the  Republicans  w'on  contro 
of  both  Houses  of  Congress  in  the  congressional  elections  of  194'^-  ^ 
effort  was  spearheaded,  in  1947  and  1948,  by  the  House  Committee  on 
Un-.American  Activities,  w'hose  antics  over  previous  years  had  alrea  . 
shown  large-scale  disregard  of  the  rules  of  good  procedure,  fair  treatment, 
and  unbiased  investigation. 

The  HU.\C  in  1947-1948  had  nine  members  of  w'hich  the  chief  ^vere 
J.  Parnell  Thomas,  of  New  Jersev*  (Chairman);  Karl  E.  Mundt,  of  Sout 
Dakota;  and  Richard  .M.  Nixon,  of  California,  on  the  Republican  si  ^ 
and  four  southern  democrats,  led  by  John  S.  Wood,  of  Georgia,  an^ 
John  E.  Rankin,  of  .Mississippi,  on  the  Democratic  side.  The  value  0 
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publicity  gained  bv  the  committee  in  these  tv'o  years  may  be  judged 
from  the  fact  that  it  carried  both  Mundt  and  Nixon  to  the  Senate  in 
'948  and  1950  and  the  latter  to  the  Vice-Presidency  and  close  to  the 
Presidency  itself  in  1952  and  i960.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
Republican  members  of  the  Committee  realized  the  value  of  the  pub¬ 
licity  to  be  gained  bv  membership  on  it  and  that  their  actions  were  con¬ 
sistently  aimed  more  at  partisan  advantage  for  themselves  and  the  dis¬ 
crediting  of  previous  Democratic  incumbents  in  the  White  House  than 
rhey  were  directed  to  ascertaining  the  nature  and  functioning  of  the  Com- 
rnunist  conspiracy  in  the  United  States.  Other  legislative  committees  occa¬ 
sionally  copied  these  tactics.  It  v  as  this  partisan,  rather  than  investigatory, 
bias  in  the  behavior  of  such  committees  which  reduced  so  much  of  this 
investigation  of  Communism  into  personal  vendettas  such  as  those  be- 
i^"'een  Hiss  and  Chambers,  between  Remington  and  Bentley,  and  be¬ 
acon  Lattimore  and  Budenz.  In  these  battles  of  personalities,  charges 
and  countercharges  flew  about  so  freely  at  hearings,  in  the  press,  over 
airwaves,  and  occasionally  in  judicial  proceedings,  that  the  truth 
cannot  now  be  ascertained.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  falsehood  and 
even  perjury  were  to  be  found  on  both  sides.  What  is  equally  regrettable 
that  numerous  other  accused  Communists,  both  in  government  and 
°nt,  whose  names  were  given  to  these  committees  on  the  same  basis,  and 
Sometimes  in  the  same  breath,  as  Hiss,  Remington,  or  Lattimore  were 
almost  totally  ignored  and  lost  in  the  personal  controversies  aroused 
°ver  these  three,  largely  because  of  the  partisan  handling  of  the  investiga- 
'■^ty  committees. 

These  revelations  began  in  January  and  February  1947,  when  Budenz 
‘dentified  Gerhart  Eisler  as  a  Communist  leader  in  the  United  States. 
Within  a  few  weeks  President  Truman  gave  the  investigators  a  prime 
'veapon  when  he  issued  an  order  (March  21,  1947)  requiring  a  loyalty 
oath  from  all  government  workers.  The  significance  of  this  was  that  any 
f-nniniunists  in  the  government  could  be  prosecuted  for  perjury  unless 
'■bey  had  admitted  the  fact. 

fn  the  course  of  the  summer  the  FBI  arrested  a  half-dozen  individuals 
various  times  and  announced  that  they  “had  stolen  vital  atomic  bomb 
Secrets  from  the  heart  of  the  atomic  bomb  project  at  Los  Alamos.”  This 
alarming  news  vas  reinforced  by  a  number  of  press  releases  from  the 
When  the  accused  were  brought  to  trial,  however,  it  developed 
’■bat  they  had  been  guilty  of  insignificant  and  technical  infractions  of 
’•be  law,  such  as  taking  snapshots  of  each  other  while  serving  as  soldiers 
Los  Alamos  or  pilfering  of  government  property  there.  Eventually 
’•"'0  were  given  suspended  sentences,  one  was  sentenced  to  eighteen 
■Months,  a  fourth  got  six  months,  and  a  fifth  paid  a  fine  of  $250.  The 
’^''iginal  charges  of  atomic  espionage  were  in  headlines;  the  final  dispo- 


926  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

sition  of  the  cases,  if  recorded  at  all,  appeared  as  insignificant  items  on  a 
back  page,  unconnected  with  “atomic  espionage.” 

In  February’  1948,  Representative  Thomas,  chairman  of  the  HU  AC, 
was  seeking  from  the  Congress  the  largest  appropriations  his  committ^^ 
had  ever  obtained.  Apparently  to  bolster  this  request,  on  the  last  day  0 
the  month,  from  his  hospital  bed  he  issued  a  six-page  report  on  U’’' 
Edward  U.  Condon,  Director  of  the  National  Bureau  of  Standard^ 
Condon,  one  of  the  world’s  great  authorities  on  quantum  mechanics,  ha 
been  attacked  by  Thomas  for  about  a  year,  chiefly  in  press  releases  an 
in  two  articles  in  national  magazines,  apparently  because  of  animosity 
over  Condon’s  opposition  to  the  Johnson-.VIays  bill  for  atomic-energy 
control.  The  report  of  February  1948  said  flatly,  “Dr.  Condon  is  one  0 
the  M'eakest  links  in  our  atomic  security.”  This  charge  was  based  on  a 
mishmash  of  falsehoods,  irrelevancies,  and  incorrect  inferences.  It  n’as 
charged  that  Condon  had  obtained  his  job  from  the  favor  of  Henry 
Wallace,  then  secretary"^  of  commerce,  with  the  implication  that  Condon 
must  be  a  Left-winger  if  Wallace  was.  In  fact,  Wallace  did  not  even 
know  Condon,  and  appointed  him  only^  for  the  administrative  reason 
that  the  Bureau  of  Standards  was  a  part  of  the  Commerce  Department- 
Or  again,  the  HU  AC  report  quoted  from  a  letter  of  J.  Edgar  Hoover  to 
W.  Averell  Harriman  when  the  latter  was  secretary  of  commerce  m 
May  1947.  This  letter  had  been  stolen  from  the  FBI  loyalty  report  on 
Condon  and  was  merely  a  history  of  unevaluated  reports  of  Condons 
actions  as  reported  to  the  FBI.  As  published  in  the  HUAC  report  it 
edited  to  cut  out  {w’ithout  any  indication)  sentences  favorable  to  Con¬ 
don.  It  was  charged  that  Condon’s  passport  was  taken  up  by^  the  State 
Department  when  he  planned  to  go  to  Russia  in  1946.  The  fact 
that  this  plan  was  a  government-sponsored  project  to  fly^  about  two 
dozen  American  scientists  to  Russia  in  an  army  plane,  and  Condons 
participation  was  canceled  by  the  army'^  because  it  regarded  him  as  too 
valuable  a  nuclear  physicist  to  be  risked  behind  the  Iron  Curtain,  whet® 
he  might  be  kidnapped.  The  HUAC  report  said  that  Condon  recruite  ^ 
members  to  join  an  organization  listed  as  “subversive”  by  the  attorney 
general,  the  American-Soviet  Science  Society.  It  later  developed  that 
this  organization,  w^hich  e.xisted  for  the  purpose  of  translating  scientific 
reports  from  Russian  to  English,  using  funds  from  the  Rockefeller  Foun¬ 
dation,  had  never  been  listed  as  subversive  by  the  attorney  general,  but 
on  the  contrary  had  been  encouraged  by”^  the  United  States  government 
as  a  method  of  finding  out  what  the  Russians  were  doing  in  science- 
The  HUAC  had  simply  confused  this  society  w'ith  an  entirely  different 
organization,  w’hich  the  attorney  general  had  listed. 

On  this  kind  of  evidence  the  HUAC  demanded  Condon’s  remova 
from  the  government  and  ominously  reported  that  “the  situation  as  re¬ 
gards  Dr.  Condon  is  not  an  isolated  one  .  .  .  there  are  other  Government 
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officials  in  strategic  positions  who  are  playing  Stalin’s  game  to  the  detri¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States.”  Condon’s  repeated  requests  for  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  appear  before  the  committee  to  refute  its  charges  under  oath 
"ere  ignored.  The  committee,  especially  its  chairman,  continued  to 
harass  Condon  so  that  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  do  his  work  in  the 
J^ureau  of  Standards.  This  was  done  by  subjecting  him  to  one  loyalty 
investigation  after  another  (each  takes  a  great  deal  of  work,  by  the  FBI 
®nd  the  accused,  and  requires  months).  These  investigations,  one  after 
another,  cleared  Dr.  Condon,  but  each  clearance  was  followed  by  new 
charges  and  a  new  investigation.  After  the  fourth  clearance,  and  the 
opening  of  a  fifth  investigation,  Condon  resigned  from  the  government 
'0  1954.  This  fifth  investigation  was  demanded  by  Vice-President  Nixon, 
"’ho  seems  to  have  felt  that  his  original  participation  in  the  unjustified 
smearing  of  Condon  six  years  before  had  to  be  sustained  bv  continued 
persecution.  By  that  time  Chairman  Thomas,  who  was  the  director  of 
this  persecution  in  1947-1949,  had  been  sent  to  prison  as  a  common 
criminal  for  making  the  employees  in  his  congressional  office,  paid  from 
Sovernment  funds,  secretly  give  back  substantial  parts  of  their  salaries 
to  him.  Thomas  should  have  restricted  his  efforts  for  additional  money 
to  smearing  innocent  scientists  in  paid  articles  in  national  magazines. 

The  Condon  case  was  still  in  its  early  full  publicity  in  July  and  August 
*948,  when  the  Thomas  committee  hit  the  headlines  for  weeks,  day  after 
with  the  testimony  of  Louis  Budenz,  Elizabeth  Bentley,  Whittaker 
Chambers,  and  other  “experts”  on  Communists.  They  listed  several  dozen 
oames  of  Communists  in  government  in  the  1930’s,  organized  in  formal 
groups  or  cells,  and  generally  paying  dues  and  sending  information 
'■"rough  “couriers”  like  Miss  Bentley.  .Most  of  those  named  ignored  the 
charges  or  simply  made  a  denial  to  the  press,  but  a  few,  such  as  Hiss, 
"'.ho  sought  to  refute  the  charges,  were  met  by  new  ones.  Eventually, 
We  have  seen.  Remington  and  Hiss  were  both  jailed  for  perjury,  the 
ormer  for  denying  he  had  been  a  Communist  and  the  latter  for  denying 
c  gave  government  documents  to  Chambers.  Both  cases  required  two 
trials  before  convictions  were  obtained. 

Others  of  these  named  were  called  before  the  committee  and  refused 
'•t’  give  evidence  under  the  Fifth  Amendment  to  the  Constitution,  which 
protects  against  self-incrimination.  Little  was  done  about  these,  but  it 
clear  that  many  of  them  were  in  fact  Communists  and  that  Bentley 
^'id  Chambers  knew  them  as  such,  by  hearsay  at  least.  Bentley’s  original 
evidence  in  1948  gave  a  score  of  names  of  Communists  she  had  “known” 
rhe  government.  More  than  two  years  passed  before  it  became  clear 
at  she  did  not  “know”  them  at  all,  had  never  met  them,  and  could  not 
entify  them  by  sight,  but  had  merely  gathered  their  names  from  her 
Contacts  with  the  few  Communists  who  reported  directly  to  her  and 
"'horn  she  knew  well.  Similarly,  she  indicated  in  her  original  evidence 
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that  she  broke  with  the  Communists  and  went  to  the  FBI,  for  patriotic 
reasons,  in  August  1945.  Only  in  1953,  when  the  Eisenhower  Adminis¬ 
tration  w'as  still  trying  to  make  a  major  issue  of  the  Communists  in  the 
New  Deal,  did  Attorney  General  Brownell,  in  publishing  a  letter  of 
J.  Edgar  Hoover,  inadvertently  reveal  that  Miss  Bentley’s  revelations 
to  it  did  not  begin  until  November  8,  1945,  the  day  after  the  newspaper* 
revealed  that  Budenz  had  been  giving  names.  Miss  Bentley’s  earlier  visit 
to  the  FBI  in  New’  Haven  in  August  1945  had  nothing  to  do  w'ith  her 
desire  to  give  information  or  with  Communists,  but  was  simply 
desire  to  find  out  if  a  man  who  had  dated  her  was  an  employee  of 
FBI. 

The  most  sensational  evidence  from  the  HUAC  was  released  in  the 
late  summer  of  1948  just  in  time  to  influence  the  presidential  election  i<r 
November.  Apparentlv  it  did  not  have  the  influence  expected,  since 
Truman  was  elected.  The  controversy  from  its  revelations  continued  for 
years,  and  the  charges,  both  from  HUAC  and  from  other  sources,  in¬ 
creased  in  violence.  Few  of  the  revelations  after  1948  were  ever  sustained 
in  court.  For  example,  two  separate  “atomic  espionage”  cases  involving 
Clarence  F.  Hiskey  at  Argonne  Laboratory  in  Chicago  and  Joseph  W- 
Weinberg  at  Berkeley  Radiation  Laboratory  were  played  up  by  HUAL 
in  1949.  Eventually  Hiskey  refused  to  answer  questions  before  HUAC 
was  prosecuted  for  contempt,  and  was  acquitted  in  1951.  Weinberg 
accused  by  HUAC  of  giving  “atomic  secrets”  to  a  well-known  Commu¬ 
nist,  Steven  Nelson,  eventually  was  prosecuted  for  perjury  at  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  insistence,  and  was  acquitted  in  1953.  Both  scientists  found 
careers  injured  by  the  committee’s  charges.  There  were  many  similar 
cases. 

The  revelation  of  Communist  influence  in  the  United  States 
undoubtedly  valuable,  but  the  cost,  in  damage  to  the  reputations  0 
innocent  persons  and  in  the  total  confusion  of  the  American  people^  v'®* 
a  very  high  and  largely  unnecessary  cost.  Eventually  some  agencies  0 
the  government,  such  as  the  Bureau  of  Standards,  the  army  and,  above 
all,  the  State  Department  were  severely  injured  by  loss  of  morale,  dis¬ 
ruption  of  work,  and  refusal  of  valuable  personnel  to  vvork  for 
government  under  such  conditions. 

■Much  of  this  damage  came  from  the  efforts  of  Senator  Joseph  B- 
McCarthy,  Republican,  of  Wisconsin  to  prove  that  the  State  DepafT' 
ment  and  the  army  rvere  widely  infiltrated  with  Communists  and  fr®*’'^ 
the  efforts  of  the  neo-isolationists  and  the  “China  lobby”  to  demonstrate 
that  the  Mao  conquest  of  China  was  entirely  due  to  the  treasonable  acts 
of  Communists  and  fellow  travelers  in  the  State  Department  and  t  e 
White  House. 

McCarthy  was  not  a  conserv-ative,  still  less  a  reactionary.  He  was  * 
fragment  of  elemental  force,  a  throwback  to  primeval  chaos.  He  was 
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enemy  of  all  order  and  of  all  authority,  with  no  respect,  or  even 
'understanding,  for  principles,  laws,  regulations,  or  rules.  As  such,  he  had 
'lothing  to  do  uith  rationality  or  generality.  Concepts,  logic,  distinctions 
'•f  categories  were  completely  outside  his  world.  It  is,  for  example, 
perfectly  clear  that  he  did  not  have  any  idea  of  what  a  Communist  was, 
^dll  less  of  Communism  itself,  and  he  did  not  care.  This  was  simply  a 
^erm  he  used  in  his  game  of  personal  power.  Most  of  the  terms  which 
have  been  applied  to  him,  such  as  “truculent,”  “brutal,”  “ignorant,” 
^distic,”  “foul-mouthed,”  “brash,”  are  quite  correct  but  not  quite  in 
’^he  sense  that  his  enemies  applied  them,  because  they  assumed  that  these 
qualities  and  distinctions  had  meaning  in  his  world  as  they  did  in  their 
hM'n.  They  did  not,  because  his  behavior  was  all  an  act,  the  things  he 
'^id  to  gain  the  e.xperience  he  wanted,  that  is,  the  feeling  of  power,  of 
Creating  fear,  of  destroying  the  rules,  and  of  M'inning  attention  and 
admiration  for  doing  so.  His  act  was  that  of  Peck’s  Bad  Boy,  but  on  a 
Colossal  scale,  as  the  total  rejection  of  everj'thing  he  had  come  from  in 
d's  first  tw'enty  years  of  life.  He  sought  fame  and  acclaim  by  showing 
'’J'  admiring  world  of  schoolmates  what  a  tough  guy  he  was,  defying 
the  rules,  even  the  rules  of  decency  and  ordinary  civilized  behavior, 
"''t  like  the  bad  boy  of  the  schoolyard,  he  had  no  conception  of  time 
or  anything  established,  and  once  he  had  found  his  act,  it  was  necessary 
^0  demonstrate  it  every  day.  His  thirst  for  power,  the  power  of  mass 
acclaim  and  of  publicity,  reached  the  public  scene  at  the  same  moment 
television,  and  he  was  the  first  to  realize  what  could  be  done  by  using 
the  new  instrument  for  reaching  millions. 

His  thirst  for  power  w’as  insatiable  because,  like  hunger,  it  w^as  a  daily 
"eed.  It  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  power  of  authority  or  regulated 
t^^scipline,  but  the  personal  power  of  a  sadist.  All  his  destructive  in¬ 
stincts  were  against  anything  established,  the  wealthy,  the  educated,  the 
"’cll  mannered,  the  rules  of  the  Senate,  the  American  party  system,  the 

tules  of  fair  plav.  As  such,  he  had  no  conception  of  truth  or  the  dis¬ 

tinction  between  it  and  falsehood,  just  as  he  had  no  conception  of 
yesterday,  today,  tomorrow  as  distinct  entities.  He  simply  said  whatever 
"^'ould  satisfy,  momentarilv,  his  vearning  to  be  the  center  of  the  stage 
surrounded  by  admiring,  fearful,  shocked,  amazed  people.  He  did  not 
even  care  if  their  reaction  was  admiration,  fear,  shock,  or  amazement, 
®nd  he  did  not  care  if  they,  as  persons,  had  the  same  reaction  or  a  dif- 
erent  one  the  next  dav  or  even  a  moment  later.  He  was  exactly  like  an 
3ctor  in  a  drama,  one  in  which  he  made  the  script  as  he  w'ent  along, 
of  falsehoods  and  inconsistencies,  and  he  was  genuinely  surprised 
®nd  hurt  if  a  person  whom  he  had  abused  and  insulted  for  hours  at  a 
^fiaring  did  not  walk  out  with  him  to  a  bar  or  even  to  dinner  the 

^Honient  the  hearing  session  was  over.  He  knew  it  was  an  act;  he  ex¬ 

pected  you  to  know  it  was  an  act.  There  really  was  no  hypocrisy  about 
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it,  no  cynicism,  no  falsehood,  as  far  as  he  was  concerned,  because  he  vas 
convinced  that  this  was  the  way  the  world  was.  Everyone,  he  was  con¬ 
vinced,  had  a  racket;  this  just  happened  to  be  his,  and  he  e.vpecte 
people  to  realize  this  and  to  understand  it. 

Of  course,  to  the  observant  outsider  who  did  not  share  his  tota 
amorality,  it  was  all  false,  invented  as  he  went  along,  and  constantly 
changed,  everything  substantiated  by  documents  pulled  from  his  bulging 
briefcase  and  waved  about  too  rapidly  to  be  read.  .Mostly^  these  docu¬ 
ments  had  nothing  to  do  with  what  he  was  saying;  mostly  he  had  never 
looked  at  them  himself;  they  were  merely  props  for  the  performance, 
and,  to  him,  it  was  as  silly  for  his  audience  to  expect  such  documents 
to  be  relevant  as  it  would  be  for  the  audience  in  a  theater  to  expect  the 
food  that  is  being  eaten,  the  whiskey  that  is  being  drunk,  or  the  docu¬ 
ments  which  are  read  m  that  play  to  be  relevant  to  what  the  actor  is 


saying-  .  , 

Like  any’^  actor  who  might  be  charged  with  inconsistency  or  vvit 
lying  because  what  he  says  in  one  play  is  not  compatible  with  what  ne 
says  in  another  play,  .McCarthy  was  puzzled,  offended,  hurt,  or  amuse 
With  him  every  day,  every  hour,  was  a  different  play.  As  a  result,  to 
the  audience  nothing  was  consistent  with  anything  else.  He  gave  severa 
different  dates  for  his  birth,  and  after  1945,  never  the  correct  one 
(November  14,  1908).  Every  time  he  spoke  or  wrote  of  his  war  experi¬ 
ences,  the  story  was  a  different  one,  and  with  each  version  he  became 
a  larger,  more  nonchalant  hero.  Eventually,  in  1952,  when  his  power 
in  Washington  was  at  its  height,  and  most  of  the  government  feared  to 
draw  his  wrath  (or  even  his  attention),  he  intimidated  the  Air  Force 


into  awarding  him  the  Distinguished  Flying  Cross  (given  for  twenty- 
five  combat  missions),  although  he  had  been  a  grounded  intelligence 
officer,  who  took  occasional  rides  in  planes. 

Since  laws  and  regulations  were,  for  McCarthy,  nonexistent,  his  busi¬ 
ness  and  financial  affairs  are,  like  his  life,  a  chaos  of  illegalities.  From 
1935  to  1942  his  gross  income  was  less  than  $25,000,  yet  during  the  seven 
years  he  put  more  than  twice  that  into  the  stock  market.  When  he  was 
elected  judge  in  1939,  one  of  his  earliest  decisions  Vas  appealed  by"  tbe 
state  to  its  supreme  court,  where  it  was  found  that  McCarthy  had  de- 
stroy^ed  those  portions  of  the  record  in  Which  he  had  justified  dismissing 
the  state’s  complaints.  Shortly"  after  he  arrived  in  Washington,  as  a  neW 
senator  in  1947,  he  heard  of  Pepsi-Cola’s  difficulties  with  sugar  rationing, 
accepted  a  $10,000  unsecured  loan  from  Pepsi-Cola’s  lobby"ist,  and, 
next  day,  opened  an  attack  on  sugar  rationing.  When  this  attack 
successful,  the  same  lobbyist  endorsed  a  note  for  $20,000  which 
Carthy"  used  to  cover  his  overextended  bank  account  in  Wisconsin.  A  ye®^ 


later,  as  the  most  active  member  of  a  joint  congressional  committee  on 
housing,  he  gutted  the  public  housing  features  out  of  the  Taft-Ellender 
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VVaggoner  housing  bill  in  return  for  thousands  of  dollars  in  favors  from 
the  private  housing  lobby.  One  of  these  favors  was  $10,000  from  Lustron 
Corporation  in  return  for  putting  his  name,  as  author,  on  one  of  its 
publicity  releases.  And  so  it  went,  most  of  his  ill-gotten  gains  being 
^issipated  on  horse-racing  bets,  gambling,  or  parties  for  his  friends, 
^hen  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Privileges  and  Elections,  late  in  1951, 
°®gan  to  study  one  of  his  bank  accounts,  it  found  unexplained  deposits  of 
almost  $173,000  and  others  of  almost  $97,000  funneled  through  the 
administrative  assistant  in  his  office. 

Until  early  1950,  Communism  meant  little  to  McCarthy.  He  had  been 
elected  to  the  Senate  over  the  incumbent.  La  Follette,  in  1946,  as  a  result 
Communist-controlled  votes  in  the  labor  unions  of  Milwaukee.  As 
senator  he  collaborated  in  a  joint  Nazi  and  Communist  plot  to  injure  the 
'Suited  States  and  its  army  by  reversing  the  convictions  of  German  S.S. 
droops  for  atrocities  committed  on  American  prisoners  of  war  captured 
the  Battle  of  the  Bulge.  But  by  January  1950,  McCarthy  was  looking 
an  issue  to  be  used  for  his  reelection  in  1952.  At  dinner  with  three 
jt>en,  two  of  them  associates  of  mine,  in  the  Colony  Restaurant  in  VVash- 
'tgton  (January  7,  1950)  he  asked  what  issue  he  should  use.  After  several 
^'^ggestions,  he  seized  upon  Communism:  “That’s  it,”  he  said.  “The 
government  is  full  of  Communists.  We  can  hammer  away  at  them.” 
To  obtain  an  audience  for  this  hammering,  he  requested  bookings  for 
’^Coin’s  Birthday  speeches  from  the  Senate  Reput)flican  Campaign 
onimittee  and  was  given  assignments  at  Wheeling,  West  Virginia,  Salt 
ake  City,  and  Reno.  Without  any  real  conception  of  what  he  was 
oing,  and  without  any  research  or  knowledge  of  the  subject,  at  M^heel- 
'•^g  on  February  9th,  *\lcCarthy  waved  a  piece  of  paper  (copy  of  a  four- 
yoar-old  letter  from  Byrnes  to  Representative  Adolph  Sabath)  and  said, 
^vhile  I  cannot  take  the  time  to  name  all  of  the  men  in  the  State 
department  who  have  been  named  as  members  of  the  Communist  Party 
rnembers  of  a  spy  ring,  I  have  here  in  my  hand  a  list  of  205  that 
known  to  the  Secretary  of  State  as  being  members  of  the  Commu- 
■^'st  Party  and  who  nevertheless  are  still  working  and  shaping  the  policy 
the  State  Department.”  The  letter  in  fact  named  no  names,  had 
’Nothing  to  do  with  spying  or  even  with  Communists,  but  simply  re¬ 
ported  that  3,000  employees  of  abolished  war  agencies,  who  were  being 
“ted  to  the  State  Department  budget,  had  been  screened  and  284  had 
listed  as  undesirable  (of  which  79  had  been  already  separated  from 
^rvice,  26  of  these  because  they  were  aliens).  Every  time  McCarthy 
'^opeated  the  charge,  the  numbers  and  the  categories  changed;  for  ex- 
‘^niple,  the  following  night,  he  told  his  Salt  Lake  City  audience,  “Last 
”*8ht  ...  I  stated  that  I  had  the  names  of  57  card-carrying  members  of 
^  0  Communist  Party.” 

Uut  of  the  controversy  raised  bv  these  charges  emerged  iVtcCarthy 
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the  accuser,  known  to  every  American  and  praised  or  retdled  by  niil' 
lions.  He  lot  ed  it.  On  February  20th,  in  an  incoherent  speech  of  niote 
than  si.x  hours  in  the  Senate,  he  announced  that  he  had  penetrated 
“Truman’s  iron  curtain  of  secrecy”  and  that  lie  was  going  to  give  81 
cases,  identified  by  numbers  w'ithout  names.  Wliat  ensued  in  the  next 
SIX  hours  was  bedlam,  as  case  after  case  was  presented,  filled  witli  contra¬ 
dictions  and  irrelevancies.  There  were  81  numbers  but  only  66  cases, 
for  cases  were  left  out,  some  were  repeated  with  different  numbers, 
many  had  never  been  employed  by  the  State  Department  or  even  by 
the  government,  and  one,  “primarily  a  morals  case,”  had  been  discharged 
from  it  because  he  was  “anti-Communist,”  while  another.  Case  72,  Wiis 
“a  high  type  of  man,  a  Democratic  American  who  .  .  .  oppo.sed  Com¬ 
munism.”  It  M'as,  according  to  the  Senate  Republican  leader.  Senator 
Taft,  a  perfectly  reckless  performance.”  Nevertheless,  Taft  and  Ids 
colleagues  determined  to  accept  and  support  these  charges,  since  they 
would  injure  the  Administration.  Accordingly,  Taft  told  .McCarthy, 
“If  one  case  doesn’t  work,  try  another.”  The  public,  informed  only  of 
the  charges,  without  the  cynical  detaiLs,  gathered  from  the  newspaper 
headlines  that  the  State  Department  was  full  of  Communist  spies.  Even 
today  few  people  realize  that  .McCarthy,  in  five  \^ears  of  accusations, 
never  turned  up  a  Communist  in  the  State  Department,  although  un¬ 
doubtedly  there  must  have  been  some  there. 

McCarthy  repeated  this  performance  before  a  Senate  subcommittee 
chaired  by  Senator  .Millard  Tydings  of  .Maryland,  a  few  weeks  later- 
From  March  7th  through  early  July,  this  subcommittee  of  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  took  1,500  printed  p.ages  of  testimonv'  plus 
more  than  1,000  pages  of  documentation.  McCarthy’s  testimony, 
soon  developed,  was  based  entirely  on  evidence  turned  up  by  House  of 
Representative  committees  of  the  previous  Congress.  He  ijave  names 
to  the  66  cases  (he  called  it  81  cases)  he  had  mentioned  in  his  Senate 
speech  and  35  new'  names.  In  few'  cases  was  there  any  evidence.  When 
asked  for  evidence,  he  airily  told  Senator  Tydings  that  that  w'as  bis  jub- 
the  evidence  was  in  the  State  Department,  and  it  was  up  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  get  it.  After  the  files  in  question  were  obtained  by  th® 
committee  and  found  to  contain  no  evidence  to  support  iMcCarthys 
charges,  McCarthy  called  them  “phony  files”  and  insisted  they  had  been 
raped  and  rifled’  of  the  FBI  reports  w'hich  had  been  in  them.  J-  Edgar 
Hoover  w'as  called  in,  had  the  files  examined,  and  reported  that  “the 
State  Department  files  w'ere  intact.” 

McCarthy  ignored  this  rebuff.  New  charges  followed.  Eventually  he 
announced  that  he  w'ould  base  his  whole  reputation  on  one  case.  For 
more  than  a  week  he  tantalized  the  world  and  the  committee  by  with¬ 
holding  the  name;  “the  top  Russian  espionage  agent”  in  the  Lfnited 
States,  Alger  Hiss’s  boss  in  the  espionage  ring  in  the  State  Department, 
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Ae  chief  architect  of  our  Far  Eastern  policy.”  At  last  the  name  was 
released:  Professor  Owen  Lattimore,  of  the  Johns  Hopkins  University, 
rhe  English-speaking  world’s  greatest  authority  on  Mongolia.  The  only 
trouble  was  that  Lattimore  was  not  a  Communist,  not  a  spy,  and  not 
finiployed  by  the  State  Department. 

The  Tydings  subcommittee  report,  issued  in  July,  condemned  .Mc- 
arthy  for  “a  fraud  and  a  hoa.\”  on  the  Senate:  “Starting  with  nothing, 
enator  McCarthy  plunged  headlong  forward,  desperately  seeking  to 
evelop  some  information.”  McCartliy  should  have  been  finished.  He 
"’as  not.  And  for  a  very  simple  reason;  in  politics  truth  is  not  so  im¬ 
portant  as  power,  and  iMcCarthy  soon  showed  that  he  had  the  power— 
power  of  an  inflamed  and  misled  public  opinion.  In  the  election  of 
ovember  1950,  several  members  of  the  Senate  who  had  been  most 
outspoken  against  McCarthy,  including  some  of  the  most  influential 
Raders  of  that  august  body,  u'ere  defeated— by  .McCarthyism,  if  not  by 
^cCarthy.  Tydings  was  beaten  in  Maryland  in  1950,  and  Scott  Lucas, 
^.e  Democratic  leader  in  the  Senate,  who  had  harassed  .McCarthy  during 
's  performance  on  February  20th,  went  down  with  him.  William  Ben- 
senator  from  Connecticut,  who  introduced  a  resolution  to  expel 
wCarthy  from  the  Senate  in  1951  and  whose  charges  were  fully  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  Senate’s  investigation  of  .McCarthy’s  private  finances,  was 
Efeated  in  1952.  With  him  went  down  to  defeat  Lucas’s  successor  as 
emocratic  leader.  Senator  .McFarland  of  Arizona.  From  1950  to  1954 
•"ost  of  his  fellow  senators,  and  many  in  the  executive  branch,  were 
terrorized  by  McCarthy’s  power  with  the  electorate,  and  opposed  him 
nothing  they  could  possibly  concede.  During  this  period  he  violated 
"tore  laws  and  regulations  than  any  previous  senator  in  history.  Thou¬ 
sands  of  his  secret  supporters  in  the  Administration  sent  him  information 
^tl  misinformation,  classified  secrets,  spite  letters,  anonymous  notes, 
he  Eisenhower  Administration  at  one  time  considered  charging  .Mc- 
arthy  himself  with  espionage  but  did  not  have  the  courage.  .Much  of 
t's  material  w^as  read  by  McCarthy  over  nationwide  television  broad- 
'^asts.  a  reporter  once  said  to  him,  “Isn’t  that  a  classified  docu- 

"lent?”  McCarthy  said,  “It  'icas.  I  just  declassified  it.” 

may  be  doubted  that  .McCarthy’s  pou’er  to  defeat  his  enemies  was 
great  as  they  thought,  but  he  encouraged  these  thoughts.  Certainly 
^  'lefeated  Tydings. 

Senator  Tydings,  from  an  old  and  wealthy  .Maryland  family,  with  a 
^mliant  combat  record  in  World  War  I,  was  too  conservative  for 
^3nklin  Roosevelt,  who  tried  to  “purge”  him  in  the  primary  campaign 
^  *938,  but  had  been  soundly  rebuffed.  .McCarthy  did  it  differently. 
Sing  large  sums  of  money  which  came  to  him  from  real  anti- 
omniunists  throughout  the  country,  .McCarthy  hired  a  group  of  shady 
^meters,  led  by  an  ex-FBI  agent  (fired  for  immorality  during  enforce- 
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merit  of  the  Mann  “white-slave”  Law),  and  sent  them,  well  equipped 
with  funds,  into  Maryland  to  fight  Tydings  as  a  “pro-Communist.” 
state  election  laws  were  violated  on  a  wholesale  basis,  including  excess 
expenditures,  forgery,  use  of  out-of-state  paid  campaigners,  and  nurnet- 
ous  other  violations.  The  coup  de  grace  was  administered  to  Tydin^ 
by  wide  circulation  of  a  faked  photograph  of  Tydings  and  Communist 
leader  Earl  Browder  cozily  together,  a  concoction  of  McCarthy’s  staff. 
After  Tydings  was  defeated,  several  of  his  victorious  opponent’s  sta  . 
including  his  campaign  manager,  w'ere  tried  and  sentenced  to  jail  or  to 
pay  fines,  for  electoral-law  violations,  but  that  did  not  change  the  resu 
of  the  election,  and  few  other  senators  wanted  to  risk  the  same  ordea 


by  opposing  McCarthy  in  the  Senate.  , 

The  Republicans  were  as  scared  as  the  Democrats,  and  w  ith  goo 
reason,  for  party  lines,  like  all  other  distinctions,  meant  nothing  to 
Carthy,  and  he  continued  his  charges  in  1953-1954  with  his  owm  party  lO 
control  of  both  houses  of  Congress  and  Eisenhower  in  the  White  House- 
The  chief  change  was  that  he  stopped  talking  of  “tw'enty  years 
treason”  in  the  White  House  and  talked  of  “twenty-one  years  of  trea¬ 
son.”  The  new'  President,  in  an  effort  to  divert  these  attacks,  continue 
to  yield  to  him,  as  he  had  yielded  to  him  during  the  campaign.  The 
Administration  was  soon  boasting  that  1,456  Federal  wmrkers  had  been 
“separated”  in  the  first  four  months  of  the  “Eisenhower  security  ptt* 
gram.”  At  the  end  of  the  first  year  the  President  raised  this  total  to 
2,200.  It  took  some  weeks  for  the  Democrats  to  discover  that  these 
figures  did  not  apply  to  subversives  or  even  to  security  risks,  but  to 
anyone  who  left  the  government  service.  By  the  end  of  its  first  year,  t 
new  Administration  adopted  completely  iVicCarthy’s  refusal  to  be  ham 
pered  by  categories.  Vice-President  Nixon  said,  “We’re  kicking 
Communists  and  fellow  travelers  and  security  risks  out  of  the  Govern 
ment  .  .  .  by  the  thousands.”  It  w'as  soon  clear  that  no  knowm  Com^ 
munists  were  kicked  out  and  that  “security  risks”  included  all  kinds  0 
persons,  such  as  those  who  imbibed  too  freely  at  Washington’s  endk® 
cocktail  parties.  A  Communist  in  the  State  Department  would  have 
been  a  prize  among  this  motley  group,  but  none  w'as  announced. 

For  a  w'hile,  the  new  Administration  tried  to  outdo  McCarthy,  chie  y 
by  demonstrating  in  committee  hearings  that  China  had  been  “lost 
the  Communists  because  of  the  careful  planning  and  intrigue  of  CornifU 
nists  in  the  State  Department.  The  chief  effort  in  this  direction  was  doo^ 
by  a  well-organized  and  w'ell-financed  “China  Lobby”  radiating  from 
activities  of  Alfred  Kohlberg,  a  wealthy  exporter  who  had  had  business 
interests  in  China.  This  group,  with  its  allies,  such  as  McCarthy, 
lized  a  good  deal  of  evidence  that  Communists  had  infiltrated  into  various 
academic,  journalistic,  and  research  groups  concerned  with  the  Far  East 
But  they  failed  to  prove  their  contention  that  a  conspiracy  of 
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Communists  and  fellow  travelers,  acting  through  the  State  Department, 
had  given  China  to  Mao.  Mao  won  out  in  China  because  of  the  incom¬ 
petence  and  corruption  of  the  Chiang  Kai-shek  regime,  and  he  won  out 
*•1  spite  of  any  aid  the  United  States  gave,  or  could  give,  to  Chiang, 
because  the  latter’s  regime  was  incapable  of  holding  out  against  Mao, 
"'ithout  drastic  reforms,  whatever  the  scale  of  American  aid  (without 
American  military  intervention  to  make  w'ar  on  Mao,  which  very  few 
desired).  The  China  Lobby’s  version  was  based  on  two  contentions:  ( 1 ) 
fhat  there  were  Communists  in  significant  positions  close  to  the  agencies 
'vhich  helped  to  form  American  academic  and  public  opinion  on  the 
East  and  (2)  that  there  were  frequent  agreements  between  known 
Communists  and  kno^\•n  formulators  of  American  policy  and  opinion  on 
China.  This  whole  subject  is  too  comple.x  for  adequate  discussion  here, 
hut  the  situation  must  be  outlined. 

There  is  considerable  truth  in  the  China  Lobby’s  contention  that  the 
American  e.xperts  on  China  were  organized  into  a  single  interlocking 
group  which  had  a  general  consensus  of  a  Leftish  character.  It  is  also 
that  this  group,  from  its  control  of  funds,  academic  recommenda- 
*^>ons,  and  research  or  publication  opportunities,  could  favor  persons 
who  accepted  the  established  consensus  and  could  injure,  financially  or 
professional  advancement,  persons  who  did  not  accept  it.  It  is  also 
’■•'ue  that  the  established  group,  by  its  influence  on  book  reviewing  in 
■'oe  Neu^  York  Times,  the  Herald  Tribune,  the  Saturday  Review,  a  few 
’Magazines,  including  the  “liberal  w’eeklies,”  and  in  the  professional  jour- 
’’“h,  could  advance  or  hamper  any  specialist’s  career.  It  is  also  true  that 
^hese  things  were  done  in  the  United  States  in  regard  to  the  Far  East 
the  Institute  of  Pacific  Relations,  that  this  organization  had  been 
‘'^filtrated  by  Communists,  and  by  Communist  sympathizers,  and  that 
•Wuch  of  tiiis  group’s  influence  arose  from  its  access  to  and  control  over 
^  flow  of  funds  from  financial  foundations  to  scholarly  activities.  All 
^se  things  were  true,  but  they  would  have  been  true  of  many  other 
^reas  of  American  scholarly  research  and  academic  administration  in 
®  United  States,  such  as  Near  East  studies  or  anthropology  or  edu- 
'^^honal  theory  or  political  science.  They  were  more  obvious  in  regard 
0  the  Far  East  because  of  the  few  persons  and  the  bigger  issues  involved 
that  area. 

Un  the  other  hand,  the  charges  of  the  China  Lobby,  accepted  and 
proliferated  by  the  neo-isolationists  in  the  1950’s  and  by  the  radical 
jognt  in  the  1960’s,  that  China  w'as  “lost”  because  of  this  group,  or  that 
"’fttibers  of  this  group  w'ere  disloyal  to  the  United  States,  or  engaged 
espionage,  or  were  participants  in  a  conscious  plot,  or  that  the  wdtole 
tru^^  controlled  by  Soviet  agents  or  even  by  Communists,  is  not 
t\v^  ^  w  hole  subject  is  of  major  importance  in  understanding  the 
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In  the  first  place,  because  of  language  barriers,  the  number  of  people 
who  could  be  “experts”  on  the  Far  East  was  limited.  Most  of  these,  like 
Pearl  Buck,  Professor  Fairbank  of  Harvard,  or  Professors  Latourette  and 
Rowe  of  Yale,  and  many  others,  were  children  or  relatives  of  people 
who  originally  became  concerned  with  China  as  missionaries.  This  gave 
them  a  double  character:  they  learned  the  language  and  they  bad  a 
feeling  of  spiritual  mission  about  China.  When  we  add  to  this  that  they 
were,  until  after  1950,  few  in  numbers  and  had  access,  because  of  the 
commercial  importance  of  the  Far  East,  to  relatively  large  amounts  0 
research,  travel,  and  publication  funds  on  Far  East  matters,  they  almost 
inevitably  came  to  form  a  small  group  who  knew  each  other  personallVi 
met  fairly  regularlv,  had  a  fairly  established  consensus  (based  on  con¬ 
versations  and  reading  each  other’s  books)  on  Far  East  questions,  an 
generally  had  certain  characteristics  of  a  clique. 

Lattimore,  for  example,  because  he  knew  Mongolian  and  the  others 
did  not,  tended  to  become  evervbodv’s  expert  on  Mongolia,  was  rare } 
challenged  on  Mongolia  or  northwest  interior  China,  and  inevitaoi) 
became  rather  opinionated,  if  not  conceited,  on  the  subject.  Moreover, 
man\'  of  these  experts,  and  those  the  ones  which  were  favored  by  the 
Far  East  “establishment”  in  the  Institute  of  Pacific  Relations,  were  cap¬ 
tured  bv  Communist  ideology.  Under  its  influence  they  propagandize  , 
as  experts,  erroneous  ideas  and  sought  to  influence  policy  in  mistaken 
directions.  For  example,  they  sought  to  establish,  in  1943-1950,  that  tn 
Chinese  Communists  \\ere  simple  agrarian  reformers,  rather  like  the 
third-partv  groups  of  the  American  .Mid-west;  or  that  Japan  was  evil  an 
must  be  totallv  crushed,  the  monarchv  removed,  and  (later)  that  Amet 
lean  poliev  in  Japan,  under  General  .\IaCi\rthur,  was  a  failure;  they  even 
accepted,  on  occasion,  the  Stalinist  line  that  Communist  regimes  "ere 
“democratic  and  peace-loving,”  while  capitalist  ones  were  “warlike  an 
aggressive.”  For  example,  as  late  as  1951  the  John  Day  Compan) 
i  Richard  J.  ^Valsh,  president)  published  an  indictment  of  MaCxArthurS 
policies  in  Japan  by  Robert  Textor.  The  book,  called  Failure  in 
had  an  introduction  hv  Lattimore  and  sought  to  show  that  our  o 
cupation  policy  led  to  “failure  for  democratic  values  in  Japan 


and  a 

situation  of  strategic  weakness  for  the  W’est.”  This  childLsh  libel 
propagated  by  the  IPR,  which  mailed  out  2,300  postcards  advertising 
the  book. 

Behind  this  unfortunate  situation  lies  another,  more  profound,  relation 
ship,  which  influences  matters  much  broader  than  Far  Eastern  pohc)’ 
It  involves  the  organization  of  tax-exempt  fortunes  of  international  finan 
ciers  into  foundations  to  be  used  for  educational,  scientific,  “and  od 
public  purposes.”  Sixtv  or  more  x  ears  ago,  public  life  in  the  est 
dominated  bv  the  influence  of  “W’all  Street.”  This  term  has  nothing 
to  do  with  its  use  bv  the  Communists  to  mean  monopolistic  industrialian’’ 
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on  the  contrary,  refers  to  international  financial  capitalism  deeply 
involved  in  the  gold  standard,  foreign-exchange  fluctuations,  floating  of 
xed-interest  securities  and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  flotation  of  industrial 
^hares  for  stock-exchange  markets.  This  group,  which  in  the  United 
tates,  was  completely  dominated  bv  J.  P.  Morgan  and  Company  from 
^  i88o’s  to  the  1930’s  was  cosmopolitan,  Anglophile,  internationalist, 
'’y  League,  eastern  seaboard,  high  Episcopalian,  and  European-culture 
^onscious.  Their  connection  with  the  Ivy  League  colleges  rested  on  the 
that  the  large  endowments  of  these  institutions  required  constant 
'Consultation  with  the  financiers  of  Wall  Street  (or  its  lesser  branches 
State  Street,  Boston,  and  elsewhere)  and  was  reflected  in  the  fact 
,  these  endowments,  even  in  1930,  were  largely  in  bonds  rather  than 
‘n  real  estate  or  common  stocks.  As  a  consequence  of  these  influences, 
late  as  the  1930’s,  J.  P.  Morgan  and  his  associates  were  the  most 
^gnificant  figures  in  poliev  making  at  Harvard,  Columbia,  and  to  a  lesser 
®citent  Yale,  while  the  AVhitnevs  were  significant  at  Yale,  and  the  Pru- 
^otial  Insurance  Company  (through  Edward  D.  Duffield)  dominated 

Princeton. 

Lfie  names  of  these  Wall  Street  luminaries  still  adorn  these  Ivy  League 
^^nipuscs,  with  Harkness  colleges  and  a  Pavne  Whitney  gvmnasium  at 
I  ^  dormitory  at  Princeton,  a  Dillon  Field  House  and  Lamont 

*  rary  at  Harv^ard.  The  chief  officials  of  these  universities  were  be- 
0  den  to  these  financial  powers  and  usually  owed  their  jobs  to  them, 
'^rgan  himself  helped  make  Nicholas  Murray  Butler  president  of 
umbia;  his  chief  Boston  agent,  Thomas  Nelson  Perkins  of  the  First 
ational  Bank  of  that  citv,  gave  Conant  his  boost  from  the  chemical 
®  oratory  to  University  Hall  at  Harvard;  Duffield  of  Prudential,  caught 
'Coprepared  when  the  incumbent  president  of  Princeton  was  killed  in 
^cc  automobile  in  1932,  made  himself  president  for  a  year  before  he 
ose  Harold  Dodds  for  the  post  in  1933.  At  Yale,  Thomas  Lamont, 
oianaging  partner  of  the  .Morgan  firm,  was  able  to  swing  Charles  Sey- 
ccc^r  into  the  presidency  of  that  university  in  1937. 

.^Lhe  significant  influence  of  “M^all  Street”  (meaning  Morgan)  both 
J*  Ivy  League  and  in  Washington,  in  the  period  of  sixty  or  more 
following  1880,  explains  the  constant  interchange  between  the  Ivy 
^ccgue  and  the  Federal  government,  an  interchange  which  undoubtedly 
^Coused  a  good  deal  of  resentment  in  less-favored  circles,  who  were 
satiated  with  the  accents,  tweeds,  and  High  Episcopal  Anglo¬ 
philia  ■  -  -  -  -  .  -  .  .  . 


of  these  peoples.  Poor  Dean  Acheson,  in  spite  of  (or  perhaps  be- 


^®Use  of)  his  remarkable  qualities  of  intellect  and  character,  took  the  full 
.^nt  of  this  resentment  from  .McCarthy  and  his  allies  in  1948-1954. 
s  same  feeling  did  no  good  to  pseudo-Ivy  League  figures  like  Alger 


because  of  its  dominant  position  in  Wall  Street,  the  Morgan  firm 
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came  also  to  dominate  other  Wall  Street  powers,  such  as  Carnegi^' 
Whitney,  Vanderbilt,  Brown-Harriman,  or  Dillon-Reed.  Close  alliances 
were  made  with  Rockefeller,  Mellon,  and  Duke  interests  but  not  near  ) 
so  intimate  ones  with  the  great  industrial  powers  like  du  Pont  and 
In  spite  of  the  great  influence  of  this  “Wall  Street”  alignment,  an  in 
fluence  great  enough  to  merit  the  name  of  the  “American  Establis 
ment,”  this  group  could  not  control  the  Federal  government  and,  m 
consequence,  had  to  adjust  to  a  good  many  government  actions  thor 
oughly  distasteful  to  the  group.  The  chief  of  these  were  in  taxaunn 
law,  beginning  with  the  graduated  income  tax  in  1913,  but  culminating’ 
above  all  else,  in  the  inheritance  tax.  These  tax  laws  drove  the  gr^®*^ 
private  fortunes  dominated  by  Wall  Street  into  tax-exempt  foundations, 
which  became  a  major  link  in  the  Establishment  network  between  vVa 
Street,  the  Ivy  League,  and  the  Federal  government.  Dean  Rusk,  Score 
tary  of  State  after  1961,  formerly  president  of  the  Rockefeller  Foundation 
and  Rhodes  Scholar  at  0.\ford  (1931-1933),  is  as  much  a  member  of  r 
nexus  as  Alger  Hiss,  the  Dulles  brothers,  Jerome  Greene,  James  !•  Shot 
well,  John  W.  Davis,  Elihu  Root,  or  Philip  Jessup. 

More  than  fifty  years  ago  the  Morgan  firm  decided  to  infiltrate 
Left-wing  political  movements  in  the  United  States.  This  was  relative , 
easy  to  do,  since  these  groups  were  starved  for  funds  and  eager  for  ^ 
voice  to  reach  the  people.  VV'all  Street  supplied  both.  The  purpose 
not  to  destroy,  dominate,  or  take  over  but  was  really  threefold:  . 

keep  informed  about  the  thinking  of  Left-wing  or  liberal  groups; 
to  provide  them  with  a  mouthpiece  so  that  they  could  “blow  off  steaffi 
and  (3)  to  have  a  final  veto  on  their  publicity  and  possibly  on  t 
actions,  if  they  ever  went  “radical.”  There  was  nothing  really  new  a 
this  decision,  since  other  financiers  had  talked  about  it  and  even 
tempted  it  earlier.  What  made  it  decisively  important  this  time  was 
combination  of  its  adoption  by  the  dominant  Wall  Street  financier,  at 
time  when  tax  policy  w’as  driving  all  financiers  to  seek  tax-exempt  t 
uges  for  their  fortunes,  and  at  a  time  when  the  ultimate  in  Left-xvi  g 
radicalism  was  about  to  appear  under  the  banner  of  the  Third  m 


national. 

The  best  example  of  this  alliance  of  Wall  Street  and  Left-wing  ^ 
lication  was  The  Neiv  Republic,  a  magazine  founded  by 
Straight,  using  Payne  Whitney  money,  in  1914.  Straight,  who  had  ^ 
assistant  to  Sir  Robert  Hart  (Director  of  the  Chinese  Imperial 
Service  and  the  head  of  the  European  imperialist  penetration  of  ^ 
and  had  remained  in  the  Far  East  from  1901  to  1912,  became  a 
partner  and  the  firm’s  chief  expert  on  the  Far  East.  He  married  DofO 
Payne  Whitney  whose  names  indicate  the  family  alliance  of  -j., 
America’s  greatest  fortunes.  She  was  the  daughter  of  William  C.  Mj 
ney.  New  York  utility  millionaire  and  the  sister  and  co-heiress  of  U 
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I’ayne,  of  the  Standard  Oil  “trust.”  One  of  her  brothers  married  Ger- 
’^de  Vanderbilt,  w'hile  the  other,  Payne  Whitney,  married  the  daughter 
Secretary  of  State  John  Hay,  who  enunciated  the  American  policy  of 
“Open  Door”  in  China.  In  the  next  generation,  three  first  cousins, 
John  Hay  (“Jock”)  Whitney,  Cornelius  Vanderbilt  (“Sonny”)  Whit- 
”^7)  and  Michael  Whitney  (“Alike”)  Straight,  were  allied  in  numerous 
public  policy  enterprises  of  a  propagandist  nature,  and  all  three  served  in 
'varied  roles  in  the  late  New  Deal  and  Truman  administrations.  In  these 
^ey  were  closely  allied  with  other  “Wall  Street  liberals,”  such  as  Nelson 
Rockefeller. 

The  Neiv  Republic  was  founded  by  Willard  and  Dorothy  Straight, 
Using  her  money,  in  1914,  and  continued  to  be  supported  by  her  financial 
oontributions  until  March  23,  1953.  The  original  purpose  for  establishing 
0  paper  was  to  provide  an  outlet  for  the  progressive  Left  and  to  guide 
quietly  in  an  Anglophile  direction.  This  latter  task  was  entrusted  to  a 
young  man,  only  four  years  out  of  Harvard,  but  already  a  member  of  the 
ll^ysterious  Round  Table  group,  which  has  played  a  major  role  in 
footing  England’s  foreign  policy  since  its  formal  establishment  in  1909. 
ois  new  recruit,  Walter  Lippmann,  has  been,  from  1914  to  the  present. 


the 


authentic  spokesman  in  American  journalism  for  the  Establishments 
ou  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic  in  international  affairs.  His  biweekly  col- 
Ouins,  which  appear  in  hundreds  of  American  papers,  are  copyrighted 
y  fhe  New  York  Herald  Tribune  which  is  now  owned  by  J.  H.  Whit- 
^®y-  It  Was  these  connections,  as  a  link  between  Wall  Street  and  the 
uund  Table  Group,  which  gave  Lippmann  the  opportunity  in  1918, 
still  in  his  twenties,  to  be  the  official  interpreter  of  the  meaning  of 
uodrow  Wilson’s  Fourteen  Points  to  the  British  government, 
p  'Dillard  Straight,  like  many  Morgan  agents,  was  present  at  the  Paris 
cace  Conference  but  died  there  of  pneumonia  before  it  began.  Six 
j^®rs  later,  in  1925,  when  his  widow  married  a  second  time  and  became 
®°y  Elmhirst  of  Dartington  Hall,  she  took  her  three  small  children 
America  to  England,  where  they  were  brought  up  as  English.  She 
renounced  her  American  citizenship  in  1935.  Shortly  afterward 
younger  son,  “Alike,”  unsuccessfully  “stood”  for  Parliament  on  the 
act  Party  ticket  for  the  constituency  of  Cambridge  University,  an 
'vhich  required,  under  the  law,  that  he  be  a  British  subject.  This 
rio  obstacle,  in  1938,  when  Mike,  age  twenty-two,  returned  to 
United  States,  after  thirteen  years  in  England,  and  was  at  once 
^pointed  to  the  State  Department  as  Adviser  on  International  Economic 
airs.  In  apparently  in  preparation  for  her  son’s  return  to  Amer- 

ow  Elmhirst,  sole  owner  of  The  New  Republic,  shifted  this 

'aership  to  W’estrim,  Ltd.,  a  dummy  corporation  created  for  the 
j^apose  in  Alontreal,  Canada,  and  set  up  in  New  A'^ork,  with  a  grant  of 
■5  iTiillion,  the  William  C.  Whitney  Foundation  of  which  Alike  be- 
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came  president.  This  helped  finance  the  family’s  interest  in  modern 
and  dramatic  theater,  including  sister  Beatrix’s  tours  as  a  Shakespearean 
actress. 

.Mike  Straight  sensed  in  the  Air  Force  in  1943-1945,  but  this  did  not 
in  any  way  hamper  his  career  with  The  Neiv  Republic.  He  became 
Washington  correspondent  in  .May  1941;  editor  in  June  1943;  and  pub' 
Usher  in  December  1946  (when  he  made  Henry  Wallace  editor).  During 
these  shifts  he  changed  completely  the  control  of  The  New  Republi<^t 
and  its  companion  magazine  Asia,  removing  known  liberals  (such  as 
Robert  Morss  Lovett,  .Malcolm  Cowlev,  and  George  Soule),  centralizing 
the  control,  and  taking  it  into  his  own  hands.  This  control  by  Whitney 
money  had,  of  course,  always  c.xisted,  but  it  had  been  in  abeyance  for 
the  twenty-five  years  following  Willard  Straight’s  death. 

The  first  editor  of  The  New  Republic,  the  well-known  “liberal 
Herbert  Croly,  was  always  aware  of  the  situation.  After  ten  years  in  tho 
job,  he  e.xplained  the  relationship  in  the  “official’’  biography  of  Willnr 
Straight  which  he  wrote  for  a  payment  of  $25,000.  “Of  course  they 
Straights]  could  always  withdraw  their  financial  support  if  they  cease 
to  approve  of  the  policy  of  the  paper;  and,  in  that  event,  it  would  gu 
out  of  e.xistence  as  a  consequence  of  their  disapproval.”  Croly’s  biog' 
raphy  of  Straight,  published  in  1924,  makes  perfectly  clear  tliat  Straigu 
was  in  no  sense  a  liberal  or  a  progressive,  but  was,  indeed,  a  typ^^ 
international  banker  and  that  The  New  Republic  was  simply  a  mediuiU 
for  advancing  certain  designs  of  such  international  bankers,  notably 
blunt  the  isolationism  and  anti-British  sentiments  so  prevalent  arnoug 
many  America  progressives,  while  providing  them  with  a  vehicle  fp 
expression  of  their  progressive  views  in  literature,  art,  music,  soci 
reform,  and  ev'en  domestic  politics.  In  1916,  when  the  editorial  boar 
wanted  to  support  Wilson  for  a  second  term  in  the  Presidency,  VVilw*^ 
Straight  took  two  pages  of  the  magazine  to  express  his  own  support  1 
Hughes.  The  chief  acluevement  of  The  New  Republic,  however, 
1914-1918  and  again  in  1938-1948,  was  for  interventionism  in  Europ 
and  support  of  Great  Britain. 

The  role  of  “.Mike”  Straight  in  this  situation  in  1938-1948  is 
He  took  charge  of  this  family  fief,  abolished  the  editorial  board,  a 
carried  on  his  father’s  aims,  in  close  cooperation  with  labor  and  Lc 
wing  groups  in  American  politics.  In  these  efforts  he  t\'as  in  close  conta 
with  his  inherited  Wall  Street  connections,  especially  his  Whitney  cous 
ins  and  certain  family  agents  like  Bruce  Bliven,  Milton  C.  Rose, 
Richard  J.  Walsh.  They  handled  a  variety  of  enterprises,  inclu 
publications,  corporations,  and  foundations,  which  operated  out  of 
law  office  of  Baldwin,  Todd,  and  Lefferts  of  120  Broadway,  New 
City.  In  this  nexus  were  The  New  Republic,  Asia,  Theatre  Arts, 
Museum  of  Modern  Art,  and  others,  all  supported  by  a  handful  of 
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Nations,  including  the  William  C.  Whitney  Foundation,  the  Gertrude 
Vanderbilt  AVhitney  Foundation,  the  J.  H.  Whitney  Foundation,  and 
others.  An  interesting  addition  Avas  made  to  these  enterprises  in  1947 
'''hen  Straight  founded  a  new  magazine,  the  United  Nations  World,  to 
0  devoted  to  the  support  of  the  UN.  Its  oAvners  of  record  were  The 
ew  Republic  itself  (under  its  corporate  name).  Nelson  Rockefeller, 
J-  H.  AVhitnev,  -Max  Ascoli  (an  anti-Fascist  Italian  Avho  had  married 
^nierican  wealth  and  used  it  to  support  a  magazine  of  his  own.  The 
Reporter),  and  Beatrice  S.  Dolivet.  The  last  lad\%  Alike  Straight’s  sister, 
made  her  husband,  Louis  Doliv'et,  “International  Editor”  of  the  new 
"'3gazine. 

An  important  element  in  this  nexus  Avas  Asia  magazine,  Avhich  had 
■  een  established  by  Morgan’s  associates  as  the  journal  of  the  American 
siatic  Society  in  1898,  had  been  closely  associated  with  Willard  Straight 
Uring  his  lifetime,  and  was  owned  outright  bv  him  from  January  1917. 
''  *^he  1930’s  it  w'as  operated  for  the  AVhitnevs  by  Richard  J.  AValsh 
^''d  his  wife,  known  to  the  world  as  Pearl  Buck.  Walsh,  who  acted  as 
editor  of  Asia,  was  also  president  of  the  holding  corporation  of  The 
eiu  Republic  for  several  years  and  president  of  the  John  Day  publish- 
I*'?  company.  In  194:,  after  Nelson  Rockefeller  and  Jock  Whitney 
]omed  the  government  to  take  charge  of  American  propaganda  in  Latin 
merica  in  the  Office  of  the  Coordinator  of  Inter-American  Affairs, 
magazine  changed  its  name  to  Asia  and  the  Americas.  In  1947,  when 
*ke  Straight  began  a  drive  to  “.sell”  the  United  Nations,  it  was  com- 
Petely  reorganized  into  United  Nations  World. 

‘'like  Straight  was  deeply  anti-Communist,  but  he  frequently  was 
ound  associated  with  them,  sometimes  as  a  collaborator,  frequently  as 
opponent.  The  opposition  was  seen  most  clearly  in  his  efforts  as  one 
°  ^he  founders  of  the  American  Veterans  Committee  (AVC)  and  its 
political  sequel,  the  Americans  for  Democratic  Action  (ADA).  The 
l^ollaboration  may  be  seen  in  Straight’s  fundamental  role  in  Henry  Wal- 
s  third-partv  campaign  for  the  Presidency  in  1948. 

,  "'c  relationship  between  Straight  and  the  Communists  in  pushing 

allace  into  his  1948  adventure  may  be  misjudged  very  easily.  The 
®^ii-Coinmunist  Right  had  a  very  simple  explanation  of  it:  AVallace  and 
.  '‘aight  w  ere  Communists  and  hoped  to  elect  AA^allace  President.  Noth- 
Could  be  further  from  the  truth.  All  three— Straight,  MTllace,  and 
Communists,  joined  in  the  attempt  merely  as  a  means  of  defeating 
.^ruiTian.  Straight  was  the  chief  force  in  getting  the  campaign  started 
'947  and  W'as  largely  instrumental  in  bringing  some  of  the  Commu- 
.  into  it,  but  w'hen  he  had  them  all  aboard  the  Wallace  train,  he 
^Ped  off  himself,  leaving  both  Wallace  and  the  Communists  gliding 
'  .V,  without  guidance  or  hope,  on  the  dow'nhill  track  to  oblivion.  It 
a  brilliantly  done  piece  of  Avork. 
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The  Communists  wanted  a  third  party  in  1948  because  it  seemed  the 
only  way  to  beat  Truman  and  destroy  the  Marshall  Plan.  They  hate 
the  President  for  the  “Truman  Doctrine”  and  his  general  opposition  to 
the  Soviet  Union,  but,  above  all,  because  he  had  prevented  the  postwar 
economic  collapse  and  the  American  relapse  into  isolationism,  both  0 
which  the  Communists  had  not  only  expected  but  critically  needed,  t 
was  obvious  to  everyone  that  a  two-party  campaign  in  1948  would 
the  vote  of  the  Right  to  the  Republicans  and  the  vote  of  the  Left  to  the 
Democrats,  with  the  victory  decided  by  where  the  division  came  jO 
the  Center.  In  such  a  situation  neither  Straight  nor  the  Communists  coO 
.  influence  the  outcome  in  any  wav'.  But  a  third  part\^  on  the  Left,  hv 
taking  labor  and  other  Left-wing  v'otes  from  Truman,  could  reduce  the 
Democratic  totals  in  the  major  states  ent)ugh  to  throw  tliose  states  an 
the  election  to  the  Republicans.  Whv  Straiglit  wanted  to  do  this  in  1 1 
critical  months  from  September  1946  to  April  (948  is  unknown,  but 
clearly  changed  his  mind  in  the  spring  of  1948,  abandoning  poor,  nai'® 
Henry  Wallace  to  the  Communists  at  that  time.  A  possible  explanation  0 
these  actions  will  be  given  later. 

VV'hat  is  clear  is  that  Mike  Straight  had  a  great  deal  to  do  ^vith  Wa* 
lace  in  the  autumn  of  1946  when  the  former  \''ice-President  broke  wi 
Truman  and  was  fired  from  the  Cabinet.  The  break  came  over  a  Wallah® 
speech,  very  critical  of  ,\merican  policy  toward  Russia,  given  before  a 
wildly  biased  pro-Soviet  audience  in  Madison  Square  Garden  on  Septen| 
ber  12,  1946.  At  the  time  Truman  told  reporters  he  had  approved  t  ® 
speech  before  deliv'ery  (a  version  which  Wallace  still  upholds), 
within  a  few  days.  Secretary  of  State  Byrnes  forced  the  President  to  ma 
a  choice  between  him  or  VV^allace,  and  the  latter  was  dismis.sed  from  r 
Cabinet. 

Out  of  the  government,  without  a  platform  from  which  to  address 
the  public,  W’allace’s  political  future  looked  dim  in  the  early  autumn  ^ 
1946.  Straight  provided  the  platform,  by  giving  him  his  own  editoria 
chair  at  The  Neiv  Republic  (announced  October  12,  1946).  For  the  nex 
fifteen  months  the  Wallace  campaign  was  a  Straight  campaign.  The 
ter  supplied  speechwriters,  research  assistants,  editorial  writers,  ofn 
space,  money,  and  The  New  Republic  itself.  Technically  ^Vallace 
editor,  but  the  magazine  staff  and  expenditures  steadily  increased  in 
tiorts  which  had  little  to  do  with  the  magazine  and  everything  to  do  ^ 
Wallace’s  presidential  campaign,  although  this  effort  was  not  announce 
to  the  public  until  a  year  later,  in  December  1947. 

In  the  meantime,  from  the  spring  of  1947  onward,  the  Coninium 
came  in.  It  would  not  be  strictlv'  true  to  sav  that  Straight  “brought  then 
in,”  but  I  believe  it  is  fair  to  say  that  he  “let  them  in.”  For  example-  oi^^ 
of  the  first  to  arrive  was  Lew  Frank,  Jr.,  brought  in  by  Straight,  ^ 
later  insisted  that  he  did  not  realize  that  Frank  was  a  Communist-  ^ 
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■natter  of  fact,  there  was  no  evidence  that  Frank  was  a  member  of  the 
Communist  Party,  but  Straight  knew  exactly  where  Frank  stood  po- 
■hcally  since  they  had  engaged,  on  opposite  sides,  in  a  bitter  struggle 
^tween  Communists  and  anti-Communists  for  control  of  AV'C.  In  this, 
J^i'ank  had  been  a  member  of  the  Communist  caucus  within  A\'C’s  na- 
honal  planning  committee  (as  Straight  told  David  A.  Shannon  in  1956), 
®nd  followed  every  twist  of  the  party  line  in  this  whole  period.  This 
line  became  the  pattern  for  Wallace’s  formal  speeches,  since  Frank 
Was  his  most  important  speechwriter  over  a  period  of  eighteen  months 
rom  early  1947  to  October  1948.  More  than  this,  Frank  accompanied 
allace  on  his  endless  travels  during  this  period.  In  the  autumn  of  1947 
hese  three,  Wallace,  Frank,  and  Straight,  made  a  trip  to  the  Mediter¬ 
ranean  and  were  given  an  audience  together  by  the  Pope  on  November  4, 
‘947-  On  his  return  from  this  journey,  Wallace  was  a  changed  man;  liis 
■flind  Was  made  up,  to  run  against  Truman  on  a  third-partv  ticket.  Tlie 
^'inouncement  was  made  public  in  The  Ne^iv  Republic  in  December. 
Straight  continued  to  work  for  Wallace  for  President,  and  The  New 
'^public  remained  the  center  of  the  movement  for  almost  four  more 
jiionths,  but  something  had  changed.  While  he  was  still  working  for  Wal- 
as  President  and  allowing  the  Communists  into  the  project,  he  was 
^■multaneously  doing  tw'o  other  things:  working  openly,  and  desperately, 
prevent  the  new'  third  party  from  campaigning  on  any  level  other 
^  ^■i  the  presidential,  by  blocking  eveiywvhere  he  could  Communist  ef- 


to  run  third-partv  candidates  for  state  or  congressional  offices  in 


^ornpetition  with  the  Democrats;  much  less  publicly,  he  worked  with 
^  3nti-Communist  friends  in  labor,  veteran,  and  liberal  groups  to  pre- 
endorsement  of  the  Wallace  candidacy.  As  a  consequence,  the  Com- 
'’^Unists  were  destroyed  and  eventually  driven  out  of  such  organizations, 
'Notably  from  the  CIO-PAC  (the  great  political  alignment  of  labor  and 
P^'^gtessive  groups).  As  David  Shannon  wrote  in  The  Decline  of  A?ner- 
^ovnnunism  (1959),  “The  Communists’  support  of  Wallace  shat- 
the  ‘left-center’  coalition  in  the  CIO;  for  the  Communist  unions, 
,  ^llace  movement  w'as  the  beginning  of  the  end.  The  coalition  began 
dissolve  almost  immediately  after  Wallace’s  announcement.”  What  this 
ans  is  that  Wallace’s  campaign  to  defeat  Truman  destroyed  com- 
^  the  remaining  vestiges  of  the  Popular  Front  movement  of  the 
J.P30  s,  drove  the  Communists  out  of  the  unions  and  all  progressive  po- 
al  groups,  and  drove  the  Communist  unions  out  of  the  labor  move- 
^  It  of  the  country.  This  ended  Communism  as  a  significant  political 
j^^^e  in  the  United  States,  and  the  end  W'as  reached  by  December  1948, 
before  McCarthy  or  J.  Edgar  Hoover  or  HUAC  did  their  v  ork. 
jj  who  achieved  this  feat  were  Wallace  and  Straight,  although  it 

not  completely  clear  if  the\'  recognized  what  they  were  doing. 
*'*ng  the  winter  of  1947-1948,  Lew  Frank  recognized  that  he  was 
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incapable  of  handling  the  complex  issues  raised  in  Wallace’s  many 
speeches.  Accordingly,  he  joined  a  “Communist  research  group”  which 
met  in  the  Manhattan  home  of  the  wealthy  “Wall  Street  Red,”  Frederick 
V^anderbilt  Field.  The  chief  members  of  this  group,  probably  all  Com¬ 
munists,  w'ere  V’ictor  Perlo  and  David  Ramsay.  This  pair  drew  up  for 
Wallace  an  attack  on  the  Marshall  Plan  and  an  alternative  Communist 
plan  for  European  reconstruction,  which  was  published  in  The 
Republic  on  January  i2,  1948,  was  presented  by  Wallace  to  the  Marshal 
Plan  “Hearings”  of  the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on  February 
24th,  but  w'as  subsequently-  repudiated  by  Straight.  In  the  three  months 
following  the  Perlo  article,  Straight  w'as  busy"  sawing  off  the  limb  on 
which  Wallace  now  sat  with  the  Communists.  He  discharged  from 
Neiv  Republic  pay-roll  all  those  who  were  working  for  the  campatg'^ 
rather  than  for  the  magazine,  and  the  office  on  East  Forty -ninth  Street 
once  again  settled  down  to  publishing  a  “liberal”  weekly.  In  protest  at 
this  reversal,  his  managing  editor,  Edd  Johnson,  resigned. 

If  .Mike  Straight  planned  to  do  what  he  did  do  to  the  Communists 
in  1946-194S,  that  is,  to  get  them  out  of  progressive  movements  an 
unions,  he  pulled  off  the  most  skillful  political  coup  in  twentietli  century 
American  politics.  It  is  not  clear  that  he  did  plan  it  or  intend  it. 
a  very’'  able  and  informed  man,  he  must  have  had  some  moti\'ation  wheit 
he  began,  in  1947,  the  effort  which  he  knew  might  defeat  Truman  n' 
1948.  While  the  evidence  is  not  conclusive,  there  are  hints  that  another 
more  personal,  motive  might  have  been  involved,  at  least  partly,  in  bui 
ing  up  the  Wallace  threat  to  Truman’s  political  future.  It  concerns  tie 
Whitney-  family  interest  in  overseas  airlines. 

The  Whitney  family-  were  deeply  involved  in  airlines.  Sonny  Whitney 
was  a  founder  of  Pan-American  Airlines  and  chairman  of  its  board  u 
directors  from  its  establishment  in  1928  until  he  went  to  military  service 
in  1941.  .Mike's  brother,  Air  Commodore  Whitney  Willard  Straign  > 
C.B.E.,  was  even  more  deeply  involved  on  the  British  side.  Big 
Whitney  (born  in  1912)  had  been  in  civil  aviation  in  England  from 
age  of  ttventy-two,  and  by  1946-1949,  was  not  only  a  director  of 
Midland  Bank,  one  of  the  world’s  greatest  financial  institutions,  but  U‘ 
also  a  director  of  Rolls-Royce  and  of  BOAC,  as  well  as  chairman 
board  of  directors  of  BEA  (British  European  Airways).  In  the  ycais 
lowing  the  end  of  the  war,  a  violent  struggle  w-as  going  on,  within  a' 
ation  circles  and  the  United  States  gov-ernment,  over  the  future  of 
ican  transocean  air  services.  Before  the  war,  these  liad  been  a 
of  Pan- Am;  now,  at  the  end  of  the  war,  the  struggle  was  over  ho"^ 
CAB  would  divide  up  this  monopolv  and  w  hat  disposition  u  ouF 
made  of  the  enonnous  air-force  investment  in  overseas  bases. 
the  White  House  was  not  cooperative  in  these  matters  at  first,  but 
in  1947  C.  \’.  Whitney  was  made,  by  presidential  interim  appointm 
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"Assistant  Secretary  of  the  new  Department  of  the  Air  Force  and,  eighteen 
nionths  later,  after  Truman’s  inauguration,  was  made  Assistant  Secretary 
Commerce  for  Aeronautics.  This  was  the  most  important  post  con¬ 
cerned  with  civil  aviation  in  any  Federal  department.  The  connection, 

>f  any,  between  these  appointments  and  Mike  Straight’s  original  support 
and  later  abandonment  of  Wallace  has  never  been  revealed. 

The  associations  between  Wall  Street  and  the  Left,  of  which  Mike 
Straight  is  a  fair  example,  are  really  survivals  of  the  associations  between  . 
the  Morgan  Bank  and  the  Left.  To  .Morgan  all  political  parties  were 
amply  organizations  to  be  used,  and  the  firm  always  was  careful  to  keep 
®  foot  in  all  camps.  Morgan  himself,  Dwight  iMorrow,  and  other  partners 
^cte  allied  w'ith  Republicans;  Russell  C.  Leffingwell  was  allied  with  the 


•mocrats;  Grayson  Murphy  was  allied  with  the  extreme  Right;  and 
*  nomas  W.  Lamont  was  allied  with  the  Left.  Like  the  Morgan  interest 
*0  libraries,  museums,  and  art,  its  inability  to  distinguish  between  loyalty 
^0  the  United  States  and  loyalty  to  England,  its  recognition  of  the  need 
or  social  work  among  the  poor,  the  multipartisan  political  views  of  the 
^lorgan  firm  in  domestic  politics  went  back  to  the  original  founder  of 
oe  firm,  George  Peabodv  (1795-1869).  To  this  same  seminal  figure  may 
^  attributed  the  use  of  tax-exempt  foundations  for  controlling  these 
activities,  as  may  be  observed  in  many  parts  of  America  to  this  day,  in 
Use  of  Peabodv  foundations  to  support  Peabody  libraries  and  mu- 
®cums.  Unfortunately,  we  do  not  have  space  here  for  this  great  and 
'^'itold  story,  but  it  must  be  remembered  that  what  we  do  say  is  part  of 
^  much  larger  picture. 

Our  concern  at  the  moment  is  with  the  links  between  Wall  Street  and 
me  Left,  especiallv  the  Communists.  Here  the  chief  link  was  the  Thomas 
^•  Lamont  family.  This  family  was  in  many  ways  parallel  to  the 
traight  family.  Tom  Lamont  had  been  brought  into  the  Morgan  firm. 
Straight  was  several  years  later,  by  Henry  P.  Davison,  a  .Morgan  part- 
^cr  from  1909.  Lamont  became  a  partner  in  1910,  as  Straight  did  in  1913. 

had  a  wife  \\  ho  became  a  patroness  of  Leftish  causes,  and  two  sons, 
I  which  the  elder  was  a  conventional  banker,  and  the  younger  was  a 
eft-wing  sympathizer  and  sponsor.  In  fact,  all  the  evidence  would  in¬ 
mate  that  Tom  Lamont  was  simply  Morgan’s  apostle  to  the  Left  in 
succession  to  Straight,  a  change  made  necessary  by  the  latter’s  premature 
cath  in  1918.  Both  were  financial  supporters  of  liberal  publications,  in 
amont's  case  The  S.nurday  Kc’tvVtc  of  Literature,  which  he  supported 
mroughout  the  1920’s  and  i93o’s,  and  the  New  York  Post,  which  he 
U'vncd  from  1918  to  1924. 

The  chief  evidence,  how  ever,  can  be  found  in  the  files  of  the  HUAC 
"hich  show  Tom  Lamont,  his  wife  Flora,  and  his  son  Corliss  as  sponsors 
financial  angels  to  almo.st  a  score  of  extreme  Left  organizations,  in- 
u  uding  the  Communist  Party  itself.  Among  these  we  need  mention  only 
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rwo.  One  of  these  was  a  Communist-front  organization,  the  Trade  Union 
SeiA'ices,  Incorporated,  of  New  York  City,  which  in  1947  published  fif' 
teen  trade-union  papers  for  various  CIO  unions.  Among  its  officers  were 
Corliss  Lament  and  Frederick  \^anderbilt  Field  (another  link  between 
Wall  Street  and  the  Communists).  The  latter  was  on  the  editorial  boards 
of  the  official  Communist  newspaper  in  New  York,  the  Daily  Worker, 
as  well  as  its  magazine.  The  New  Masses,  and  was  the  chief  link  between 
the  Communists  and  the  Institute  of  Pacific  Relations  in  1928-1947-  Cor¬ 
liss  Lamont  was  the  leading  light  in  another  Communist  organization, 
which  started  life  in  the  1920’s  as  the  Friends  of  the  Soviet  Union,  hut 
in  1943  was  reorganized,  with  Lamont  as  chairman  of  the  board  and 
chief  incorporator,  as  the  National  Council  of  American-Soviet  Friend¬ 
ship. 

During  this  whole  period  of  over  two  decades,  Corliss  Lamont,  with 
the  full  support  of  his  parents,  was  one  of  the  chief  figures  in  “fellow 
traveler”  circles  and  one  of  the  chief  spokesmen  for  the  Soviet  point  of 
view  both  in  these  organizations  and  also  in  connections  which  came  to 
him  either  as  son  of  the  most  influential  man  in  Wall  Street  or  as  professor 
of  philosophy  at  Columbia  University.  His  relationship  with  his  parents 
may  be  reflected  in  a  few  events  of  this  period. 

In  January  1946,  Corliss  Lamont  was  called  before  HUAC  to  gn'^ 
testimony  on  the  National  Council  of  American-Soviet  Friendship. 
refused  to  produce  records,  was  subpoenaed,  refused,  was  charged  with 
contempt  of  Cfingress,  and  was  so  cited  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
on  June  26.  1946.  In  the  midst  of  this  controversy,  in  May,  Corliss  La¬ 
ment  and  his  mother,  Mrs.  Thomas  Lamont,  presented  their  valuable 
collection  of  the  works  of  Spinoza  to  Columbia  University.  The  adverse 
publicity  continued,  yet  when  Thomas  Lamont  rewrote  his  wilL 
January  6,  1948,  Corliss  Lamont  remained  in  it  as  co-heir  to  his  fathers 
fortune  of  scores  of  millions  of  dollars. 

In  1951  the  Subcommittee  on  Internal  Security  of  the  Senate  JudiciatV 
Committee,  the  so-called  McCarran  Committee,  sought  to  show  chat 
China  had  been  lost  to  the  Communists  by  the  deliberate  .actions  of  ® 
group  of  academic  experts  on  the  Far  East  and  Communist  fellow'  trav¬ 
elers  whose  work  in  that  direction  \\  as  controlled  and  coordinated  by  cbe 
Institute  of  Pacific  Relations  (IPR).  The  influence  of  the  Communists 
in  IPR  is  well  established,  but  the  patronage  of  Wall  Street  is  less  tve' 
known. 

The  IPR  was  a  private  association  of  ten  independent  national  coun¬ 
cils  in  ten  countries  concerned  with  affairs  in  the  Pacific.  The  headquar¬ 
ters  of  the  IPR  and  of  the  American  Council  of  IPR  were  both  in  New 
York  and  were  closely  associated  on  an  interlocking  basis.  Each  spent 
about  $2.5  million  dollars  over  the  quarter-century  from  1923  to  195°’  ^ 
which  about  half,  in  each  case,  came  from  the  Carnegie  F'oundation  an 
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Rockefeller  Foundation  (which  were  themselves  interlocking  groups 
Controlled  by  an  alliance  of  Morgan  and  Rockefeller  interests  in  Wall 
Street).  .Much  of  the  rest,  especially  of  the  American  Council,  came  from 
firms  closelv  allied  to  these  two  Wall  Street  interests,  such  as  Standard 
International  Telephone  and  Telegraph,  International  General  Elec¬ 
tric,  the  National  City  Bank,  and  the  Chase  National  Bank.  In  each  case, 
about  10  percent  of  income  came  from  sales  of  publications  and,  of 
t^ctirse,  a  certain  amount  came  from  ordinary  members  who  paid  S15 
®  year  and  received  the  periodicals  of  the  IPR  and  its  American  Council, 
“c'lfic  Affairs  and  Far  Eastern  Survey. 

financial  deficits  which  occurred  each  year  were  picked  up  by 
tiancial  angels,  almost  all  with  close  Wall  Street  connections.  The  chief 
Identifiable  contributions  here  were  about  $60,000  from  Frederick  Vander- 
nt  Field  over  eighteen  years,  $14,700  from  Thomas  Lament  over  four- 
^®en  years,  $800  from  Corliss  Lament  (only  after  1947),  and  $18,000 
torn  a  member  of  Lee,  Fligginson  in  Boston  who  seems  to  have  been 
Jcroiiie  D.  Greene.  In  addition,  large  sums  of  money  each  year  were 
•rected  to  private  individuals  for  research  and  travel  expenses  from 
®*milar  sources,  chiefly  the  great  financial  foundations. 

Most  of  these  awards  for  work  in  the  Far  Eastern  area  required  ap- 
Pmval  or  recommendation  from  members  of  IPR.  Moreover,  access  to 
publication  and  recommendations  to  academic  positions  in  the  handful 
.'  I^feat  American  universities  concerned  with  the  Far  East  required 
^'Uiilar  sponsorship.  And,  finalK',  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  consultant 
|ubs  on  Far  Eastern  matters  in  the  State  Department  or  other  govern- 
||)cnt  agencies  were  largel\’  restricted  to  IPR-approved  people.  The  in- 
ividuals  wdio  published,  who  had  money,  found  jobs,  were  consulted, 
®ud  who  were  appointed  intermittently  to  government  missions  w'crc 
hose  who  w'ere  tolerant  of  the  IPR  line.  The  fact  that  all  these  lines  of 
Communication  passed  through  the  Iv\'  League  universities  or  their  scat- 
'^Cfed  equivalents  west  of  the  Appalachians,  such  as  Chicago,  Stanford, 
in’ California,  unquestionably  w  ent  back  to  Morgan’s  influence  in  han- 
*ug  large  academic  endow'ments. 

•here  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  more  active  academic  members  of 
.  the  professors  and  publicists  w  ho  became  members  of  its  govern- 
board  (such  as  Ow  en  Lattimore,  Joseph  P.  Chamberlain,  and  Philip 
•  Jessup  of  Columbia,  VV’illiam  W.  Lockwood  of  Princeton,  John  K. 
^'tbank  of  Harvard,  and  others)  and  the  administrative  staff  (w'hich  be- 
‘^^uie,  in  tinie,  the  most  significant  influence  in  its  policies)  developed 
IpR  ]inc.  It  i.s,  furthermore,  fairh'  clear  that  this  IPR  line  had 

p®uy  points  in  common  both  with  the  Kremlin’s  party  line  on  the  Far 
,  and  with  the  State  Department’s  policy  line  in  the  same  area.  The 
'uterrelations  among  these,  or  the  influence  of  one  on  another,  is  highly 
'^‘spured.  Certainly  no  final  conclusions  can  be  draw  n.  Clearly  there  w  ere 
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some  Communists,  even  party  members,  involved  (sucli  as  Frederick 
Vanderbilt  Field),  but  it  is  much  less  clear  that  there  was  any  disloyalty 
to  the  United  States.  Furthermore,  there  was  a  great  deal  of  intrigue  both 
to  help  those  who  agreed  with  the  IPR  line  and  to  influence  United 
States  government  policy  in  this  direction,  but  there  is  no  evidence  of 
which  I  am  aware  of  any  e.xplicit  plot  or  conspiracy  to  direct  American 
policy  in  a  direction  favorable  either  to  the  Soviet  Union  or  to  interna¬ 
tional  Communism.  Efforts  of  the  radical  Right  to  support  their  con¬ 
victions  about  these  last  points  undoubtedly  did  great,  lasting,  and  unfair 
damage  to  the  reputations  and  interests  of  many  people. 

The  true  e.vplanation  of  what  happened  is  not  yet  completely  know'll 
and,  as  far  as  it  is  knowm,  is  too  complicated  to  elucidate  licrc.  h  is. 
however,  clear  that  many  persons  who  were  born  in  tlic  period  '9°^ 
19:0  and  came  to  maturity  in  the  period  1928-1940  were  so  influence 
by  their  experiences  of  w-ar,  depression,  and  insecurity  that  they  adopted, 
more  or  less  unconsciously,  certain  aspects  of  the  Communist  ideology 
(such  as  the  economic  interpretation  of  histor\%  the  role  of  a  dualistie 
class  struggle  in  human  events,  or  the  c.xploitative  interpretation  of  tbe 
role  of  capital  in  the  productive  system  and  of  the  posse.ssing  groups  lO 
any  society).  Many  of  these  ideas  were  nonsense,  even  in  terms  of  their 
own  experiences,  but  they  were  facile  interpretative  guides  for  peopl® 
who,  whatever  their  expert  knowledge  of  their  special  areas,  w'cre  lack' 
ing  in  total  perspective  on  society  as  a  whole  or  human  experience  as 
whole.  .Moreover,  many  of  these  people  felt  an  unconscious  obligation  to 
“help  the  underdog.”  This  favorable  attitude  tow'ard  the  downtrodden 
and  the  oppressed  was  rooted  in  our  W'esttrn  Clirisrian  heritage,  c® 
peciallv  in  nineteenth-century  humanitarianism,  and  in  tlic  older  Christian 
idea  that  all  persons  are  redeemable  and  w’ill  prove  trustwortliv  if 
are  but  trusted.  This  outlook  was,  for  e.xamplc,  prevalent  in  that  ubKpi^ 
tous  intriguer,  Lionel  Curtis,  who  w'as  the  original  guide  and  parent  0 
the  IPR  and  of  many  similar  organizations.  .As  children  of  missionaries, 
many  of  tlie  organizers  and  members  of  the  IPR  obtained  this  spirit 
their  family  background  along  with  their  know'lcdge  of  the  Far  Easte 
languages  which  made  them  “experts.” 

It  must  be  confessed  that  the  IPR  had  many  of  the  marks  of  a  fcHo" 
traveler  or  Communist  “captive”  organization.  But  tliis  does  not,  in  an) 
way,  mean  that  the  radical  Right  or  the  professional  ex-Communist  v 
sion  of  these  events  is  accurate.  For  example,  Eliz-abeth  Bentley  and, 
all,  Louis  Budenz  testified  before  the  McCarran  Committee  on  the 
The  latter  identified  almost  every  person  a.s.sociated  with  the  organn^'^^ 
tion  as  a  Communist  or  “under  Communist  discipline”  by  his 
knowiedge.  In  the  most  famous  case,  that  of  Owen  Lattimore, 
emphatic  testimony  that  Lattimore  w'as  a  Communist  and  that  his 
were  issued  by  .small  Communist  Partv'  conclaves  of  Earl  BroV' 


Nuclear  rivalry  and  the  cold  war:  1945-1950  949 
Budenz,  F.  V.  Field,  and  others  was  totally  refuted,  not  only  by  the 
direct  contradictory  testimony  of  Browder  and  Field,  but  by  subsequent 
evidence  from  more  reliable  witnesses  and  from  Budenz  himself.  Ques¬ 
tioning  eventually  made  it  clear  that  Budenz  did  not  know  Lattimore  or 
IS  work  or  any  of  his  books  (including  one  which  he  quoted  as  proof 
Lattimore’s  adherence  to  the  party  line).  Moreover,  Budenz  gave 
direct  testimony  that  the  1944  mission  to  China  of  Vice-President  Henry 
''vallace,  accompanied  by  Lattimore  and  John  Carter  V^incent  (a  State 
department  e.\pert  on  the  Far  East  who  has  been  accused  of  Commu- 
nism),  drew  up  recommendations  which  were  pro-Communist.  This  was 
shown  to  be  the  exact  contrary  of  the  truth  and  a  mere  figment  of 
“Udenz’s  active  imagination.  Budenz  testified  that  the  replacement  of 
J^eneral  Stilwell  (who  was  anti-Chiang  and  relatively  favorable  to  Alao) 
y  General  Wedemeyer  was  the  consequence  of  the  influence  of  Latti- 
||)ore  and  V^incent  on  Wallace.  Joseph  Alsop,  who  was  present  at  all  the 
iscussions  in  question  and  drafted  the  recommendations,  later  testified 
diat  he  himself  was  the  author  of  all  the  “pro-Communist”  passages  which 
udenz  attributed  to  Lattimore  and  that  he  himself  had  suggested  the 
relatively  pro-Chiang  General  Wedemeyer  as  Stilwell’s  successor  in  order 
*•0  block  Wallace’s  suggestion  of  General  Chennault  for  the  position. 

The  radical  Right  version  of  these  events  as  written  up  by  John  T. 
vlynn,  Freda  Utley,  and  others,  was  even  more  remote  from  the  truth 
lan  were  Budenz’s  or  Bentley’s  versions,  although  it  had  a  tremendous 
inipact  on  American  opinion  and  American  relations  with  other  coun¬ 
tries  in  the  years  1947-1955.  This  radical  Right  fairy  tale,  which  is  now 
accepted  folk  myth  in  many  groups  in  America,  pictured  the  recent 
istory  of  the  United  States,  in  regard  to  domestic  reform  and  in  foreign 
straits,  as  a  well-organized  plot  by  extreme  Left-wing  elements,  operat- 
'ttg  from  the  AVhite  House  itself  and  controlling  all  the  chief  avenues  of 
publicity  in  the  United  States,  to  destroy  the  American  way  of  life, 
^ed  on  private  enterprise,  laissez  faire,  and  isolationism,  in  behalf  of 
ideologies  of  Russian  Socialism  and  British  cosmopolitanism  (or  in¬ 
ternationalism).  This  plot,  if  we  are  to  believe  the  myth,  worked  through 
^ch  avenues  of  publicity  as  The  New  York  Times  and  the  Herald 
jibtine,  the  Christian  Science  Monitor  and  the  Washington  Post,  the 
^^lantic  Monthly  and  Harper's  Magazine  and  had  at  its  core  the  wild-eyed 
®ud  bushy-haired  theoreticians  of  Socialist  Harvard  and  the  London 
ehool  of  Economics.  It  was  determined  to  bring  the  United  States  into 
^orld  War  11  on  the  side  of  England  (Roosevelt’s  first  love)  and  Soviet 
us.sia  (his  second  love)  in  order  to  destroy  every  finer  element  of  Ameri- 
life  and,  as  part  of  this  conscioush^  planned  scheme,  invited  Japan  to 
*hack  Pearl  Harbor,  and  destroyed  Chiang  Kai-shek,  all  the  while  under- 
JUining  America’s  real  strength  by  excessive  spending  and  unbalanced 
budgets. 
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This  myth,  like  all  fables,  does  in  fact  have  a  modicum  of  trutli.  There 
does  exist,  and  has  existed  for  a  generation,  an  international  Anglophile 
network  which  operates,  to  some  extent,  in  the  way  the  radical  Right 
believes  the  Commurtists  act.  In  fact,  this  network,  which  we  may  identify 
as  the  Round  Table  Groups,  has  no  aversion  to  cooperating  with  the 
Communists,  or  any  other  groups,  and  frequently  does  so.  I  know  of  the 
operations  of  this  netxvork  because  I  have  studied  it  for  twenty  years  and 
was  permitted  for  two  years,  in  the  early  1960’s,  to  examine  its  papers 
and  secret  records.  I  have  no  aversion  to  it  or  to  most  of  its  aims  and 


hav'e,  for  much  of  my  life,  been  close  to  it  and  to  many  of  its  instru¬ 
ments.  I  have  objected,  both  in  the  past  and  recently,  to  a  few  of  its 
policies  (notably  to  its  belief  that  England  was  an  Atlantic  rather  than 
a  European  Power  and  must  be  allied,  or  even  federated,  with  the  United 
States  and  must  remain  isolated  from  Europe),  but  in  general  my  ohie 
difference  of  opinion  is  that  it  wishes  to  remain  unknown,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  its  role  in  history  is  significant  enough  to  be  known. 

The  Round  Table  Groups  have  already  been  mentioned  in  this  boo 
several  times,  notably  in  connection  with  the  formation  of  the  Britis 
Commonwealth  in  chapter  4  and  in  the  discussion  of  appeasement  m 
chapter  12  (“the  Cliveden  Set”).  At  the  risk  of  some  repetition,  the  story 
will  be  summarized  here,  because  the  American  branch  of  this  organize* 
tion  (sometimes  called  the  “Eastern  Establishment”)  has  played  a  very 
significant  role  in  the  history^  of  the  United  States  in  the  last  generation. 

The  Round  Table  Groups  were  semi-secret  discussion  and  lobbying 
groups  organized  by  Lionel  Curtis,  Philip  H.  Kerr  (Lord  Lothian),  au 
(Sir)  William  S.  .Marris  in  1908-1911.  This  was  done  on  behalf  of  Lor 
Milner,  the  dominant  Trustee  of  the  Rhodes  Trust  in  the  two  decaccs 


1905-1925.  The  original  purpose  of  these  groups  was  to  seek  to  fedcra 
the  English-speaking  world  along  lines  laid  down  by  Cecil  Rhodes  (1853“ 
1902)  and  William  T.  Stead  (1849-1912),  and  the  money  for  the  organ¬ 
izational  work  came  originally  from  the  Rhodes  Trust.  By  1915  Roun 
Table  groups  e.xisted  in  seven  countries,  including  England,  South  Afri^aj 
Canada,  Australia,  New  Zealand,  India,  and  a  rather  loosely  organize 
group  in  the  United  States  (George  Louis  Beer,  Walter  Lippmann,  Fran 
Aydelotte,  Whitney  Shepardson,  Thomas  W.  Lamont,  Jerome  U’ 
Greene,  Erwin  D.  Canham  of  the  Christian  Science  Mo7iitor,  and  others)- 
The  attitudes  of  the  various  groups  were  coordinated  by  frequent  visits 
and  discussions  and  by  a  well-informed  and  totally  anonymous  qu^rt^,^,'' 
magazine.  The  Round  Table,  whose  first  issue,  largely  written  by  Phi'P 
Kerr,  appeared  in  November  1910.  . 

The  leaders  of  this  group  were:  Milner,  until  his  death  in  1925’  ^ 
low'ed  by  Curtis  (1872-1955),  Robert  H.  (Lord)  Brand  (brother-in-l^t)'' 
of  Lady  Astor)  until  his  death  in  1963,  and  now  Adam  D. 
son  of  Sir  William  and  Brand’s  successor  as  managing  director  of  Laza 
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J^rothers  bank.  The  original  intention  had  been  to  have  collegial  leader- 
hut  Milner  was  too  secretive  and  headstrong  to  share  the  role.  He 
‘^id  so  only  in  the  period  1913-1919  when  he  held  regular  meetings  with 
Sonic  of  his  closest  friends  to  coordinate  their  activities  as  a  pressure 
group  in  the  struggle  with  Wilhelmine  Germany.  This  they  called  their 
linger  Group.”  After  Milner’s  death  in  1925,  the  leadership  was  largely 
shared  by  the  survivors  of  Milner’s  “Kindergarten,”  that  is,  the  group  of 
young  Oxford  men  wTom  he  used  as  civil  servants  in  his  reconstruction 
of  South  Africa  in  1901-1910.  Brand  was  the  last  survivor  of  the  “Kinder¬ 
garten”;  since  his  death,  the  greatly  reduced  activities  of  the  organization 
have  been  e.xercised  largely  through  the  Editorial  Committee  of  The 
Rotijici  Table  magazine  under  Adam  .Vlarris. 

Money  for  the  widely  ramified  actiyities  of  this  organization  came 
originally  from  the  associates  and  followers  of  Cecil  Rhodes,  chiefly 
^roni  the  Rhodes  Trust  itself,  and  from  wealthy  associates  such  as  the 
®oit  brothers,  from  Sir  Abe  Bailey,  and  (after  1915)  from  the  Astor 
family.  Since  1925  there  have  been  substantial  contributions  from  wealthy 
individuals  and  from  foundations  and  firms  associated  with  the  interna- 
*^onal  banking  fraternity,  especially  the  Carnegie  United  Kingdom  Trust, 
®nd  other  organizations  associated  with  J.  P.  .Morgan,  the  Rockefeller 
and  Whitney  families,  and  the  associates  of  Lazard  Brothers  and  of 
Morgan,  Grenfell,  and  Company. 

The  chief  backbone  of  this  organization  grew'  up  along  the  already 
fisting  financial  cooperation  running  from  the  .Morgan  Bank  in  New 
to  a  group  of  international  financiers  in  London  led  by  Lazard 
'■others.  .Milner  himself  in  1901  had  refused  a  fabulous  offer,  worth  up 
^  5 100,000  a  year,  to  become  one  of  the  three  partners  of  the  .Morgan 
yiok  in  London,  in  succession  to  the  younger  J.  P.  Morgan  who  moved 
*^0111  London  to  join  his  father  in  New  York  (eventually  the  vacancy 
^'ent  to  E.  C.  Grenfell,  so  that  the  London  affiliate  of  .Morgan  became 
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^nown  as  .Morgan,  Grenfell,  and  Company).  Instead,  .Milner  became 


director 

Bank, 


of  a  number  of  public  banks,  chiefly  the  London  Joint  Stock 
corporate  precursor  of  the  Midland  Bank.  He  became  one  of  the 
S^'eatest  political  and  financial  powers  in  England,  with  his  disciples 
s'rategicjiiy  placed  throughout  England  in  significant  places,  such  as  the 
^  'Worship  of  The  'Times,  the  editorship  of  The  Observer,  the  managing 
cctorship  of  Lazard  Brothers,  various  administrative  posts,  and  even 
®hinct  positions.  Ramifications  w'ere  established  in  politics,  high  finance, 
•  ford  and  London  universities,  periodicals,  the  civil  service,  and  tax- 
^''ctTipt  foundations. 

the  end  of  the  w'ar  of  1914,  it  became  clear  that  the  organization  of 
fQ  ^  had  to  be  greatly  extended.  Once  again  the  task  w  as  entrusted 

Lionel  Curtis  w'ho  established,  in  England  and  each  dominion,  a  front 
conization  to  the  existing  local  Round  Table  Group.  This  front  or- 
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ganization,  called  the  Royal  Institute  of  International  Affairs,  had  as  its 
nucleus  in  each  area  the  existing  submerged  Round  Table  Group.  In  Ne"' 
York  it  was  known  as  the  Council  on  Foreign  Relations,  and  was  a  front 
for  J.  P.  .Morgan  and  Company  in  association  with  the  very  small  Amer¬ 
ican  Round  Table  Group.  The  American  organizers  were  dominated  by 
the  large  number  of  .Morgan  “e.xperts,”  including  Lament  and  Beer,  who 
had  gone  to  the  Paris  Peace  Conference  and  there  became  close  friends 
with  the  similar  group  of  English  “experts”  which  had  been  recruited 
by  the  .Milner  group.  In  fact,  the  original  plans  for  the  Royal  Institute 
of  International  Affairs  and  the  Council  on  Foreign  Relations  were 
drawn  up  at  Paris.  The  Council  of  the  RIIA  (which,  by  Curtis’s  energy 
came  to  be  housed  in  Chatham  House,  across  St.  James’s  Square  from  the 
Astors,  and  was  soon  known  bv  the  name  of  this  headquarters)  and  the 
board  of  the  Council  on  Foreign  Relations  have  carried  ever  since  the 
marks  of  their  origin.  Until  i960  the  council  at  Chatham  House  was 
dominated  bv  the  dwindling  group  of  .Milner’s  associates,  while  the  pa* 
staff  members  were  largely  the  agents  of  Lionel  Curtis.  The  Rotivtl  7  ae 
for  years  (until  1961)  was  edited  from  the  back  door  of  Chatham  House 
grounds  in  Ormond  Yard,  and  its  telephone  came  through  the  Chatham 
House  switchboard. 

The  New'  York  branch  was  dominated  by  the  associates  of  the  .Viorga’' 
Bank.  For  e.xample,  in  1928  the  Council  on  Foreign  Relations  had  Joii^ 
W.  Davis  as  president,  Paul  Cravath  as  vice-president,  and  a  council  0 
thirteen  others,  which  included  Owen  D.  Young,  Russell  C.  Leffingwe  1 
Norman  Davis,  Allen  Dulles,  George  W.  Wickersham,  Frank  L.  ^ 
Whitney  Shepardson,  Isaiah  Bowman,  Stephen  P.  Duggan,  and 
Kahn.  Throughout  its  history  the  council  has  been  associated  xvkh 
American  Round  Tablers,  such  as  Beer,  Lippmann,  Shepardson,  2 
Jerome  Greene. 

The  academic  figures  have  been  those  linked  to  Morgan,  ... 
James  T.  Shotwell,  Charles  Seymour,  Joseph  P.  Chamberlain,  P 
Jessup,  Isaiah  Bowman  and,  more  recently,  Philip  Moseley,  Grayson 
Kirk,  and  Henry  M.  WTiston.  The  Wall  Street  contacts  with 
created  originally  from  .Morgan’s  influence  in  handling  large  ^ 
endowmients.  In  the  case  of  the  largest  of  these  endowments, 
Harvard,  the  influence  was  usually  exercised  indirectly  through  ‘ 
Street,”  Boston,  which,  for  much  of  the  tw'entieth  century,  came  throng 


the  Boston  banker  Thomas  Nelson  Perkins. 

Closely  allied  with  this  .Morgan  influence  were  a  small  group  or 
Street  law  firms,  whose  chief  figures  were  Elihu  Root,  John  VV. 
Paul  D.  Cravath,  Russell  Leffingw-ell,  the  Dulles  brothers  and, 
cently,  .Yrthur  H.  Dean,  Philip  D.  Reed,  and  John  J.  McCloV- 
nonlegal  agents  of  .Morgan  included  men  like  Ow'en  D.  Young  ant 
man  H.  Davis. 
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On  this  basis,  which  was  originallv^  financial  and  goes  back  to  George 
cabody,  there  grew  up  in  the  tw'entieth  century  a  power  structure  be¬ 
tween  London  and  New  York  w  hich  penetrated  deeply  into  university 
he,  the  press,  and  the  practice  of  foreign  policy.  In  England  the  center 
the  Round  Table  Group,  while  in  the  United  States  it  w^as  J.  P. 

'  lorgan  and  Company  or  its  local  branches  in  Boston,  Philadelphia,  and 
Cleveland.  Some  rather  incidental  examples  of  the  operations  of  this 
^tucture  are  very  revealing,  just  because  they  are  incidental.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  it  set  up  in  Princeton  a  reasonable  copy  of  the  Round  Table  Group’s 
chief  Oxford  Iieadquarters,  All  Souls  College.  This  copy,  called  the  In- 
®itute  for  Advanced  Study,  and  best  known,  perhaps,  as  the  refuge  of 
Einstein,  Oppcnheimer,  John  von  Neumann,  and  George  F.  Kennan,  was 
Organized  by  Abraham  Flexner  of  the  Carnegie  Foundation  and  Rocke- 
cller’s  General  Education  Board  after  he  had  experienced  the  delights 
A.11  Souls  while  serving  as  Rhodes  Memorial  Lecturer  at  Oxford.  The 
plans  were  largely  drawn  bv  Tom  Jones,  one  of  the  Round  Table’s  most 
active  intriguers  and  foundation  administrators. 

The  American  branch  of  this  “English  Establishment”  exerted  much 
cf  its  influence  through  five  American  new  spapers  (The  New  York  Thnes, 
New  York  Herald  Tribune,  Christian  Science  Alonitor,  the  Washington 
and  the  lamented  Boston  Evening  Transcript).  In  fact,  the  editor 
the  Christian  Science  Monitor  was  the  chief  American  correspondent 
(anonymously)  of  The  Round  Table,  and  Lord  Lothian,  the  original 
editor  of  The  Round  Table  and  later  secretary  of  the  Rhodes  Trust 
(*925-1939)  and  ambassador  to  Washington,  w'as  a  frequent  writer  in 
be  Monitor.  It  might  be  mentioned  that  the  e.xistence  of  this  Wall  Street, 
^ttglo-American  a.xis  is  quite  obvious  once  it  is  pointed  out.  It  is  re- 
ected  in  the  fact  that  such  Wall  Street  luminaries  as  John  W.  Davis, 
ewis  Douglas,  Jock  Whitney,  and  Douglas  Dillon  w'ere  appointed  to 
e  American  ambassadors  in  London. 

This  double  international  network  in  which  the  Round  Table  groups 
brnied  the  semisecret  or  secret  nuclei  of  the  Institutes  of  International 
^“airs  w'as  extended  into  a  third  network  in  1925,  organized  by  the  same 
people  for  the  same  motives.  Once  again  the  mastermind  was  Lionel 
ortis,  and  the  earlier  Round  Table  Groups  and  Institutes  of  International 
Affairs  were  used  as  nuclei  for  the  new'  netw'ork.  However,  this  new 
°*'ganization  for  Pacific  affairs  was  extended  to  ten  countries,  w'hile  the 
ound  Table  Groups  existed  onlv  in  seven.  The  new'  additions,  ultimately 
O'ba,  Japan,  France,  the  Netherlands,  and  Soviet  Russia,  had  Pacific 
Councils  set  up  from  scratcli.  In  Canada,  Australia,  and  New'  Zealand, 
acific  councils,  interlocked  and  dominated  bv  the  Institutes  of  Interna- 
Affairs,  were  set  up.  In  England,  Chatham  House  served  as  the  Eng- 
center  for  both  nets,  while  in  the  United  States  the  two  were  parallel 
^'*'cations  (not  subordinate)  of  the  Wall  Street  allies  of  the  .Morgan 
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Bank.  The  financing  came  from  the  same  international  hanking  groups 
and  their  subsidiar\"  commercial  and  industrial  firms.  In  England,  Cha^ 
ham  House  was  financed  for  both  networks  by  the  contributions  of  Sit 
Abe  Bailey,  the  Astor  family,  and  additional  funds  largely  acquired  by 
the  persuasive  powers  of  Lionel  Curtis.  The  financial  difficulties  of  tb® 
IPR  Councils  in  the  British  Dominions  in  the  depre.ssion  of  1929-193^ 
resulted  in  a  very  revealing  effort  to  save  money,  when  the  local  Insti¬ 
tute  of  International  Affairs  absorbed  the  local  Pacific  Council,  both  of 
which  were,  in  a  way,  expensive  and  needless  fronts  for  the  local  Roun 
Table  groups. 

The  chief  aims  of  this  elaborate,  semisecret  organization  were  largely 
commendable:  to  coordinate  the  international  activities  and  outlooks  0 
all  the  English-speaking  world  into  one  (which  would  largely%  it  is  true, 
be  that  of  the  London  group);  to  work  to  maintain  the  peace;  to  help 
backward,  colonial,  and  underdeveloped  areas  to  advance  toward  stabil¬ 
ity,  law  and  order,  and  prosperity  along  lines  somewhat  similar  to  those 
taught  at  0.xford  and  the  University  of  London  (especially  the  Schoo 
of  Economics  and  the  Schools  of  African  and  Oriental  Studies). 

These  organizations  and  their  financial  backers  were  in  no  sense  reac¬ 
tionary  or  Fascistic  persons,  as  Communist  propaganda  would  like  to 
depict  them.  Quite  the  contrary.  They  were  gracious  and  cultured  ge<^' 
tiemen  of  somewhat  limited  social  experience  who  were  much  concerne 
with  the  freedom  of  expression  of  minorities  and  the  rule  of  law  for  a  ’ 
who  constantly  thought  in  terms  of  Anglo-American  solidarity,  of  po 
litical  partition  and  federation,  and  who  were  convinced  that  they  cou 
gracefully  civilize  the  Boers  of  South  Africa,  the  Irish,  the  Arab.s,  and  t  c 
Hindus,  and  who  are  largely  responsible  for  the  partitions  of  Irelan  , 
Palestine,  and  India,  as  well  as  the  federations  of  South  Africa, 

Africa,  and  the  West  Indies.  Their  desire  to  win  over  the  opposition 
cooperation  worked  with  Smuts  but  failed  with  Hertzog,  worked 
Gandhi  but  failed  with  .Menon,  worked  with  Stresemann  but  failed 


Hitler,  and  has  shown  little  chance  of  working  with  any  Soviet 
If  their  failures  now  loom  larger  than  their  successes,  this  should  not 
allowed  to  conceal  the  high  motives  with  which  they  attempted 
It  was  this  group  of  people,  whose  wealth  and  influence  so  excee 
their  e.xperience  and  understanding,  who  provided  much  of  the  fram^ 
work  of  influence  which  the  Communist  sympathizers  and  fellow  t^av^ 
elers  took  over  in  the  United  States  in  the  1930’s.  It  must  be  recognize 
that  the  power  that  these  energetic  Left-wingers  exercised  was  ne 
their  own  power  or  Communist  power  but  was  ultimately^  the  power 
the  international  financial  coterie,  and,  once  the  anger  and  .suspicions 
the  American  people  were  aroused,  as  they  were  by  1950,  it  was  a  a 
simple  matter  to  get  rid  of  the  Red  svmpathizers.  Before  this  cou 
done,  however,  a  congressional  committee,  following  backward  to 
source  the  threads  which  led  from  admitted  Communists  like  W hit 


leader. 
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Chambers,  through  Alger  Hiss,  and  the  Carnegie  Endowment  to  Thomas 
Caniont  and  the  .Morgan  Bank,  fell  into  the  whole  complicated  network 
‘’f  the  interlocking  ta.x-exempt  foundations.  The  Eightv-third  Conffre.ss 
Jiil\  1953  3  Special  Committee  to  Investigate  rax-Exeinpt 

foundations  with  Representative  B.  Carroll  Reece,  of  Tennessee,  as 
^hairman.  It  soon  became  clear  that  people  of  immense  wealth  would 
unhappy  if  the  investigation  went  too  far  and  that  the  “most  re¬ 
spected”  newspapers  in  the  countrv,  closely  allied  with  these  men  of 
'health,  would  not  get  excited  enough  about  any  relevations  to  make  the 
publicity  worth  while,  in  terms  of  votes  or  campaign  contributions.  An 
'uteresting  report  showing  the  Left-wing  associations  of  the  interlocking 
”exus  of  tax-exempt  foundations  was  issued  in  1954  rather  quietlv.  Four 
.Vears  later,  the  Reece  committee’s  general  counsel,  Rene  A.  W’ormser, 
"Tote  a  sliocked,  but  not  shocking,  book  on  the  subject  called  Foiiiida- 
doiis:  Their  Poiver  ami  Influence. 

Cine  of  the  most  interesting  members  of  this  Anglo-American  pou  er 
structure  was  Jerome  D.  Greene  (1874-1959).  Born  in  Japan  of  mission- 
®*'y  parents,  Greene  graduated  from  Harx^ard’s  college  and  law  school  by 
*®99  and  became  secretary  to  Harvard’s  president  and  corporation  in 
'901-1910.  This  gave  him  contacts  with  Wall  Street  which  made  him 
S^neral  manager  of  the  Rockefeller  Institute  (1910-1912),  assistant  to 
John  D.  Rockefeller  in  philanthropic  work  for  two  years,  then  trustee 
^  the  Rockefeller  Institute,  to  the  Rockefeller  Foundation,  and  to  the 
•rockefeller  General  Education  Board  until  1939.  For  fifteen  years 
(19 1  7-1932)  he  was  with  the  Boston  investment  banking  firm  of  Lee, 
*^'gginson,  and  Company,  most  of  the  period  as  its  chief  officer,  as  well 
"s  "  ith  its  London  branch.  As  executive  secretary  of  the  American  sec- 
^'on  of  the  Allied  Maritime  Transport  Council,  stationed  in  London  in 
'918,  he  lived  in  Toynbee  Hall,  the  world’s  first  settlement  house,  which 
“■id  been  founded  by  Alfred  .Milner  and  his  friends  in  1884.  This  brought 
'ui  in  contact  with  the  Round  Table  Group  in  England,  a  contact  which 
"'38  strengthened  in  1919  when  he  was  secretary  to  the  Reparations  Com¬ 
mission  at  the  Paris  Peace  Conference.  .Accordingly,  on  his  return  to  the 
uited  States  he  was  one  of  the  early  figures  in  the  establishment  of  the 
°uncil  on  P'oreign  Relations,  which  serv'ed  as  the  New  York  branch 
Lionel  Curtis’s  Institute  of  International  Affairs. 

an  investment  banker.  Greene  is  chiefly  remembered  for  his  sales 
P  uiillions  of  dollars  of  the  fraudulent  .securities  of  the  Swedish  match 
'"igi  Ivar  Kreuger.  That  Greene  offered  these  to  the  .American  investing 
in  good  faith  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  he  put  a  sub.stantial 
Piirt  of  I, is  „^vn  fortune  in  the  same  investments.  As  a  consequence, 
teugei-’s  suicide  in  Paris  in  April  1932  left  Greene  with  little  money  and 
job.  He  wrote  to  Lionel  Curtis,  asking  for  help,  and  was  given,  for 
years,  a  professorship  of  international  relations  at  Aberystwx’th, 
^les.  The  Round  Table  Group  controlled  that  professorship  from  its 
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founding  by  David  Davies  in  1919,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  Davies,  who 
was  made  a  peer  in  1932,  had  broken  with  the  Round  Table  because 
of  its  subversion  of  the  League  of  Nations  and  European  collective  secut- 
ity. 

On  his  return  to  America  in  1934,  Greene  also  returned  to  his  secre¬ 
taryship  of  the  Harvard  Corporation  and  became,  for  the  remainder  of 
his  life,  practically  a  symbol  of  Yankee  Boston,  as  trustee  and  officer  of 
the  Boston  Symphony  Orchestra,  the  Gardner  Museum  in  Fenway  Court, 
the  New  England  Conservatory  of  Music,  the  American  Academy 
Rome,  the  Brookings  Institution,  the  Rockefeller  Foundation,  and  the 
General  Education  Board  (only  until  1939).  He  was  also  director  of  the 
Harvard  Tercentenary  Celebration  in  1934-1937. 

Greene  is  of  much  greater  significance  in  indicating  the  real  influences 
within  the  Institute  of  Pacific  Relations  than  any  Communists  or  fellow 
travelers.  He  wrote  the  constitution  for  the  IPR  in  1926,  w’as  for  years 
the  chief  conduit  for  Wall  Street  funds  and  influence  into  the  organiza¬ 
tion,  was  treasurer  of  the  American  Council  for  three  years,  and  chairman 
for  three  more,  as  well  as  chairman  of  the  International  Council  for  four 
years. 

Jerome  Greene  is  a  symbol  of  much  more  than  the  Wall  Street  in¬ 
fluence  in  the  IPR.  He  is  also  a  symbol  of  the  relationship  between  the 
financial  circles  of  London  and  those  of  the  eastent  United  States  whic 
reflects  one  of  the  most  powerful  influences  in  twentieth-century  Amer¬ 
ican  and  world  history.  The  two  ends  of  this  English-speaking  a.\is  have 
sometimes  been  called,  perhaps  facetiously,  the  English  and  American 
Establishments.  There  is,  however,  a  considerable  degree  of  truth  behm 
the  joke,  a  truth  which  reflects  a  very  real  power  structure.  It  is  f"* 
power  structure  which  the  Radical  Right  in  the  United  States  has  been 
attacking  for  years  in  the  belief  that  they  are  attacking  the  Communists- 
This  is  particularly  true  when  these  attacks  are  directed,  as  they  so  fre 
quently  are  at  “Han’ard  Socialism,”  or  at  “Left-wing  newspapers  n 
The  New  York  Times  and  the  Washington  Post,  or  at  foundations  an 
their  dependent  establishments,  such  as  the  Institute  of  Internatio 
Education. 

These  misdirected  attacks  by  the  Radical  Right  did  much  to  conru 
the  American  people  in  the  period  1948-1955,  and  left  consequences 

which  were  still  significant  a  decade  later.  By  the  end  of  195  3’  1 , 

these  attacks  had  run  their  course.  The  American  people,  thorougn  > 
bewildered  at  \\  idespread  charges  of  twenty  years  of  treason  and  su^^ 
version,  had  rejected  the  Democrats  and  put  into  the  White  House 
Republican  Party’s  traditional  favorite,  a  war  hero,  Dwight  D. 
hower.  At  the  time,  two  events,  one  public  and  one  secret,  were  s  1  ^ 
in  process.  The  public  one  was  the  Korean  War  of  1950-1953; 
one  was  the  race  for  the  thermonuclear  bomb. 
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NUCLEAR  RIVALRY 
AND  THE  COLD  WAR: 

THE  RACE  FOR 
THE  H-BOMB,  1950-1957 


“Joe  r  and  the  American  Nuclear  Debate, 

The  Korean  War  and  Its  Aftermath,  }g^o-i^^4 

The  Eisenhower  Team,  ip)2-!^^6 

The  Rise  of  Khmshchev,  ip^a-ip^S 

The  Cold  ]Var  in  Easter?!  and  Southern  Asia,  i9S^‘951 


“Joe  I”  and  the  American 
Nuclear  Debate,  1949-1954 


IN  May  1947,  at  one  of  the  earliest  meetings  of  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission,  the  members  discussed  a  suggestion  made  by  one  of  the 
commissioners,  the  Wall  Street  investment  banker  Lewis  L.  Strauss. 
Four  months  later,  at  the  request  of  the  commission,  the  air  force  was 
ordered  to  begin  a  continuous  monitoring  of  the  upper  atmosphere  to 
test  for  radioactive  particles  which  would  indicate  if  a  nuclear  explosion 
had  taken  place  anywhere  in  the  world.  The  monitoring  service  was 
tested  on  our  own  nuclear  explosions  in  the  Marshall  Islands  early  in 
'948,  and  continued  thereafter  on  funds  from  AEC. 

Late  in  August  1949,  a  B-29,  modified  for  this  service,  returned  to  its 
base  in  the  Far  East  and  found  that  the  photographic  plates  it  had  been 
carrying  to  a  great  height  were  covered  with  streaks.  As  the  local  scien¬ 
tists  examined  these,  they  became  convinced  that  the  plane  had  passed 
through  a  heavily  radioactive  cloud,  which  must  have  originated  farther 
"’est  on  the  mainland  of  Asia.  Code  messages  to  Washington  sent  similar 
planes  over  the  United  States  to  collect  raindrops  and  high-flying  dust 
panicles.  These  soon  revealed  the  bad  news:  a  highly  efficient  plutonium 
homb  (“Joe  I”)  had  been  exploded  over  Soviet  Asia  in  August.  President 
Truman,  on  September  23,  1949,  made  a  public  announcement:  “Within 
tecent  weeks  an  atomic  explosion  occurred  in  the  USSR.” 

The  news  of  “Joe  I”  brought  to  crisis  level,  and  merged  together, 
two  conflicts  which  had  been  going  on,  more  or  less  behind  the  scenes, 
iti  the  American  strategic  community.  One  of  these  conflicts  was  among 
scientists  over  the  possibility  of  making  a  “super”  bomb  by  fusing 
ydrogen;  the  other  conflict,  involving  billions  of  dollars  in  defense 
Contracts  and  the  lives  of  millions  of  people,  was  the  struggle  among 
armed  services  over  American  strategic-defense  policies. 

Discussion  over  “Super”  had  been  going  on  for  years,  but  only  inter¬ 
mittently  and  among  a  few  advanced  scientists.  In  1927  a  young  Austrian, 
ntz  Houtcrmans,  studying  physics  at  Gottingen,  took  a  walk  with  Lord 
Rutherford’s  assistant,  Geoffrey  Atkinson.  Houtermans  suggested  that 
c  energy  of  the  sun  came  from  the  fusion  of  four  hydrogen  atoms  to 
tfiake  a  single  helium  atom.  They  talked  about  the  problem  and  told  a 
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Russian  fellow  student,  George  Gamow,  who  returned  to  the  Soviet 
Union  shortly  afterward.  In  1933  Houtermans  fled  from  Hitler’s  anti- 
Semitic  laws  to  Russia.  During  Stalin’s  purges  he  was  imprisoned  as  a 
foreign  spy  and  tortured  to  e.xtract  a  confession.  In  1940,  when  Stalin 
was  allied  u'ith  Hitler,  Houtermans’s  wrecked  but  still  living  body  ^vas 
turned  over  to  the  Germans  to  receive  new  indignities  from  the  Gestapo- 
In  1933  Gamow  fled  from  Russia  and  was  given  a  professorship  at 
the  George  Washington  University  in  the  American  capital.  In  i935 
Gamow  invited  the  Hungarian  refugee  scientist  Edward  Teller  to  join 
him  at  George  Washington.  They  worked  together  and  talked  a  good 
deal  about  the  problem  of  hydrogen  fusion.  After  listening  to  them,  an¬ 
other  refugee,  Hans  Bethe,  winner  of  the  Enrico  Fermi  award  in 
then  at  Cornell,  u'orked  out  the  now  accepted  equations  for  nuclear  fusion 
on  the  sun.  Bethe’s  equations  assumed  that  Carbon- 12,  by  the  addition  of 
hydrogen  nuclei  (protons),  one  at  a  time,  was  raised  through  Nitrogen- 
13,  N-14,  0.\ygen-i5,  nnd  N-15  which  then  added  a  final  proton  and 
split  into  C- 1 2  and  Helium-4.  The  carbon  thus  acted  as  a  catalyst  for  the 
fusion  of  hydrogen  to  form  helium. 

Teller,  a  restless  man,  fertile  with  suggestions,  but  incapable  of  sus¬ 
tained  cooperation  with  others,  went  to  Columbia  University  in  194b 
Chicago  in  1942,  to  Berkeley,  California,  in  the  summer  of  1942,  and  to 
Los  Alamos  in  the  spring  of  1943.  He  was  obsessed  with  the  idea  of  a 
fusion  bomb  and  was  greatly  encouraged  by  Oppenheimcr  who  ob¬ 
tained  special  security  clearance  for  him  and  invited  him  both  to  Cali' 
fomia  in  1942  and  to  Los  Alamos  in  1943.  In  both  places  he  worked  on 
the  H-bomb,  although  it  was  generally  known  (as  suggested  by  Fernii; 
that  no  H-bomb  was  possible  until  there  was  an  A-bomb  to  ignite  it- 
Hydrogen  nuclei  (protons),  carrying  the  same  (positive)  electrica 
charges,  repel  each  other  so  strongly  that  they  cannot  be  pushed  to 
gether  to  fuse  into  helium  unless  they  are  raised  to  tremendous  collision 
speeds  by  being  heated  to  hundreds  of  millions  of  degrees  of  temperature- 
Only  an  A-bomb  could  produce  such  heat.  In  1942  Fermi  suggested  tna 
such  fusion  could  be  achieved  at  a  somewhat  lower  temperature  by  os 
ing  heavy  hydrogen  (deuterium).  This  is  an  isotope  of  hydrogen  wm 
is  twice  as  heavy  as  ordinary  hydrogen,  since  its  nucleus  consists  of 
unit  particles  instead  of  one.  Its  discovery,  for  which  Harold  Urey 
the  Nobel  Prize  in  1934,  showed  that  it  existed  in  nature,  chiefly  in 
form  of  heavy  water  (D,0  compared  to  ordinary  water  H^O),  in 
proportion  of  about  one  part  of  deuterium  for  every  5,000  of  ordina  y 
hydrogen.  , ^ 

Shortly  afterward,  it  was  calculated  that  it  might  be  possible  to  ni® 
an  even  heavier  isotope  of  hydrogen  of  triple  weight  (tritium) 
nucleus  of  three  particles.  These  could  be  fused  to  make  helium 
even  lower  temperature.  However,  it  would  be  so  expensive  to 
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’fttium  that  each  bomb  would  cost  billions  of  dollars.  By  the  end  of 
*94t,  it  seemed  clear  that  the  most  feasible  way  to  make  a  bomb  would 
t  to  use  both  deuterium  and  tritium.  Collisions  of  these  at  over  100  mil- 
*on  degrees  of  temperature  should  give  helium  atoms  and  enormous 
energy.  At  that  point  the  project  was  put  on  the  shelf,  and  work  concen- 
^3ted  on  making  the  A-bomb,  which  had  to  be  obtained  first. 

After  the  war  ended,  the  outstanding  scientists  gradually  returned  to 
heir  peacetime  teaching  and  research,  so  that  the  AEC  laboratories,  in- 
p  uding  Los  Alamos,  quieted  down.  The  superpatriots  subsequently  crit- 
*^*zed  the  scientists  for  this,  arguing  that  the  latter  should  have  stayed 
the  job  with  AEC  to  develop  better  weapons  than  the  Russians.  This 
nonsense,  and  is  most  nonsensical  when  it  is  implied  that  the  scientists’ 
^luctance  for  weapon  development  was  based  on  Soviet  sympathies, 
he  fact  is  that  America’s  whole  future  depended  on  getting  scientists 
3ck  to  the  universities  to  train  new  scientists,  a  job  which  had  been 
^^glected  for  five  years.  Moreover,  there  was  another  and  potent  influ- 
tnce  M'orking  against  weapons  development  in  the  nuclear  area.  This  was 
’■he  air  force. 

The  air  force  could  keep  its  monopoly  of  atomic  weapons  only  as  long 
^  these  remained  in  the  large,  ungainly  shape  they  had  first  had  in  1945. 
t^eordinglv,  the  air  force,  through  General  Brereton’s  participation  on 
AEC  committee  at  the  end  of  1947,  was  able  to  block  AEC  develop- 
•^ent  of  smaller,  tactical  atom  bombs.  Only  three  years  later,  when  these 
"^^te  being  developed  in  spite  of  its  opposition,  did  the  air  force  try  to 
l^^capture  its  privileged  nuclear  monopoly  by  beginning  to  insist  on 
_^velopment  of  the  H-bomb.  This  shift  brought  it  into  alliance  with 


Teller 

'942. 


who  had  been  vainly  advocating  the  H-bomb  all  the  time  since 


Ironically  enough,  once  this  alliance  had  been  made,  sympathizers  and 
of  both  the  air  force  and  of  Teller  conveniently  forgot  the  former’s 
®^tlier  opposition  to  nuclear  weapons  development  and  began  to  question 
6  loyalty  of  others  who  had  opposed  development  of  the  H-bomb,  in- 
^  "ding  those  “official  scientists”  who  had  done  so  because  they  realized 
"■  ■'vould  jeopardize  the  development  of  tactical  A-bombs.  Because  he 
'Cooperated  in  this  attack  on  Oppenheimer,  Teller’s  prestige  among 
®orentists  (but  not  among  congressmen  and  journalists)  was  almost  ir- 
''^parably  damaged. 

j  The  turn  tow^ard  the  H-bomb  began  in  1949,  even  before  “Joe  I,” 
^rgely  because  of  the  agitations  of  Teller  and  his  supporters  in  the  Cali- 
ornia  Radiation  Laboratory  led  by  E.  O.  Lawrence  and  Luis  Alvarez. 
.  '  rhe  same  time,  Soviet  pressure,  especially  in  Berlin,  made  it  increas¬ 
ingly  clear  that  our  nuclear  weapons  system  must  be  reviewed.  Teller 
once  insisted,  “H-bomb!”  but  the  official  scientists,  led  by  Oppen- 
^'Oier,  suggested  development  of  a  wide  panoply  of  nuclear  weapons 
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in  all  sizes  and  utilities.  In  general,  the  Bulletin  of  At07nic  Sclent^ 
(BAS)  group  were  reluctant  to  work  for  either  change.  Until  i95‘’’ 
however,  the  development  of  smaller  A-bombs  was  prevented  hv 
air-force  veto  of  1947.  As  a  result,  the  only  testing  of  A-bomhs  in  th£^ 
five-year  period  from  Bikini  in  1946  to  April  1951  was  a  test  at  Eniwctok 
in  the  spring  of  1948  which  sought  to  secure  larger  bombs  by  more 
effective  use  of  nuclear  material.  At  these  1948  tests  four  bombs  were 
exploded,  reaching  a  size  of  over  100  kilotoris,  or  almost  six  times  the 


blast  of  the  1945  bombs  on  Japan.  This  lack 
1951,  for  which  the  air  force  was  responsible, 


of  testing  from  194^ 
was  later  attributed  by 


air-force  supporters  to  Oppenheimer’s  Communi.st  sympathies! 

“Joe  1”  brought  this  stalemate  to  a  crisis.  The  question  of  proceeding 
toward  an  H-bomb  was  submitted  to  the  Advisory  Committee 


of  the  AEC  in  October,  and  this  group,  including  Oppenheimer,  Conant, 
Fermi,  Lee  DuBridge  (president  of  California  Institute  of  Technology)' 


I.  I.  Rabi  of  Columbia  (Nobel  Prize,  1944),  and  three  businessmen,  vote 
unanmtously  against  a  crash  program  to  make  an  H-bomb.  Glenn  Sea' 
borg  (Nobel  Prize,  1951),  who  was  absent,  was  noncommittal.  The  most 
vigorous  opposition  came  from  Conant.  In  general,  the  opposition  w 
that  concentration  on  an  all-out  effort  to  make  an  H-bomb,  whose  fcasi' 
bility  was  very  dubious,  would  be  a  poor  response  to  “Joe  I”  and  that 
a  better  response  would  lie  in:  (1)  complete  reform  of  American  groun 
forces,  including  universal  military  training;  (2)  reorganization  of  tbe 
defenses  of  Western  Europe,  including  Germany;  and  (3)  a  drive  to 
make  a  large  and  varied  assortment  of  A-bombs,  especially  by  decreasing 


their  size  for  tactical  use. 

Teller  was  chagrined  at  this  decision,  a  view  which  was  shared  y 
Senator  Brien  .Mc.Nlahon  of  the  joint  congressional  committee  and  by  t 
air  force.  Teller  had  been  visiting  about  the  country,  in  his  impetnow® 
way,  even  before  this  decision,  seeking  to  build  up  support  for  “Supet^ 
and  to  recruit  scientists,  with  special  attention  to  Bethe  (who  oppo^^ 
the  effort  to  make  an  H-bomb  and  finally  joined  the  effort,  the  following 


year,  because  he  hoped  to  prove  it  w'as  impossible).  . 

The  GAC’s  unanimous  v'ote  against  a  crash  program  for  the  H-bo 
in  October  1949  was  based  on  a  number  of  considerations,  which  sti 
seem  valid:  (i)  The  scientists  feared  that  the  use  of  the  Hanford  r^ 
actors  to  make  tritium  from  lithium,  instead  of  continuing  to  ma 
plutonium  from  uranium,  would  jeopardize  the  development  of  tacti 
A-bombs,  especially  as  the  manufacture  of  a  pound  of  tritium  would  co 
the  loss  of  80  pounds  of  plutonium;  (2)  they  felt  that  the  threat  of 
nuclear  retaliation  was  not  a  sufficient  guarantee  against  nibbling 
Soviet  ground  forces  and  wanted  our  ground  forces  and  those  of  n  ^ 
European  supporters  reorganized,  expanded,  and  equipped  with  taftita 
atomic  w  eapons;  (3)  they  felt  that  the  atom  bomb  w  as  sufficiently  1®  6 
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for  any  possible  target  in  Soviet  industrial  plants  or  Russian  cities  and 
fhat  for  such  targets  the  hvdrogen  bomb  was  not  reallv  necessary;  (4) 
they  felt  that  the  advantages  of  adding  the  H-bomb  to  the  w'orld’s  ar- 
^^nals,  in  terms  of  cost,  was  so  slight  that  the  Russians  W’ould  not  trv 
to  make  it  if  we  abstained  from  doing  so;  (5)  they  felt  that  the  scientific 
oianpower  needed  to  develop  the  H-bomb  could  be  obtained  only  from 
the  A-bomb  plants  or  from  teaching,  and  was,  for  the  immediate  future, 
tttore  valuable  in  these  two  places;  (6)  they  doubted  if  any  H-bomb 
't'ould  be  made  small  enough  to  be  carried  in  a  plane,  and,  accordingly, 
thought  it  unwise  to  sacrifice  possible  strengthening  of  our  defense  re¬ 
sponse  where  it  was  urgently  needed  (on  land)  for  a  possibly  unobtain- 
'thle  increment  of  power  to  our  defense  response  in  an  area  (strategic 
ooinbing)  where  it  was  not  urgently  needed,  especially  as  it  was  not  yet 
established  that  we  would  make  any  nuclear  response  at  all  to  a  minor 
or  moderate  Soviet  aggression. 

These  considerations,  which  so  deeply  disturbed  Conant,  Oppenheimer, 
L'lienthal,  and  others,  were  ignored  by  Teller  and  his  allies,  who  con¬ 
tinued  to  agitate  for  a  crash  program  for  “Super.”  The  strong  support 
"hich  Teller  found  in  the  air  force,  from  the  joint  congressional  com- 
toittee  under  Senator  McMahon,  and  from  William  Liscum  Borden,  ex- 
t^t-'utive  director  of  the  joint  committee,  eventually  led  President  Truman 
tn  reverse  the  GAC.  On  January  31,  1950,  the  President  gave  a  decision 
'thich  has  frequently  been  misrepresented;  he  ordered  the  AEG  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  its  efforts  to  make  the  H-bomb  and  at  the  same  time  to  con- 
tinue  its  work  for  more  varied  A-w'eapons,  wdthin  the  framew  ork  of  a 
over-all  survey  of  American  strategic  plans  w’hich  was  simultaneously 
ordered  from  the  National  Security  Council.  This  triple  order,  which 
Usually  misrepresented  as  the  single  order  for  a  crash  H-bomb  effort, 
‘‘cquired  new'  nuclear  reactors. 

The  order  to  make  an  H-bomb  w'as  easier  to  issue  than  to  carry  out, 
'ccause  no  one  knew  how  to  make  it.  It  must  be  clearly  understood  that 
H-bomb,  as  tested  in  November  1952  and  subsequently  developed, 
not  based  on  the  lines  being  follow'ed  by  Teller  in  1946-1951.  The 
Tue  sequence  of  events  has  been  concealed  under  enormous  waves  of 
■'•se  propaganda  which  ha\'e  tried  to  show  that  Teller’s  development  of 
,  'c  H-l)ond)  was  held  up  because  the  Truman  Administration  was  deeply 
'^filtrated  with  Communists  and  fellow  travelers.  This  propaganda  came 
neo-i.solationist.  Republican,  and  air-force  sources  which  formed 
‘Hacit  alliance  to  discredit  the  Democratic  administrations  of  1933-1953— 
Gventy  ^’ear.s  of  Treason,"  as  tlicv  called  it. 

T  he  clironolog\-  here  is  of  some  importance.  Klaus  Fuchs  confessed 
atomic  espionage  in  England  on  January  27th;  President  Truman  or- 
^red  work  on  the  H-bomb  four  days  later;  and  .McCarthy  made  his  first 
^^cusations  at  Wheeling  nine  da\’s  after  that. 
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One  of  the  reasons  the  GAC  had  opposed  working  on  the  H-bomb 
was  that  such  work  would  jeopardize  the  production  of  plutonium  and 
would  not  overcome  the  unbalance  in  our  defenses  between  strategic 
and  tactical  forces.  On  Februar\'  24th  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  demanded 
that  Truman’s  order  to  the  AEC  “to  continue’’  work  on  the  H-bomb  be 
changed  into  a  “crash  program.”  About  the  same  time,  the  White  House 
ordered  the  reevaluation  of  our  strategic  position  by  the  National  Secur- 
ity  Council;  this  led  eventually  to  NSC  68.  And,  finally,  the  AEC  in¬ 
itiated  steps  to  obtain  new  nuclear  reactors.  Work  on  these,  begun  m 
1951,  included  a  tritium  production  plant  on  the  Savannah  River  an 
tuo  U-235  gaseous-diffusion  plants  at  Portsmouth,  Ohio,  and  Paducah, 
Kentucky.  This  gave  five  great  nuclear  centers,  of  which  the  three  dii- 
fusion  plants  used  5.8  million  kilowatts  of  electricity,  about  half  the 
total  output  of  the  TV’A,  and  sufficient  for  the  ordinary  needs  of  3^ 
million  persons.  In  i960  this  electricity  cost  over  a  quarter  of  a  billjoi' 
dollars,  and  the  total  cost  of  nuclear  e.xplosives  was  running  at  $2  billio" 


The  method  pursued  to  achieve  a  thermonuclear  explosion  up  to  Juo® 
1951,  by  fusing  tritium  and  deuterium  into  helium,  was  possible  ns  ^ 
scientific  expermient,  and  was  achieved  at  the  beautiful  atoll  of  Eniweto 
in  April  1951.  But  this  method  could  not  be  used  for  a  bomb,  since  the 
whole  mechanism  had  to  be  enclosed  in  a  complex  refrigerator  the  siz® 
of  a  small  house.  The  problem  of  the  bomb  was  to  get  the  hydrogel 
isotope  particles  close  enough  together  so  that  they  would  fuse,  a 
could  be  done  at  the  almost  unobtainable  temperatures  over  400  milbo^ 
degrees.  It  could  be  done  at  lower  temperatures  if  the  particles  were 
already  close  together,  as  they  would  be  when  very  cold.  As  hydroge'^ 
gets  colder,  it  liquefies  at  — 423°  below  zero  Fahrenheit,  but  it 
difficult  to  keep  it  that  cold.  It  can  be  kept  at  the  temperature  of 
air,  — 414°  F.,  by  immersing  it  in  this,  but  at  that  temperature,  9° 
than  its  own  vaporizing  point,  hydrogen  will  stay  liquid  only  if  * 
under  pressure  of  about  2,700  pounds  per  square  inch. 

The  successful  hydrogen  fusion  at  Eniwetok  in  April,  i95i> 
achieved  with  a  very  small  quantity  of  tritium  and  deuterium  hel 
these  fantastic  conditions,  then  suddenly  exposed  to  the 
degree  blast  of  an  exploding  A-bomb.  The  additional  energy  released  ; 
the  fusing  hydrogen  was  so  small  that  it  was  not  noticeable  to  eye\ 
nesses,  but  could  be  inferred  from  the  electronic  recording  app^r^ 
Thus  it  would  be  a  misTake  to  call  this  explosion,  known  as  Oper^ 
Greenhouse,  an  H-bomb.  As  the  AEC  would  say,  it  was  “a  the 
nuclear  device.” 

The  successful  wav  to  the  thermonuclear  bomb  emerged  from  a  & 
gestion  made  to  Teller  in  February  1951  by  a  brilliant  young  Fo  ^ 
mathematician,  Stanislaw  Ulam.  Teller  presented  the  idea,  as  deve  op 
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himself  and  his  assistant  Frederic  de  Hoffman,  to  a  meeting  of  the 
held  at  the  Institute  for  Advanced  Study  on  June  19-20,  1951. 
^'eryone  present  realized  that  the  problem  was  solved.  As  Oppenheimer 
said,  “It  -v^/as  sweet.”  Briefly,  the  idea  w’as  to  merge  the  two  separate 
operations  of  making  tritium  out  of  lithium  and  fusing  the  tritium  with 
euterium  into  a  single  operation  as  a  bomb.  The  feasibility  of  this  new 
plan  Was  tested  in  a  successful  thermonuclear  explosion  (called  “Mike”) 
^  part  of  the  tests  of  Operation  Ivy  at  Eniwetok  on  November  i,  1952. 

his  produced  a  blast  equal  to  about  10  million  tons  of  TNT,  creating 
®  fireball  3 1/2  miles  wide,  whose  heat  was  felt  30  miles  away,  and  which 
completely  destroyed  the  small  islet  on  which  it  occurred,  leaving  a  hole 
the  lagoon  175  feet  deep  and  a  mile  wide.  But  this  was  not  a  bofmb, 
since  the  mechanism  weighed  65  tons  and  filled  a  cubical  box  25  feet  on 
each  edge. 

The  great  significance  of  the  thermonuclear  bomb  was  that,  unlike 
A-bomb,  it  could  be  made  of  hmitless  power.  An  A-bomb  explosion 
"'as  measured  in  thousands  of  tons  of  TNT  (kilotons)  and  could  be 
jOade  up  to  a  few  hundred  kilotons  in  power.  The  thermonuclear  bomb 
ad  to  be  measured  in  millions  of  tons  of  TNT  (megatons)  and  had 
*^0  limit  on  its  size. 


The  world’s  third  thermonuclear  explosion  was  a  shocker,  e.xploded 
Jy  the  Russians  on  August  12,  1953,  and  revealed  to  the  world  by  Amer- 
jcan  atmosphere-testing  devices.  It  may  have  been  dropped  from  a  plane; 

the  Russians  w'ere  far  in  advance  of  us,  since  we  did  not  achieve 
a  droppable  bomb  until  May  21,  1956.  In  that  interval  we  e.xploded,  at 
ikini  on  March  i,  1954,  our  first  real  thermonuclear  bomb.  It  was  a 
orrifying  device,  a  triple-stage  fission-fusion-fission  bomb  which  spread 
cath-dealing  radioactive  contamination  over  more  than  8,000  square 
*"ilcs  of  the  Pacific  and  injurious  radiation  over  much  of  the  world. 

This  first  American  thermonuclear  bovib  had  a  trigger  of  two  A-bombs 
exploded  simultaneously  to  detonate  a  second  stage  consisting  of  Lithium- 
deuteride.  This  latter  was  a  compound  of  a  lithium  isotope  of  mass  6 
I'vhich  makes  up  about  one-fifteenth  of  natural  lithium  and  has  a  nucleus 
three  protons  with  three  neutrons)  and  of  heavy  Hydrogen-2.  This 
Compound,  a  white  crystalline  substance,  was  surrounded  with  a  shiny 
sphere  of  almost  a  ton  of  metallic  natural  uranium.  The  neutrons  from 
he  A-bomb  trigger,  blasting  through  the  lithium  deuterium  crystals, 
"P'it  the  Lithium-6  into  helium  and  tritium  (Hydrogen-3);  in  a  tre- 
|"endous  explosion,  the  latter  then  fused  with  the  deuterium  to  make 
^lium,  at  the  same  time  emitting  a  great  shower  of  e.xtra  neutrons  which 
^lit  the  surrounding  natural  uranium  in  a  superatomic  fission  holocaust, 
he  whole  process  occurred  almost  instantaneously,  with  a  shattering 
2st  equal  to  18,000,000  tons  of  TNT.  With  the  blast  w^as  released  a 
quantity  of  deadly  radioactive  isotopes,  including  the  dangerous 
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Strontium-90,  which,  like  calcium,  is  readily  absorbed  into  human  bones, 
where  its  deadly  radiations  may  easily  engender  cancer. 

The  test  of  this  inhuman  weapon  (called  “Bravo”)  was  announced  to 
the  world  by  the  AEC  as  the  test  of  an  H-bomb  (it  was  really  a  U-bonib* 
or  a  “fission-fusion-fission  bomb”),  and  for  almost  a  year  (until  February 
t5>  *955)  its  real  nature  was  concealed  by  the  AEC,  apparently  at  the 
insistence  of  the  new  Republican  chairman,  Lewis  L.  Strauss.  Secrecy 
from  Strauss  left  the  world  with  two  mistaken  ideas:  ( i )  that  the  suc¬ 
cessful  thermonuclear  bomb  was  simply  an  H-bomb  and  (2)  that  it 
accordingly,  made  on  the  lines  Teller  had  been  following  in  1945-^95'' 
From  these  errors  partisan  inference  could  conclude  that  our  delay 
achieving  an  H-bomb  resulted  from  the  restraints  placed  on  TellefS 
work  during  the  Truman  Administration.  This,  of  course,  was  not  be¬ 
lieved  by  the  atomic  scientists,  but  seemed  convincing  to  many 
informed  persons  from  the  strange  fact  that  William  L.  LaurencCt 
science  editor  of  The  Neiv  York  Times,  spread  these  two  mistaken  idea®' 

As  the  best-known  scientific  journalist  in  America,  Laurence’s  stories 
were  accepted  as  true  by  the  ordinary  well-informed  public  (thougn 
not  by  scientists).  Laurence,  the  only  newspaper  reporter  allowed  to  see 
the  test  at  Alamagordo  or  the  nuclear  explosion  on  Japan,  wrote  a  boo 
on  the  H-bomb,  which  he  called  The  Hell  Bomb,  in  1950.  It  was  fuW  0 
misleading  ideas,  forgivable  at  that  date,  but  totally  erroneous  in  folio'''" 
ing  years,  when  the  book  continued  to  be  read.  It  stated  that  the  H-bou' 
would  be  exploded  by  direct  fusion  of  deuterium  and  tritium,  a  me'R® 
which  it  attributed  to  Teller.  Years  later,  in  The  New  York 
Laurence  still  insisted  that  the  test  of  March,  1954,  'vas  not  a  fission 
fusion-fission  (F-F-F-bomb)  but  was  simply  a  fission-fusion  H-bomb  an 
not  a  U-bomb.  This  version  of  “Bravo”  apparently  originated  svi 
Strauss,  who  denied  that  “Bravo”  was  a  U-bomb,  and  explained  the  sur 
prisingly  large  noxious  fallout  as  a  consequence  of  irradiation  of  '  ^ 
coral  reef  on  which  the  bomb  exploded.  This  story  entrenched  , 
public  mind  that  Teller  was  the  “Father  of  the  H-bomb,”  that  he  n* 
been  held  back  to  the  injury  of  American  security  by  Soviet  sympatl"^ 
ers  during  the  Truman  Administration,  and  that  there  was  some  basis 
for  the  AEC  condemnation  of  Oppenheimer  as  a  security  risk  in 
1954.  Behind  much  of  this  was  the  air  force,  allied  to  Teller,  LaurencCt 
and  Strauss,  and  very  opposed  to  Oppenheimer.  This  opposition  aro^ 
because  of  Oppenheimer’s  work  for  div^ersification  of  weapons  ("’n’ 
was  regarded  by  the  air  force  as  a  treasonable  diversion  of  both  nion^) 
and  nuclear  materials  from  it  to  the  other  services)  and  for  his 
to  get  smaller  nuclear  warheads.  These  latter  paved  the  way  fur 
range  missiles,  for  tactical  nuclear  weapons,  and  for  the  Polaris 
submarine  which  supplanted  the  air  force  manned  bombers  and,  by  r 
middle  1960’s,  threatened  to  shift  America’s  primary  deterrence  of  So' 
aggression  from  S.AC  to  the  navy. 


Nuclear  rivalry  and  the  cold  war:  1950-1957  967 

It  should  be  recorded  that  Teller  had  little  to  do  w  ith  the  actual  niak- 
‘t>g  of  the  successful  thermonuclear  bomb.  As  usual,  he  was  very  restless 
and  felt  hampered  at  Los  Alamos  in  1951  and  spent  most  of  his  time 
°'>l'\  ing  w  irh  the  air  force  and  the  Radiation  Laborator\-  tr\  ing  to  get 
®  new  second-weapons  laboratory  of  his  own.  To  free  himself  for  this 
activity,  he  left  Los  Alamos  in  November  1951.  VV'hen  the  AEG  refused 
establish  a  second  laboratory.  Teller  went  to  the  air  force  and  obtained 
support  for  a  second-weapons  laboratory,  the  so-called  Livermore 
Laboratory  attached  to  E.  O.  Lawrence’s  Radiation  Laboratory  at  Berke- 
*^7)  California.  This  was  established  in  July  1952.  All  the  thermonuclear 
tests  and  the  final  H-bomb  which  we  have  mentioned  were  achievements 
Los  Alamos,  sx  hose  operations,  under  Norris  Bradbury,  Teller  dis¬ 
approved.  Teller  himself  was  present  at  none  of  the  tests  of  the  lithium 
onib,  and  his  Livermore  Laboratory  did  not  participate  in  the  tests. 
None  of  this  was  in  fact  as  it  was  built  up  in  public  opinion  in  the 
period  1951-1^55.  The  public  record  on  these  matters  was  rectified  in 
'955  by  Teller,  by  Laurence,  and  by  the  AEG,  but  by  that  time  Oppen- 
eimer  had  been  condemned,  the  Republicans  were  in  office,  and  the 
story  of  subversion  in  the  American  government  had  become  an  es- 
^Wished  American  myth,  along  with  the  thermonuclear  bomb  as  a  hy- 
^t>gen  bomb  and  Teller  as  its  father. 

These  myths  were,  of  course,  not  believed  by  the  nuclear  scientists,  a 
®t^t  that  helped  to  intensify  the  suspicion  the  radical  Right  held  for 
^rn  and  for  all  educated  people.  The  truth  about  “Bravo”  had  been 
^^vealed  to  the  nuclear  scientists  of  the  world,  including  the  Russians, 
*  oiost  immediately  after  the  test  and  in  a  most  dramatic  fashion. 

Shortly  after  the  “Bravo”  blast  at  Bikini,  a  small  Japanese  fisliing  boat. 
Lucky  Dragon,  was  caught  in  the  edge  of  the  lethal  radiations  from 
^  test.  It  was,  indeed  a  lucky  Dragon  for  only  one  of  the  crew  subse¬ 
quently  died,  although  the  rest  were  sick  for  months.  The  vessel  was 
''•'lety  miles  east  of  the  blast,  but,  had  it  been  only  ten  miles  farther 
®uuth,  all  the  crew  would  have  died  horrible  deaths.  Two  weeks  after 
Jue  blast,  when  the  doomed  vessel  reached  Japan,  Professor  Kenjiro 
jmura,  the  first  discoverer  of  Uranium-237,  found  this  rare  isotope  in 
®  fallout  ash  all  over  The  Lucky  Dragon.  The  U-237  could  have  come 
from  fission  of  U-239.  This  discovery,  published  in  Japanese  in 
^'^gust  1954^  revealed  that  “Bravo”  had  been  a  gigantic  U-bomb  whose 
eadly  nature  resided  more  in  its  radioactive  fallout  than  in  its  heat  and 
olast. 

Under  the  tight  blanket  of  the  secrecy^  of  Strauss,  the  scientists  w'ho 
asked  themselves:  \Thy  did  the  AEG  make  such  a  “dirty'”  bomb.? 
ny  was  it  all  kept  such  a  secret?  The  ansyver  now  seems  clear:  the 
Viet  H-bomb  e.vplosion  of  August  1953  shoyved  that  the  Russians  yvere 
ead  of  us  in  the  H-bomb  race.  This  the  AEG  could  not  publicly  admit, 
uis  disadvantage  had  to  be  overcome  as  rapidly  as  possible,  and  the  best 
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way  to  do  so  was  to  shift  from  blast  warfare  to  radioactivity  warfare- 
The  movement  in  this  direction,  which  was  fortunately  only  temporary 
(1953-1956),  was  intensified  by  the  early,  and  very  secret,  stages  of  the 
missile  race.  Late  in  1952,  immediately  following  the  test  of  “MihCi 
John  von  Neumann  headed  a  committee  which  recommended  an  lO' 
tensified  effort  to  develop  a  long-range  missile  (ICBM).  At  that 
the  American  effort  in  missiles  was  restricted  very  largely  to  variations 
of  the  German  V-z  weapon  and  to  lesser  rockets  such  as  Aerobee  an 
Wac  Corporal.  The  new  effort  soon  showed  that  longer  range  would  be 
easier  to  achieve  than  greater  accuracy  and  that  it  would  be  very 
difficult  to  build  a  missile  which  could  be  depended  upon  to  hit  within 
ten  miles  of  target.  At  such  a  distance,  blast,  even  at  ten  megatons,  w'oul 
do  little  damage,  and  if  such  targets  were  to  be  knocked  out,  this  woul 
have  to  be  done  by  a  spreading  cloud  of  radioactive  fallout  and  not  by 
the  blast.  Hence  the  U-bomb. 

The  U-bomb,  concealed  from  public  view  by  secrecy  and  by  niiS' 
leading  statements  from  AEC,  usually  from  Strauss,  remained  the  w'eapoi' 
of  last  resort  in  the  American  arsenal  throughout  the  Dulles  era.  The 
launching  of  the  first  “Polaris”  submarine  in  January  1954,  si.\  w'eeks  be¬ 
fore  “Bravo,”  did  not  change  this  situation.  The  first  American  test  0 
an  airdrop  lithium  bomb  in  May  1956  was  a  delayed  fall  from  a  B-5* 
jet  bomber  at  55,000  feet-,  it  e.vp'loded  at  15,000  feet  in  a  four-mile-'"'*® 
fireball,  but  was  almost  an  equal  distance  off  its  target. 

To  prepare  public  opinion  to  accept  use  of  the  U-bomb,  if  it  becaff® 
necessary,  Strauss  sponsored  a  study  of  radioactive  fallout  whose  conc  u 
sion  was  prejudged  by  calling  it  “Project  Sunshine."  By  selective  release 
of  some  evidence  and  strict  secrecy  of  other  information,  the  Strauss 
group  tried  to  establish  in  public  opinion  that  there  was  no  real  danger 
to  anyone  from  nuclear  fallout  even  in  all-out  nuclear  war.  This  gi'"® 
rise  to  a  controversy  betw'een  the  scientists  of  the  BAS  group,  led  ) 
Ralph  E.  Lapp,  and  the  Eisenhower  Administration,  led  by  Strauss,  0 
the  nature  and  danger  of  fallout  and  of  nuclear  warfare  in  general. 

As  w-e  shall  see  in  a  moment,  the  Eisenhow-er  government  throug 
Dulles’s  doctrine  of  “massive  retaliation,”  enunciated  in  January  J95f’ 
was  so  deeplv'  committed  to  nuclear  w'arfare  that  it  could  not  pet 
the  growth  of  a  public  opinion  w-hich  w'ould  refuse  to  accept  the  use 
nuclear  w-eapons  because  of  objections  to  the  danger  of  fallout  to  n®** 
trals  and  noncombatants.  In  this  struggle  Strauss,  Dulles,  and  Teller 
supported  by  the  air  force,  which  feared  and  resented  the 


;ularly 


the  Oppenheimer  group  to  shift  the  defense  e.xpenditures  over  ; 
wider  range  than  that  of  massive  retaliation.  They  were  partic' 
alarmed  bv  the  efforts  of  Oppenheimer,  Lee  DuBridge,  and  others 
spend  money  on  antiair  defenses.  By  1953  this  struggle  became  so  lU^®  , 
that  the  supporters  of  the  air  force  and  of  massive  retaliation  dec 
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must  destroy  the  public  image  and  public  career  of  Oppenheimer, 
influence  public  opinion  and  to  deter  other  scientists  of  his  view  from 
'opposition  to  the  new  Republican-air-force  party  line. 

The  end  of  the  American  nuclear  monopoly  in  late  1950  made  neces- 
a  reopening  of  the  strategic  debate  which  had  been  stabilized  on  the 
fuman  doctrine  of  “containment”  in  1947.  “Containment”  strategy  war 


leased 


on  a  strategic  balance  between  Soviet  mass  armies  and  the  Amer- 


*'oan  nuclear  monopoly,  in  which  each  of  these  would  deter  use  of  the 
thus  establishing  an  umbrella  under  which  the  United  States 
'O'^uld  use  its  economic  power  to  win  the  Cold  War.  The  strategic  bal- 
had  been  established  as  the  “Truman  Doctrine”  early  in  1947  and 
®  been  followed  by  the  containment  weapon,  in  aid  to  Greece  and 
utkey  and,  above  all,  by  the  .Marshall  Plan.  This  policy  in  the  years 
’947~195o  won  numerous  victories  for  the  West,  all  along  the  Soviet-bloc 
Periphery  and  especially  in  West  Germanv  and  in  Japan,  both  of  which 
®pame  solidly  attached  to  the  West.  The  major  failure,  justified  as  in- 
itable  in  terms  of  the  magnitude  of  the  problem  and  the  resources 
^''silable,  was  the  loss  of  China  to  the  Soviet  bloc,  but  this  was  generally 
jf^epted  by  the  supporters  of  containment  on  the  double  ground  that 
^available  resources  must  go  to  Europe  (as  more  important  than  China) 
China  would  never  be  a  strong  or  dependable  satellite  of  Russia, 
his  doctrine  of  containment,  by  depriving  each  side  of  its  strongest 
®apon  (the  Soviet  mass  army  and  the  American  SAC  force)  tended  to 
tralize  these  and  forced  each  side  into  supplementary  strategic  plans, 
the  Soviet  side,  these  new  plans  involved  the  use  of  nibbling  tactics 
y  Us  satellites.  On  the  American  side,  these  new  plans  involved  the  de- 
‘opment  of  a  balanced  and  flexible  defensive  posture  based  on  all  serv- 
and  weapons. 

he  new  Soviet  plans  required  a  diversion  of  American  aims  from  the 
let  Union  itself  to  its  periphery  and  to  its  satellites.  They  also  in- 
I'ed  keeping  aggression  below  the  level  which  would  trigger  a  SAC 
g  .  ®tion.  This  level  was  much  higher  for  a  satellite  state  than  for  the 
Tinion  itself.  In  fact,  v'hile  almost  any  military  aggression  by 
®  USSR  might  trigger  a  SAC  nuclear  strike  in  return,  almost  no  ag- 
ssion  by  a  satellite  (especiallv  a  lesser  satellite)  would  do  so.  The  areas 
^^'^'hich  such  indirect  adventures  by  the  USSR  might  take  place  were 
'^lous;  the  Near  East  and  the  Far  East.  In  both  of  these  areas  the  in- 
P  uess  of  American  policy  made  the  Soviet  task  fairly  easy. 

American  response  to  this  shift  in  Soviet  strategy  appeared,  not  as 
j.^’^^^P^nse  to  an  overt  manifestation  of  Soviet  policy,  but  as  a  response 
^  Joe  I.”  .Moreover,  it  was  not  a  Defense  Department  or  JCS  response, 
g  "'as  sponsored  and  pushed  through  b\'  the  policv  planning  staff  of  the 
J^^partment  under  Paul  Nitze.  It  arose  from  the  needs  of  NATO 
^  defensive  force  against  Russia,  and  advocated  a  policy  very  similar  to 
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that  desired  by  Oppenheimer  and  the  GAC  (increased  emphasis 
baJanced  defense  with  strengthened  ground  forces,  including  those 
our  allies,  and  rapid  development  of  tactical  nuclear  weapons  and  a  cacti 
cal  air-force  role).  This  effort,  which  would  have  required  an  increase 
in  the  defense  budget  from  the  1950  figure  of  I13  billion  to  about  l35 
billion,  was  accepted  in  April  1950  by  the  National  Security  Counc 
as  directive  NSC  68,  but  with  a  cost  figure  of  only  }i8  billion  a 
The  dominant  thought  of  NSC  68  was  the  expectation  of  a  strategi^ 
nuclear  stalemate  between  the  United  States  and  the  USSR  by  i954  ® 
the  necessity  of  preparing  for  methods  of  defense,  other  than 
bombing,  to  resist  Soviet  aggression.  Naturally,  this  directive  was 
horrent  to  the  “Big  Bomber  Boys.”  The  extraordinary  thing  is  t^^ 
their  resistance  was  successful,  and  NSC  68  was  replaced  by  “massive 
taliation”  and  a  new  directive,  the  so-called  NSC  162,  in  October  i95J^ 
in  spite  of  all  the  lessons  of  the  Korean  War  of  1950-1953,  whic 
air  force  and  the  Eisenhower  Administration  jointly  ignored. 


The  Korean  War  and 
Its  Aftermath,  1950-1954 


The  emphasis  by  the  American  armed  forces  on  nuclear 
their  chief  response  to  Communist  aggression  anvwhere  in  the  w 
made  it  necessary  to  draw  a  defense  perimeter  over  which  such  agg 
sion  would  trigger  retaliation  from  us.  Such  a  boundary  had  been  e 
lished  in  Europe  by  the  military  occupation  forces  and  NATO,  but,  at 
end  of  1949,  was  still  unspecified  in  the  Far  East  because  of  the  re 
victory  of  the  Communists  in  China.  At  the  insistence  of  the  mi  i 
leaders,  especiallv  General  .MacArthur,  that  perimeter  vvas  drawn 
exclude  Korea,  Formosa,  and  mainland  China;  accordingly,  all  Am 
can  forces  had  been  evacuated  from  South  Korea  in  June  1949-  1^ 

of  that  year,  .MacArthur  publicly  stated,  “Our  defense  line  runs 
the  chain  of  islands  fringing  the  coast  of  Asia.  It  starts  from  the  B  r^ 
pines  and  continues  through  the  Ryukyu  archipelago  which  indu 
broad  main  bastion,  Okinawa.  Then  it  bends  back  through  Japan  a 
Aleutian  Island  chain  to  Alaska.” 

The  .MacArthur  defense  perimeter  in  the  Far  East  was  accepts 
Secretaiy-  of  State  Acheson  in  a  speech  on  January  12,  195°' 
at  all  in  the  sense  in  which  partisan  Republicans  attacked  it  later.  Ac 
specifically  stated  that  America’s  guarantee  was  given  only  to  areas 
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that  line  but  that  American  power  might  be  used  to  the  \\  est  of  it 
^''here  independent  nations  must  first  seek  their  security  on  their  own 
’titiative  and  the  organized  security  system  of  the  United  Nations.  To 
^cheson,  therefore,  the  boundary  was  not  between  areas  we  would  de¬ 
nt'd  and  those  ^\•e  ^\■ould  not  defend,  but  between  those  w  e  would 
^rend  unilateralh’  and  those  we  wmuld  defend  collectively. 

However,  it  seems  clear  that  in  private,  by  the  end  of  1949,  all  parts 
the  Administration  in  W’ashington  looked  forward  to  the  fall  of 
otniosa,  the  complete  disappearance  of  Chiang  Kai-shek,  the  recogni- 
I'on  of  Red  China  and  its  admission  to  the  United  Nations,  as  pre- 
‘ttiinaries  to  an  intensive  diplomatic  effort  to  exploit  the  split  between 
'’let  Russia  and  Communist  China  which  was  regarded  as  inevitable. 
Hs  vision  of  Chinese  “Titoism”  never  became  public  policy,  but  on 
ctober  1 2,  1949,  after  the  JCS  under  Eisenhow'er  voted  that  Formosa  was 
‘'°t  of  sufficient  strategic  importance  to  warrant  its  occupation  by  Ameri- 
troops,  the  three  defense  departments  and  the  Department  of  State 
®peed  unanimouslv  that  Formosa  would  be  conquered  by  Red  China  by 
end  of  1950.  ' 

^hatever  merits  there  may  have  been  in  our  Far  Eastern  defense 
perimeter  and  its  implications  for  Formosa,  it  clearly  left  Korea  in  an 
^‘guous  position.  The  Soviet  Union  interpreted  this  ambiguity  to 
^ean  that  the  United  States  would  allow'  South  Korea  to  be  conquered 
North  Korea,  just  as  Red  China,  about  the  same  time,  assumed  that 
j^e  United  States  would  permit  it  to  conquer  Formosa.  Instead,  when 
ssia,  through  its  satellite,  North  Korea,  sought  to  take  Korea  before 
China  had  taken  Formosa,  this  gave  rise  to  an  American  counter- 
'°ri  which  prevented  either  aggressor  from  getting  its  aim. 
here  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  United  States,  along  with  the  rest 
he  World,  underestimated  the  almost  insanely  aggressive  nature  of 
bite  fom  1949  onward,  this  newd}'  established  regime  tried  to 

friendly  hand  which  tried  to  lead  it  into  the  community  of 
ti^  ^  hslied  nations.  It  made  it  perfectly  clear  to  all  its  neighbors  in  Asia 
policies  would  be  based  on  hatred  for  any  country  w'hich  did 
j,  break  w  ith  the  United  States  and  line  up  with  the  Soviet  Union. 

India,  which  leaned  over  backward  to  be  friendly,  W'as  upbraided 
in  extravagant  insults  of  w'hich  one  of  the  more  moderate 
i  ^  charge  that  Nehru  w'as  “the  running  dog  of  British-American 
1  crialists.”  When  Great  Britain  offered  diplomatic  recognition  in  Janu- 
^y^>95o,it  was  rebuffed. 

and  aggressive  behavior  only  verbal.  In  spite  of  the  devastation 

^coiiomic  dislocation  of  the  Civil  War,  Red  Chinese  plans  for  ag- 
‘Continued.  The  general  level  of  Chinese  production  in  1949 
.  ®bout  half  what  it  had  been  in  1942,  and  the  country  clearly  needed 
b'terval  to  recuperate,  but  the  budget  for  1950  allotted  40  percent  of  its 
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funds  for  the  armed  services,  imposed  a  tax  of  20  percent  on  peasan 
agricultural  incomes,  and  anticipated  a  deficit  of  nearly  20  percent  to 
covered  by  printing  paper  money.  Its  declared  immediate  plans  include 
the  conquest  of  Hainan  Island,  Formosa,  and  Tibet.  Hainan  was  con 
quered  in  April  1950,  and  the  buildup  against  Formosa  continued  for 
least  two  months  more.  About  20,000  Koreans  in  the  Chinese  forces  were 
detached  and  returned  to  North  Korea,  where  they  joined  the  arme 
forces  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  Korea  (PRK,  that  is,  North  Korea 
Communist  Republic).  This  may  have  been  done  at  Russia’s  request- 
On  June  25,  1950,  after  a  two-hour  artillery  bombardment, 

North  Koreans,  led  by  a  hundred  Soviet  tanks,  crossed  the  38th  para 
and  flung  themselves  on  90,000  lightly  armed  and  already  disspirited  Sou 
Korean  troops.  The  latter,  lacking  tanks,  planes,  or  heavy  artillery,  rec 
backward  to  the  south  and  did  not  stop  until  August  6th,  w'hen 
finally  made  a  stand  before  Pusan  in  the  southeast  corner  of  the  Koto 
Peninsula.  In  this  retreat  the  ROK  troops  suffered  50,000  casualties 
the  first  month.  , 

For  forty-eight  hours  after  the  Korean  attack,  the  world  hesitat®^^ 
awaiting  America’s  reaction.  On  June  26,  1950,  the  fifth  birthday  of 
United  Nations,  many  feared  a  “Munich,”  leading  to  the  collapse  of 
whole  United  Nations  security  system  at  its  first  major  challeug^ 
Truman’s  reaction,  however,  was  decisive.  He  immediately  a 

American  air  and  sea  forces  in  the  area  south  of  38°,  and  demanoc 
UN  condemnation  of  the  aggression.  Thus,  for  the  first  time  in  his 
a  world  organization  voted  to  use  collective  force  to  stop 
gression.  This  was  possible  because  the  North  Korean  attack  occurre 
a  time  w'hen  the  Soviet  delegation  w^as  absent  from  the  United  Na 
Security  Council,  boycotting  it  in  protest  at  the  presence  of  the 
from  Nationalist  China.  Accordingly,  the  much-used  Soviet  vet® 
unavailable.  On  June  27,  1950,  the  Security  Council,  with 
casting  the  only  opposing  vote,  condemned  the  aggression  and  a®  ^ 
its  members  to  give  assistance  to  South  Korea.  On  the  same  day  jgs 
Truman  ordered  American  forces  into  action  and  sent  the  nese 

Seventh  Fleet  to  neutralize  the  Formosa  Strait,  w'here  the  Red  ^  ^ 
armies  were  still  poised  for  their  invasion  of  Formosa.  This 
sponse  won  general  approval  within  the  Uiiited  States,  even  from 
w'ho  later  condemned  and  opposed  it.  One  of  these  was  Senator  Ta  1 
prefaced  his  temporary  approval  by  charging  that  all  the  troubles 
Far  East  arose  from  the  Democrats’  “sympathetic  acceptance  o 
munism”  and  that  the  North  Korean  attack  was  in  response  to  ta 
ration  contained  in  Acheson’s  speech  of  Januar)'  12th;  “Is  it  any 
that  the  Korean  Communists  took  us  at  the  word  given  by  the  Seer 
of  State?”  He  demanded  Acheson’s  immediate  resignation,  a  cr) 
continued,  almost  uninterruptedly,  over  the  next  two  and  a  ha  > 
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The  President’s  order  for  ground  forces  to  rescue  the  South  Koreans 
'J'as  not  easy  to  carry  out.  Air-force  success  in  its  budget  struggles  with 
e  other  services  and  the  general  budget  cutting  by  the  Republican 
eightieth  Congress  (January  1947-January  1949)  had  left  the  ground 
orces  with  only  ten  army  and  two  Marine  Corps  divisions,  all  seriously 
Undermanned.  The  four  occupation  divisions  in  the  Far  East,  which  had 
^0  respond  to  the  Korean  attack,  had  a  total  of  only  25  infantry  battalions, 
instead  of  the  36  allotted.  These,  and  other  units,  had  to  be  brought  up 
strength  by  calling  up  reservists.  Nevertheless,  one  division  from 
,  P®n  reached  Korea  by  July  9th,  a  second  by  July  12th,  and  a  third  on 

July  1 8th. 

The  intervention  of  American  forces  in  Korea  was  undoubtedly  a 
shock  to  the  Communists,  especially  as  the  North  Korean  attack 
^as  a  Soviet  operation,  while  the  American  landing  directly  threatened 
£  security  of  Red  China.  Coordination  between  the  two  Communist 
owers  was  far  from  perfect  and  was  certainly  slow.  The  Red  Chinese 
no  desire  to  see  American  forces  reestablished  on  the  Asiastic  main- 
nd  or  in  occupation  of  all  Korea  up  to  the  Chinese  boundary  along  the 
alu  River;  on  the  other  hand,  they  had  no  desire  to  get  into  a  war  with 
^  ®  United  States  to  prevent  this  undesired  consequence  of  what  was 
fsally  a  Moscow  operation,  especially  as  Soviet  support  was  very  remote, 
[g  farther  end  of  a  long  single-track  railway  across  Siberia.  Neverthe- 
the  Red  Chinese  suspended  their  attack  on  Formosa  and,  in  the  course 
^  July,  assembled  several  hundred  thousand  troops  in  northeast  China, 
'^unsiderably  withdrawn  from  the  Yalu. 

p  .  f  Weeks  the  successful  advance  of  the  North  Koreans  gave  the 
hinese  hope  that  they  need  do  nothing.  The  South  Koreans  were 
quickly  hurled  down  to  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  country  at  Pusan, 
^d  for  several  weeks  were  on  the  verge  of  being  pushed  into  the  sea. 

dc't  line  held,  however,  and  American  forces  began  to  assemble  in  the 
Protected  beachhead. 

The  United  States  w'as  as  eager  as  the  Chinese  to  avoid  a  direct  clash 
''^t'^een  the  two  countries,  because  such  a  clash  could  easily  build  up 
g  ®  a  major  war  in  the  Far  East,  leaving  Russia  free  to  do  its  will  in 
Urope.  Washington  was  fearful  that  Chiang  Kai-shek,  since  he  could 
reconquer  China  himself  and  hoped  America  would  do  it  for  him, 
‘Sht  seek  to  precipitate  such  a  war  by  making  an  attack  from  Formosa 
uiainland  China.  There  was  also  a  strong  chance  that  MacArthur 
SUt  encourage  or  allow  Chiang  to  do  so  because  that  haughty  general 
eed  with  Chiang  that  Europe  was  of  no  importance  and  that  the 
^  East  should  be  the  primary,  almost  the  only,  area  of  operations  for 
rrican  foreign  policy.  He  had  bitterly  opposed  the  “Germany  First” 
throughout  M’orld  AVar  II  and  had  begrudged  men  or  supplies 
there  on  the  grounds  that  these  diversions  delayed  his  triumphant 
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return  to  the  Philippines.  As  the  war  drew'  to  its  close,  he  had  sai^l- 
“Europe  is  a  dving  system.  It  is  worn  out  and  run  dowm  and  will  becorn^ 
an  economic  and  industrial  hegemony  of  Sovdet  Russia.  .  .  .  The  Ian 
touching  the  Pacific  with  their  billions  of  inhabitants  will  determine  the 
course  of  history  for  the  next  ten  thousand  years.” 

These  views  were  shared  by  the  Right-wing  isolationist  groups  of  the 
Republican  Party  w'ith  w'hom  Mac  Arthur  had  been  in  close  touch  fo 
much  of  his  life  and  to  whom  he  owed  some  of  his  success.  In  American 
politics  these  groups  had  pow'er  to  do  considerable  damage  because  o 
their  influence  on  the  Republican  congressional  party  and  the  fact  that 
the  bipartisan  foreign  policy  under  Senator  Arthur  Vandenberg  n 
Michigan,  which  operated  elsewhere  in  the  world,  did  not  exist  in  regat 
to  the  Far  East.  The  danger  of  any  Chiang-MacArthur  cooperation  to 
build  the  Korean  action  up  into  a  major  war  was  intensified  by  the  fact 
that  this  would  be  opposed  by  the  United  Nations  and  by  our  allicSi 
neither  of  w  hom  w'as  considered  important  by  the  neo-isolationists  or  . 
Mac  Arthur,  but  whom  the  Truman  Administration  refused  to  alienate 
unnecessarily  because  they  w'ere  essential,  as  bases,  in  the  containment  o 
Russia. 

In  the  first  two  weeks  of  August,  another  American  division  and 
of  other  units,  including  a  Marine  Corps  brigade,  landed  at  Pusan.  By  t 
middle  of  the  month,  that  enclave  was  entrenched,  and  a  counter 
offensive  to  drive  the  North  Korean  forces  back  to  the  38th  parallel 
being  prepared.  At  that  point  MacArthur  made  a  brilliant  suggestion: 
avoid  the  hard  push  up  the  peninsula,  he  proposed  landing  two  America'’ 
divisions  at  Inchon,  halfway  up  the  west  side  of  Korea,  fifty  miles  so 
of  the  38th  parallel  and  only  25  miles  from  Seoul,  the  capital.  Everything 
was  adverse  to  the  plan,  unless  there  was  complete  tactical  surprise- 
Fortunately,  this  w-as  achieved,  a  rather  unexpected  event  in  the  Eas  • 
Marine  units  landed  at  Inchon  from  the  sea  on  September  15th  and  fou 
little  opposition.  On  September  22nd  they  captured  Seoul  and,  six  day^ 
later,  were  joined  by  the  main  United  Nations  offensive  driving  up 
peninsula  from  Pusan.  About  half  the  PRK  forces  were  captured  1 
the  bag,  while  the  rest  fled  northward  across  the  38th  parallel  into  , 
Korea.  That  frontier  w'as  reached  by  the  UN  forces  as  the  month  ende  • 

Thfe  Red  Chinese  decision  to  intervene  in  North  Korea  was  made  abo 
the  third  week  in  August  and  began  on  October  15th,  nine  days  a 
American  troops  crossed  the  38th  parallel  into  North  Korea, 
intervention  was  almost  inevitable,  as  Red  China  could  hardly  be  expec 
to  allow  the  buffer  North  Korean  state  to  be  destroyed  and  Amei'C 
troops  to  occupy  the  line  of  the  Yalu  without  taking  some  steps  to  pi'|’^ 
tect  its  own  security.  China  w'ould  have  w'elcorned  the  restoration 
the  boundary  along  the  38th  parallel,  which  Russia  had  so  carets 
destroyed  by  instigating  the  PRK  attack  in  June.  By  October  they 
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that  the  United  States  was  about  to  use  the  Korean  area  as  a  base  for  a 
Sonera]  war  on  Cliina.  In  such  a  war,  the  Chinese  expected  to  become  the 
forget  of  A-bombs,  but  believed  that  they  could  survive  if  they  could  wipe 
'^tit  the  United  Nations  Korean  base  for  ground  operations.  Accordingly, 
soon  as  it  became  clear  that  American  forces  would  continue  past  the 
3^th  parallel  to  the  Yalu,  the  Chinese  intervened,  not  to  restore  the  ^8th 
parallel  frontier,  but  to  clear  the  United  Nations  forces  from  Asia  com¬ 
pletely. 

The  Chinese  intervention  in  Korea,  which  began  on  October  15,  1950, 
^'as  a  much  greater  surprise  than  Inchon,  and  gave  rise  to  one  of  the  most 
ittcr  controversies  in  American  political  history,  the  so-called  Truman- 
^acArthur  controversy.  The  dispute  arose  from  the  fact  that  MacArthur 
not  accept  his  government's  strategic  and  political  plans,  and  sys- 
^^niatically  sought  to  undermine  and  redirect  them,  while  in  constant 
'^“niniunication  with  the  press  and  with  the  leaders  of  the  opposition 
political  party  for  this  purpose. 

The  Truman  Administration,  after  the  victor\'  at  Inchon,  did  not  in- 
to  stop  at  the  38th  parallel,  and  hoped  to  reunite  the  country  under 
®  Seoul  government.  It  is  probable  that  this  alone  triggered  the 
hinese  intervention,  but,  to  reduce  that  possibility,  'Washington  set  cer- 
restrictions  on  .Mac Arthur’s  actions  which  he  soon  sought  to  evade, 
ashington  and  Tokyo  both  knew  that  the  Chinese  had  about  300,000 
Ij'oops  ready  for  action  in  Manchuria  north  of  the  Yalu  and  that  neither 
'issia  nor  China  was  attempting  to  reequip  the  shattered  North  Korean 
orces.  To  discourage  any  Chinese  intervention,  the  White  House  for- 
ade  any  attack  by  Chiang  on  the  Chinese  coast,  any  naval  blockade  of 
dina  itself  (Korea,  of  course,  was  blockaded),  or  any  attack  on  China 
Siberia  north  of  the  Yalu,  or  the  use  of  non-Korean  troops  in  the  im- 
dj^diate  vicinity  of  the  Yalu  as  the  conquest  of  North  Korea  was  com- 


.  October  9,  1950,  two  of  iMacArthur’s  planes  attacked  a  Russian 
base  sixtv-two  miles  inside  Russian  territory  and  only  eighteen  miles 
Vladivostok.  To  make  certain  that  .MacArthur  understood  the 
^^asons  for  these  restrictions.  President  Truman  the  next  day  instructed 
^^Arthur  to  meet  him  at  Wake  Island  on  October  15th.  The  two  lead- 
had  a  lengthy  discussion,  in  which  these  restrictions  were  reiterated, 
"  ithin  two  months  of  his  return  to  Japan,  MacArthur  recommenced 
almost  daily  interviews  and  letters  agitating  against  these  limits. 
VV'ake  Island,  General  .MacArthur  assured  President  Truman  that 
'*'1^  Chinese  intervention  into  Korea  would  be  most  unlikely,  and,  in  any 


first 


Would  be  on  a  scale  which  could  be  handled.  Even  as  he  spoke. 


‘^huria 


Chinese  units  were  already  crossing  the  Yalu  River  from  Man- 


into  North  Korea.  These  engaged  in  combat  on  October  26th,  and 
y  October  30th  some  had  been  captured.  .MacArthur  continued  to  deny 
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that  any  significant  Chinese  intervention  was  present  or  likely7 
to  discourage  it  by  a  vigorous  attack  northward  against  the  Nortn 
Korean  remnants.  Because  of  lack  of  American  troops  for  an  attac 
across  the  width  of  the  peninsula,  he  divided  his  forces  into  two  separate 
attacks  on  either  side  of  the  peninsula  with  no  direct  liaison  between  thf 
rwm  where  a  considerable  gap  was  left.  Moreover,  MacArthur  on  October 
24th  canceled  the  restrictions  on  use  of  non-Korean  forces  close  to  tn 
Chinese  and  Russian  borders.  His  special  communique  of  November 
5th  which  opened  his  northward  offensive  spoke  of  it  as  one  which  wou 
for  “all  practical  purposes  end  the  war”  and  bring  the  United  Nation* 
forces  “home  by  Christmas.”  , 

Until  November  26th  the  MacArthur  offensive  rolled  northwar 
against  only  moderate  resistance,  but,  just  as  it  reached  the  Yalu  frontier 
at  some  points,  a  gigantic  Chinese  offensive  of  33  divisions  counter 
attacked  into  the  gap  between  the  two  UN  wings. 

MacArthur’s  communique  of  November  28th  spoke  of  the  Chinese 
attack  as  a  “new  war,”  which  “has  shattered  the  high  hopes  we  enter¬ 
tained  that  the  intervention  of  the  Chinese  was  only  of  a  token  nature  on 
a  volunteer  and  individual  basis.  .  .  .”  At  once  he  began  an  intensive 
propaganda  campaign  both  to  obtain  his  earlier  aims  for  direct  attacks  on 
coastal  China  and  air  attacks  on  interior  points  and  to  revvrite  the  Itistory 
of  the  preceding  month  so  that  his  own  actions  would  seem  to  be  pt® 
meditated  and  skilled  ripostes  to  Chinese  plans.  In  fact,  his  public  state 
ment  of  November  28th  was  in  sharp  contrast  with  his  private  me^ag® 
to  Washington  almost  four  weeks  earlier  which  estimated  the  Chin®*® 
forces  across  the  Yalu  as  half  a  million  men  in  56  regular  army  division* 
supported  by  370,000  district  security  forces.  In  the  face  of 
knowledge,  no  excuse  can  be  found  for  MacArthur’s  use  of  a  divi 
command  with  a  central  gap  to  attack  toward  such  a  force. 

The  Chinese  attack  in  MacArthur’s  mind  reduced  the  American  situa 
tion  in  the  Far  East  to  a  simple  choice  between  two  extreme  alternative*- 
either  all-out  war  on  China,  and  possibly  Russia,  to  destroy  world  Com 
munism  once  for  all  or  the  immediate  evacuation  of  our  forces 
Korea.  The  former  would  have  given  the  Soviet  Union  a  free  han 
Europe;  the  latter  would  have  made  it  impossible  for  us  to  obtain  re 
sistance  against  Communist  nibbling  from  any  snaall  states  or  even  fm^ 
our  greater  allies  elsewhere  in  the  world  and  would  have  destroyed  0^ 


prestige  in  Asia  and  Africa.  A  rapid  visit  by  Generals  J.  Lawton 


Collin* 


and  Hoyt  S.  Vandenberg  to  Korea  in  January  12-17,  *95'’  convince 
them  that  the  middle  alternative,  which  was  still  Washington’s 
namely,  to  maintain  the  independence  of  South  Korea,  was  still  po**^ 
Rather  than  accept  this  alternative,  MacArthur  intensified  his  pv^^ 
barrage  against  the  Administration,  as  well  as  his  numerous  niessag®*^^^ 
isolationist  Republican  politicians  in  Washington.  A  directive  of  Decent 
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which  ordered  him  to  clear  his  public  statements  on  foreign  and 
^'ilitary  policy  witli  the  respective  departments  was  violated,  for  some 
IJ^onths,  with  impunity.  The  congressional  elections  of  1950  had  been 
‘sastrous  to  Administration  supporters  and  had  been  successful  for 
isolationists  of  both  parties,  with  the  Administration’s  majority  in  both 
Houses  cut  almost  to  nothing. 

Senator  Taft,  now  unchallenged  leader  of  the  isolationist  bloc,  argued 
3t  Governor  Dewey’s  “internationalist”  approach  had  lost  the  presi- 
ential  election  of  1948  and  that  his  own  wholesale  opposition  to  the  Ad- 
iiiinistration  on  an  isolationist  basis  had  been  victorious  in  1950  and  would 
'''in  the  Presidency  (apparently  for  himself)  in  1952.  On  this  basis  a 
powerful  attack  was  built  up  against  Secretary  of  State  Acheson,  against 
\AT0  and  other  American  commitments  in  Europe,  and  against  foreign 
or  any  efforts  to  extend  x\merica’s  ground  forces.  Truman’s  efforts 
*^0  send  four  divisions  to  Europe  and  to  make  General  Eisenhower  Su- 
Pi'enie  Commander  of  NATO  were  violently  opposed,  by  Taft  (who  had 
'oted  against  ratification  of  NATO)  and  by  Senator  Wherry,  the  Re¬ 
publican  floor  leader.  Every  effort  was  made  to  reduce  the  defense  of  the 
nited  States  to  a  simple  matter  of  control  of  the  air  and  the  oceans 
'Without  need  for  overseas  forces  or  overseas  allies.  All  this,  of  course,  was 
Simply  a  refusal  to  face  twentieth-century  conditions  by  men  with  nine- 
’■^^nth-century  ideas,  and  gave  great  support  to  MaCx\rthur’s  insubordi- 
ii^fion. 

^bis  insubordination  and  the  general’s  alliance  with  the  Republican 
opposition  in  the  Congress  was  brought  to  a  head  on  April  5,  1951,  when 
0  House  Republican  Leader,  Joseph  .Martin,  read  to  the  Congress  a 
from  Mac.Arthur  which  w'as  a  broad-gauged  propagandist  attack  on 
0  Truman  Administration’s  policies  in  the  Far  East.  Truman  used  this 
311  excuse  to  remove  .Macx\rthur,  although  his  real  reason  w'as  the  gen- 
o*"®!  s  sabotage  of  .American  and  British  efforts  to  negotiate  an  end  of  the 
"'3r  along  the  38th  parallel. 

^bive  days  after  the  MacArthur-Martin  letter  had  been  read  in  Congress, 
J'Uman  removed  the  general  from  all  his  commands  in  the  Far  East. 
Was  used  by  the  isolationist  opposition  for  a  great  triumphal  home- 
'^oming  for  MacArthur.  The  Republican  leaders  spoke  publicly  of  im- 
P^sching  the  President;  Senator  Nixon  wanted  congressional  censure  of 
®  President  and  restoration  of  MacArthur  to  his  commands,  since  his 
p^^val  was  “appeasement  of  World  Communism.”  McCarthy  said  the 
^_resident  had  made  the  decision  while  he  was  drunk,  while  Senator  Wil- 
aiu  Jennej.  said  from  the  Senate  floor:  “This  country  today  is  in  the 
^nds  of  a  secret  inner  coterie  which  is  directed  by  agents  of  the  Soviet 
oion.  must  cut  this  whole  cancerous  conspiracy  out  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  at  once.  Our  only  choice  is  to  impeach  President  Truman  and 
I'd  out  w  ho  is  the  secret  invisible  government  which  has  so  cleverly  led 
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our  countr\'  dow’n  rhc  road  ro  destruction.”  Sentiments  similar  to  these 
were  frequent,  botli  in  public  and  in  private,  for  the  ne.\t  few  years. 

.Mac.Arthur's  return  to  the  United  States  after  an  absence  ot  almost 
fifteen  vears  was  built  up  into  an  amazing  display  of  popular  hysteria. 
landing  at  San  Francisco  he  was  greeted  by  half  a  million  people  in  one  0 
the  greatest  traffic  jams  in  the  city’s  history.  At  Washington’s  airport,  afte 
midnight  on  April  19th,  the  crowds  broke  out  of  control.  That  after 
noon,  before  a  joint  session  of  Congress  and  over  a  nationwide  tclevisio'’ 
broadcast,  he  made  a  speech  which  ranged  from  old-fashioned  eloqt'^^'’^^ 
to  pure  ham.  It  ended  on  pathos:  “Old  soldiers  never  die,  they  just  ta 
awav.  And  like  the  old  soldier  of  that  ballad,  I  now'  close  my  mihtaty 
career  and  just  fade  awa\'— an  old  soldier  who  tried  to  do  his  duty  as 
God  gave  him  the  light  to  see  that  duty.  Good-by.”  This  was  follou  ej^  by 
a  parade  in  Washington  before  250,000  spectators,  but  the  real  clima^ 
was  reached  in  New’  York,  the  following  day,  when,  for  si.\  and  a  ha 
hours,  more  than  seven  million  people,  spread  over  a  nineteen-mile  para 
route,  cheered  themselves  hoarse  over  the  general.  This  w'as  twice  n 
crowd  w'hich  had  seen  Eisenhower’s  return  from  Europe  after  the  detca 
of  Germany  in  1945. 

The  general  did  not  fade  away  immediately.  By  May  he  was  back  ih 
W’ashington  as  star  witness  for  the  prosecution  in  a  congressional  if"’®* 
tigation  into  the  country’s  Far  East  policies.  Only  an  infinitesimal  frac 
tion  of  those  who  had  cheered  the  general  .so  heartily  two  weeks  before 
paid  any  attention  to  the  hearings.  This  was  unfortunate.  Mac  Arthur 
seriously  maintained  that  his  policies  could  lead  to  the  total  defeat  0 
Communist  China,  without  any  increase  in  ground  forces,  simply  ) 
naval  and  economic  blockade  of  China,  by  air  attack  on  Chinese  industry  1 
and  by  “lifting  the  wraps”  off  Chiang  Kai-shek.  On  this  basis  he  promise 
immediate  victory  with  a  minimum  of  risk  and  casualties.  The  Admims 
tration’s  policy,  he  insisted,  was  not  victory  but  “to  go  on  indecisive , 
fighting  with  no  mission  for  the  troops  except  to  resist  and  fight  •  •  ' 
continued  and  indefinite  extension  of  bloodshed.” 

Subsequent  testimony  from  others,  including  the  country’s  leading 
military  experts  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  showed  the  unsubstanti 
nature  of  this  vision  of  Utopia.  They  rejected  MacArthur’s  ideas  as  un 
realistic  and  impossible:  the  bombing  of  Manchuria  alone  would  ta 
twice  as  many  bombers  as  SAC  had  available;  bombing  of  Chinese  indn 
tr\'  would  not  deprive  the  Chinese  of  military  supplies,  as  their  ar.sena 
were  in  the  Soviet  Union;  an  economic  and  naval  blockade  could 
seriously  injure  a  country  as  self-sufficient  as  China,  with  an  open  l^ti 
frontier,  and  could  not  be  effective  at  all  unless  active  military  combat  o 
the  ground  increased  consumption  rates;  efforts  to  adopt  these  polM^J 
would  alienate  the  United  States  from  its  allies  and  the  United  Nations  an 
would  jeopardize  the  whole  anti-Soviet  position  in  Europe. 
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Americans  followed  the  arguments  to  this  point,  but  AiacArthur 
had  given  the  opposition  a  new  war  cry:  “In  war  there  is  no  substitute  for 
'^ctory.”  This  slogan,  in  which  neither  war  nor  victor)'  was  defined,  was 
hsed  as  a  weapon  by  the  neo-isolationists,  partisan  Republicans,  and  Radi- 
'^al  Right  for  more  than  a  decade,  although  by  i960  it  had  been  shortened 
'•0  the  charge  that  the  Democrats  favored  a  “No-win  policy.”  After  a 
®cade  of  reiteration,  manv  persons  seriouslv  believed  that  it  was  im¬ 
possible  to  stop  Communism  without  all-out  nuclear  war  and  that  con- 
hnued  survival,  instead  of  mutual  destruction,  could  not  possibly  be 
“^^garded  as  winning!  Peace  had  become  appeasement. 

These  neo-isolationist  policies  had  no  relationship  to  reality,  but  they 
®*erted  great  pressure  on  the  last  two  years  of  the  Truman  Administra- 
^on,  driving  it  toward  an  increasingly  unrealistic  course.  In  1951  Senator 
Was  advocating  a  three-fold  program  of  reduced  military  prepared- 
reduced  government  expenditures,  and  a  more  aggressive  foreign 
policy  in  the  Far  East.  This  combination  could  be  supported  only  by  as- 
^ming  a  number  of  things  which  were  not  true.  One  of  these  was  that 
‘®ng  Kai-shek’s  regime  on  Formosa  was  still  a  great  Pow  er  and  that 
China,  on  the  other  hand,  was  on  the  verge  of  collapse  and  was, 
,  so  weakened  that  Chiang  would  be  enthusiasticalh'  welcomed 
if  he  merely  landed  on  the  mainland.  This  unrealistic  version  of  the 
PRsent  could  be  sustained  only  by  an  equally  unrealistic  version  of  the 
that  the  Red  victory  in  China  w'as  the  inevitable  consequence  of 
^^P°*‘Ron  to  Chiang  by  the  Democratic  Administrations  of  Roosevelt 
th  opposition  was  caused  by  the  existence  within 

the  °f  Communists  and  Communist  sympathizers  from 

jec  Since  almost  all  expcrus,  including  scientists,  area  and  sub- 

experts,  and  military  men,  did  not  accept  this  version,  either  of  the 
.  or  the  present,  all  experts  w'erc  regarded  as  suspect  and  insulted  or 
Tact,  educated  or  thoughtful  men  were  generally  rejected. 
Jtead,  emphasis  w'as  placed  on  “practical  men,”  defined  as  those  who 
rnet  a  payroll  or  carried  a  precinct.”  This  admitted  to  the  charmed 
businessmen  and  politicians  of  local  stature  (like  Senator  Wherry), 
n  the  whole,  the  neo-isolationist  discontent  was  a  revolt  of  the 
orant  against  the  informed  or  educated,  of  the  nineteenth  century 
^2inst  the  insoluble  problems  of  the  tw'entieth,  of  the  Midwest  of 
Sawyer  against  the  cosmopolitan  East  of  J.  P.  Morgan  and  Com- 
old  Siwash  against  Harvard,  of  the  Chicago  Tribune  against 
^^'ashington  Past  or  The  New  York  Times,  of  simple  absolutes 
nst  complex  relativisms,  of  immediate  final  solutions  against  long- 
^  *^8^  partial  alleviations,  of  frontier  activism  against  European  thought, 
^ejection,  out  of  hand,  of  all  the  complexities  of  life  which  had  arisen 


Since 


’915  in  favor  of  a  nostalgic  return  to  the  simplicities  of  1905,  and 
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abov'e  aU  a  desire  to  get  back  to  the  inexpensive,  thoughtless,  and  irrC" 
sponsible  international  security  of  i88o. 

This  neurotic  impulse  s\vept  over  the  United  States  in  a  great 
in  the  years  1948-1955,  supported  by  hundreds  of  thousands  of  sell- 
seeking  individuals,  especially  peddlers  of  publicity  and  propaganda, 
financed  no  longer  by  the  relatively  tied-up  funds  of  declining 
Street  international  finance,  but  by  its  successors,  the  freely  available  win- 
nings  of  self-financing  industrial  profits  from  such  new  industrial  activities 
as  air  power,  electronics,  chemicals,  light  metals,  or  natural  gas,  whie  > 
although  utterly  dependent  on  government  spending  or  government' 
protected  exploitation  of  limited  natural  resources  (such  as  uranium 
oil),  pretended  to  themselves  and  their  listeners  that  their  affluence  tvas 
entirely  due  to  their  own  cleverness.  At  the  head  of  this  list  were  tne 
new  millionaires,  led  by  the  Texas  and  southwest  oil  and  natural-g^* 
plungers,  whose  fortunes  were  based  on  tricky  tax  provisions  and  goV' 
emment-subsidized  transportation  systems. 

This  shift  occurred  on  all  levels  from  changing  tastes  in  newspap®*^ 
comic  strips  (from  “.Mutt  and  Jeff”  or  “Bringing  Up  Father”  to  “Steve 
Canyon”  or  “Little  Orphan  Annie”),  to  profound  changes  in  the  po'W'et 
nexus  of  the  “American  Establishment.”  It  was  evident  in  the  decline  0 
J.  P.  Morgan  itself,  from  its  deeply  anonymous  status  as  a  partnership 
(founded  in  1861)  to  its  transformation  into  an  incorporated  public  com 
pany  in  1940  and  its  final  disappearance  by  absorption  into  its  chief  ban 
ing  subsidiary,  the  Guaranty  Trust  Company,  in  1959.  Incorporation  re 
fleeted  the  need  to  escape  the  incidence  of  the  inheritance  tax,  while 
final  disappearance  was  based  on  the  relative  decrease  in  large  security 
flotations  in  contrast  to  the  great  increase  in  industrial  self-financing  (^ 
represented  by  du  Pont  and  its  long-time  subsidiary  General  Motors, 
by  Ford).  ^ 

The  less  obvious  implications  of  this  shift  were  illustrated  in  a  sto^; 
which  passed  through  Ivy  League  circles  in  1948  in  connection  with  t 
choice  of  a  new  president  for  Columbia  University.  This,  of  all 
sities,  had  been  the  one  closest  to  J.  P.  Morgan  and  Company,  an 
president,  Nicholas  .Murray  Butler,  was  .Morgan’s  chief  spokesman  frf 
ivied  halls.  He  had  been  chosen  under  .Morgan  influence,  but  the 
of  1930-1948  which  so  weakened  .Morgan  in  the  economic  system 
weakened  his  influence  on  the  board  of  tru.stees  of  Columbia,  until  it  ^ 
came  evident  that  Morgan  did  not  have  the  votes  to  elect  a  succes 
However,  Morgan  (that  is,  Tom  Lamont)  did  have  the  votes  to  prese 
the  status  quo  and,  accordingly.  President  Butler  was  kept  in  his  posi 
until  he  was  long  past  his  physical  ability  to  carry  on  its 
Finall\%  he  had  to  retire.  Even  then  Lamont  and  his  allies  were 
prevent  choice  of  a  successor,  and  postponed  it,  making  the  univer  . 
treasurer  acting-president,  in  the  hope  that  a  favorable  change  in  the  do 
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trustees  might  make  it  possible  for  Morgan,  once  again,  to  name  a 
Columbia  president. 

I' ate  decreed  otherwise,  for  Lamont  died  in  1948  and,  shortly  afterward, 
^  committee  of  trustees  under  Thomas  Watson  of  International  Business 
■Machines  was  empowered  to  seek  a  new  president.  This  W'as  not  an 
3tea  in  which  the  genius  of  IBM  was  at  his  most  effective.  M'Tile  on  a 
usiness  trip  to  \Vashington,  he  confided  his  problem  to  a  friend  who 
helpfully  suggested,  “Have  you  thought  of  Eisenhower?”  By  this  he 
meant  Milton  Eisenhower,  then  president  of  Penn  State,  later  president 
Jolins  Hopkins;  Watson,  who  apparently  did  not  think  immediately 
this  lesser-known  member  of  the  Eisenhower  family,  thanked  his 
•"'end,  and  began  the  steps  which  soon  made  Dwight  Eisenhower,  for 
*^"'0  unhappy  years,  president  of  Columbia. 

,  the  face  of  the  public  opinion  of  1950-1952,  the  Truman  Admin- 
■stration  had  to  make  some  concessions  to  the  power  of  neo-isolationism. 
Tue  loyalty  program  to  ferret  out  subversives  was  established  in  the 
Severnment;  during  the  .MacArthur  hearings  of  May  1951,  Dean  Acheson 
Ptoniised  that,  under  no  circumstances,  would  Red  China  be  accepted  into 
•ic  community  of  nations;  aid  and  support  to  Chiang  was  increased;  and 
John  Poster  Dulles  was  brought  into  the  State  Department.  None  of 


changes  helped  the  Truman  Administration’s  popularity,  as  was 
clearly  shown  in  the  election  of  1952,  but  they  had  major  repercussions 
history.  One  of  these  was  Dulles’s  success  in  obtaining  a  peace  treaty 
Japan  (September  8,  1951). 

Dulles,  like  the  Columbia  presidency,  was  a  former  Morgan  satel- 
which  had  been  lost,  about  the  same  time  and  for  the  same  reasons. 


a  partner  in  Sullivan  and  Cromwell,  one  of  the  Wall  Street  legal  firms 
closely  associated  with  .Morgan,  Dulles  operated  very  much  in  the  Morgan 
^ineyard  until  the  late  1940’s.  An  early  advocate  of  bipartisanship  in 
uteign  affairs  (a  Wall  Street  specialty),  he  was  first  brought  into  Demo- 
ctaric  State  Department  circles,  largely  under  Morgan  sponsorship,  in 
^’945,  as  adviser  to  Secretary  of  State  Stettinius  at  the  San  Prancisco  Con- 
ctence.  These  associations  continued,  at  various  meetings  and  confer- 
^'^ces,  mostly  at  the  United  Nations  and  at  the  four  postwar  Eoreign 
Ministers’  conferences  of  1945-1949. 

^Jut  in  1948  a  change  occurred  when  Dulles’s  naturally  e.xaggerated  per- 
^nal  ambition  got  out  of  hand  at  the  same  time  tliat  he  drifted  out  of  the 
3ll  Street  constellations  with  which  his  whole  career  had  been  asso- 
ciated.  Apparently  he  decided  he  could  get  further  on  his  own,  especially 
y  adapting  himself  to  the  swelling  tide  of  neo-isolationism.  The  marks 
°  Mhis  change  were  his  appointment  to  the  United  States  Senate  by  Gov- 
^J’Uor  Dewey  of  New  York  in  July  1949  and  his  resignation  from  Sul- 
*''an  and  Cromwell  at  that  time.  In  the  election  of  November  1949, 
Uiles  Was  defeated  for  the  full  senatorial  term  by  ex-Governor  Herbert 
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Lehman,  also  of  a  Wall  Street  background.  In  the  campaign  Dulles  trietl 
to  portray  Lehman  as  having  Communist  inclinations  and  went  so  far  as 
to  say  that  the  election  of  Lehman  would  permit  the  Communists  to 
“chalk  up  another  victory  in  their  struggle  to  get  into  office  here.” 

In  retirement  after  this  electoral  defeat,  Dulles  continued  his  move¬ 


ment  toward  isolationism  and  unilateralism,  a  process  which  was  com¬ 
pleted  by  his  article  “A  Policy  of  Boldness”  in  Life  magazine  Alay  >9’ 
1952,  and  in  his  subsequent  efforts  to  keep  President  Eisenhower  from 
standing  up  against  .McCarthyism.  This  movement  was  marked  by  increas¬ 
ing  neglect  of  Europe  and  opposition  to  our  chief  allies  there  and  m' 
creasing  concern  with  the  Far  East  and  the  curative  powers  of  strategic 
nuclear  bombing. 

The  Japanese  peace  treaty  was  one  of  the  last  constructive  achieve¬ 
ments  of  Dulles  and  was  reached  without  support  of  the  Soviet  Union, 
which  refused  to  sign  it.  Communist  China  was  also  e.xcluded.  T*te 


treat\'’s  chief  aim  was  to  end  the  Pacific  war  within  a  larger  security 
structure  which  bound  the  previous  enemies  into  a  mutual  security  system- 
It  had  three  parts;  the  peace  treaty  with  Japan,  which  accepted  its  los* 
of  the  already  detached  areas  and  islands;  the  ANZUS  Treaty,  vvhic 
allied  Australia,  Ne\v  Zealand,  and  the  United  States;  and  a  bilater 


mutual  defense  pact  between  Japan  and  the  United  States. 

The  neo-isolationist  surge  in  American  public  opinion  ; 
the  freedom  of  action  of  the  Truman  Administration  that  it 


paralyzed 

-as  unable 


to  negotiate  any  settlement  of  the  war  in  Korea.  Every  effort  at  neg® 
tiation  gave  rise  to  howls  of  “appeasement”  or  “treason.”  Moreover,  i 
Communists,  while  willing  to  negotiate,  showed  no  eagerness  to  make 
agreement,  with  the  result  that  negotiations  crawled  along  for 
years  in  the  isolated  military  quarters  at  Panmunjon  in  Korea.  The  Krem 
lin  was  quite  willing  to  keep  America’s  men,  money,  and  attention  n® 
dow'n  in  Korea,  and  could  find  each  day  an  additional  argument  to  thro'V 
as  an  obstacle  into  the  negotiations.  Most  of  these  obstacles  were  cou 
cerned  with  the  disposition  of  prisoners  of  w'ar,  thousands  of  whom 
not  w’ant  to  return  to  Communist  territory,  while  only  twenty-o”^ 
captured  .Americans  were  unwilling  to  return  to  the  United  States.  Simpv 
by  insisting  that  all  prisoners  must  be  forced  to  return,  the  Comiiu'”’®’^^ 
could  extend  the  negotiations  indefinitely  in  time  and  thus  postpone  f 
day  when  the  United  States  might  be  free  to  turn  its  men  and  resourc 
to  other  areas  closer  to  the  Soviet  Union  and  thus  more  dangerous  to 
such  as  Europe. 

Onh-  the  death  of  Stalin  in  .March  1953  broke  this  stalemate.  As  soon 
as  the  first  confusion  over  this  issue  had  passed  temporarily,  it  becam 
pos.sible  to  make  a  Korean  truce,  an  achievement  helped  by  the  acces^ 
of  a  new  Republican  administration  in  Washington  in  Januaiv- 
truce  was  signed  on  July  27,  1953,  after  37  months  of  war  in  which  ti 
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United  States  had  lost  25,000  dead,  115,000  other  casualties,  and  about 
billion  in  costs. 

Korean  War  had  a  totally  different  impact  on  the  scientists,  the 
Democratic  leaders,  the  army,  some  of  the  navy,  the  new  group  of 
strategic  intellectuals  and  non-middle-class  educated  persons  in  general 
than  it  had  on  the  neo-isolationists,  the  Republican  leaders,  the  air  force, 
pR  Business,  and  the  newly  forming  Radical  Right  publicists.  To  the 
atter  groups  it  was  a  totally  unnecessar)'  and  frustrating  e.vperience,  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  incompetence,  or  treason,  of  their  opponents,  an  aber- 
tstion  and  throwback  to  World  War  I  which  must  never  be  permitted 
to  reoccur.  To  the  former  alignment,  however,  the  limited  war  in  Korea 
"’as  an  inevitable  consequence  of  nuclear  stalemate,  arising  from  the  very 
Mature  of  Communist  aggression  and  of  the  revolutionarv  discontents  of 
buffer  fringe,  and  would  be  a  constanth’  threatening  possibilitv  in  the 
"turc,  either  in  Korea  itself  or  in  a  dozen  other  places  along  the  edges 
°  the  Communist  bloc.  Accordinglv,  this  motlev  alignment,  led  by  its 
^'^lentists  and  liberals,  began  to  work  to  strengthen  America’s  ability  to 
any  new  challenge  similar  to  Korea.  In  a  military  sense,  this  in- 
t'Rahly  led  to  efforts  to  increase  the  abilitv  of  Europe  and  America 
^  "’age  limited  war,  wdtatever  the  cost.  The  Right,  as  the  defenders  of 
^^^terial  comforts,  were  iinw'illing  to  engage  in  such  an  effort,  on  the  basis 
Cost  alone,  and  soon  convinced  themselves  that  it  was  unnecessarv. 
^  he  tactical  experience  of  Korea  showed  clearly  that  we  had  neither 
Weapons  nor  the  training  for  limited  war  and  that  the  air  force’s 
aims  for  the  effectiveness  of  its  strategic  weapons  were  as  unrealistic  as 
cy  had  been  since  Douhet.  Even  the  tactical  air  units  had  been  ineffec- 
^ 'Cl  chiefly  because  they  were  designed  and  used  in  a  separate  service 
o^inated  by  “Big  Bomber”  generals.  Some  of  the  most  effective  work 
®  been  done  bv  tools,  such  as  helicopters,  which  the  air  force  refused 
«udy  or  order. 

^  0  remedy  this  weakness,  the  armv’s  specialist  on  airborne  warfare, 
th^’^cral  James  M.  Gavin,  was  sent  with  a  team  of  scientists  to  Korea  in 
autumn  of  1950.  At  the  time  General  Gavin,  longtime  officer  of  the 
^•■oic  8:nd  Airborne  Division,  was  much  M'orried  at  the  air  force’s  ef- 
^  to  monopolize  all  the  air  and  all  nuclear  weapons,  at  its  resentment 
possession  of  aviation  by  the  navv  and  marines,  and  at  its  refusal  to 
the  effective  tactical  support  from  the  air  for  ground  forces  or  to  buy 
^tjuipment  needed  to  provide  proper  airborne  mobilitv,  both  of  men 
p  ^upplies^  for  ground  troops.  The  team  of  scientists  who  went  to  the 
0?^  ^'Ust  with  General  Gavin  in  September-November  1950,  included 
tiol  ^"^^t'itsen,  professor  of  pht^sics  at  the  California  Institute  of  Tech- 
tn  w'  ’  "  developed  the  whole  arrav'  of  navv  and  air-force  rockets 

dll  •  Oppenheimer’s  assistant  at  Los  Alamos 

"'’g  the  last  year  of  the  war;  Dr.  William  B.  Shockley  of  Bell  Tele- 
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phone  Laboratories,  developer  of  the  transistor,  who  won  the  Nobel 
Prize  in  1956;  and  Dr.  Edward  Bowles  of  MIT,  our  chief  expert  on  niib" 
tary  applications  of  radar  in  World  W'^ar  II. 

From  their  discussions  emerged  a  series  of  scientific  research  project 
in  1951-1952  which  had  a  profound  effect  on  American  defense  capabili' 
ties.  jProject  Vnsta,  with  President  Lee  DuBridge  of  Caltech  as  chairman 
and  Lauritsen  as  his  deput\^  made  an  over-all  study  of  defense  prob¬ 
lems  for  the  Department  of  Defense.  In  general  it  sought  to  reach  a  well- 
rounded,  diverse  defense  establishment  which  could  respond  effectivel} 
to  any  degree  of  aggression  and  do  it  on  land,  sea,  or  air.  One  of 
chief  efforts  was  to  get  tactical  air  power  for  the  ground  forces  and  to 
counteract  the  massed  Soviet  Army  in  Europe  by  development  of  tacti¬ 
cal  nuclear  weapons,  as  well  as  nuclear  warheads  to  be  carried  on  rockets 
of  50-  to  300-mile  range,  so  that  the  forcible  dispersion  of  Russian  infan¬ 
try  to  avoid  annihilation  would  sharply  reduce  its  offensive  impact.  These 
weapons  could  also  be  used  to  get  “all-weather”  tactical  bombing  sup¬ 
port  under  army  control  to  replace  the  fair-weather  air-force  tactica 
bombing  which  had  proved  so  ineffective  in  Korea. 

The  Vista  Report,  which  was  submitted  to  the  secretaries  of  the  forces 
in  Februar)"  1952,  made  at  least  a  dozen  suggestions  of  which  at  least 
ten  were  eventually  carried  out,  despite  the  fact  that  the  report  was  never 
accepted.  The  reason  for  its  rejection  was  the  violent  opposition  of  t  ® 
air  force,  which  disliked  most  of  it  but  really  exploded  when  they  foun  - 
in  Chapter  5,  that  it  recommended  dividing  nuclear  materials  among  t ' 
three  serv'ices.  The  air  force  flatly  refused  to  yield  up  any  fissiona 
materials  to  the  other  services.  At  first  it  insisted  that  there  w'as  n 
enough.  When  months  of  argument  proved  there  was  plenty,  the  a 
force  simply  tripled  its  requirements.  When  the  air  force  discovered  t  a 
Oppenheimer  had  written  the  introductory  section  of  Chapter  5,  his  a 
was  sealed.  Stories  about  his  unreliability  were  passed  about,  and  e'cn 
tuallv  it  was  said  that  he  had  somehow  rewritten  Chapter  5  and  inse 
it  without  the  committee  members  knowing  what  he  was  doing. 

Project  Charles  and  its  sequel  Project  Lincoln  were  equally  objection^ 
able  to  the  air  force,  although  they  had  been  instigated  by  it.  “Char 
suggested  that  a  pennanent  research  laboratory  should  be  establish^ 
study  the  technical  problems  of  air  defense.  Accordingly,  in  Septet  ^ 
1951,  the  Lincoln  Laboratory  was  set  up  at  AIIT.  This  eventually 
staff  of  1,600  on  an  annual  budget  of  S20  million.  Its  special 
Project  Lincoln  in  1951  included  many  of  the  scientists,  such  as 
Bridge,  Lauritsen,  Zacharias,  and  Oppenheimer  of  Project  V^ista; 
mated  that  American  defense  against  a  Soviet  air  attack  was  "oe 
weak  and  could  not  expect  to  knock  down  more  than  20  percent  “ 
attacking  planes,  a  rate  far  too  low  to  be  acceptable  in  nuclear  war 
Setting  a  70  percent  “kill-rate”  as  a  minimum  aspiration.  Project  Lm^^ 
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■■^commended  establishment  of  a  Distant  Early  Warning  radar  detection 
across  Canada  and  Greenland  (the  so-called  “DEW  Line”),  much 
improved  fighter  and  missile  interception  in  deep  air  defense  (DAD),  and 
the  development  of  an  elaborate,  integrated,  automatic  air-defense  com¬ 
munications  system. 


The  cost  of  this  program,  billions  of  dollars,  made  it  less  than  welcome 
to  the  air  force.  To  combat  it,  air-force  supporters  spread  rumors  that  a 
olique  of  scientists  which  they  called  “ZORC”  (Zacharias,  Oppenheimer, 
^abi,  and  Charles  Lauritsen)  were  out  to  destroy  SAC  by  devising,  or 
pretending  to  devise,  a  near-perfect  air  defense  for  the  United  States. 
Thus  DEW  DAD,  according  to  SAC  supporters,  would  be  America’s 
'''taginot  Line  behind  which  the  country  would  lie  helplessly  bankrupt 
tom  its  cost  of  Sioo  billion.  The  air  force,  from  its  control  over  the 
Lincoln  Laboratory’s  budget,  was  successful  in  forcing  MIT  to  suppress 
the  DEW  DAD  report;  at  least,  it  was  never  published.  But  part  of  the 
^tory,  including  the  horror  story  about  ZORC,  was  published  in  the  May 
'953  issue  of  Fortune  magazine,  and  some  of  the  rest  came  out  in  the 
'934  hearing  on  Oppenheimer’s  security. 

Tile  third  significant  effort  in  the  scientists’  campaign  for  American 
survival  in  the  early  1950’s  was  known  as  Project  East  River.  It  was  also 
mstigated  by  the  air  force,  early  in  1952,  and  studied  the  problem  of 
^‘|'’il  defense  through  a  scientific  team  headed  by  Lloyd  Berkner  of  Asso- 
^jated  Universities.  It  advocated  a  fantastically  expensive  program  of 
®'r-raid  warnings,  civilian  defense  shelters,  and  radar  decentralization, 
but  little  was  ever  done  about  it.  Since  such  a  defensive  system  would 
Undoubtedly  save  scores  of  millions  of  lives  in  any  all-out  nuclear  war. 
Would  permit  the  United  States  to  withstand  a  Soviet  “first  strike,” 
failure  to  follow  up  these  recommendations  is  clearly  attributable  to 
cost,  a  sum  w'hich  many  felt  we  could  not  afford  and  which  the 
air  force  was  convinced  could  be  far  better  spent  on  building  up  the 
offensive  power  of  SAC.  Some  of  it  did  go  for  this  purpose. 

The  air  force,  which  had  48  wings  (of  which  18  were  in  SAC)  in 
June  1950,  when  the  Korean  War  began,  had  95  wings  in  July  1952,  as 
c  presidential  campaign  began,  and  had  no  wings  (of  which  42  wings 
^'cre  in  SAC)  at  the  end  of  1953  in  the  last  Truman  budget.  During 
*^bese  years,  covering  the  last  four  budgets  of  the  Truman  period,  ex¬ 
penditures  on  national  security  increased  from  $13  billion  in  1949-1950  to 
u^'er  $50  billion  in  1952-1953.  A  fair  amount  of  this  increase  went  for  the 
changes  recommended  by  the  scientists,  such  as  the  DEW  Line,  increase 
'u  army  ground  forces' from  10  to  20  divisions,  and  increased  air  transpor- 
*^3tion.  As  a  consequence,  American  power  relative  to  Soviet  power 
^'Cached  its  highest  point  in  tlie  postwar  period  about  the  end  of  1953. 
c  tlicn  lost  ground  until  its  recovery  in  the  missile  race  of  1958-1963. 
be  lines  of  the  earlier  buildup,  as  recommended  by  the  various  scien- 
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tific  defense  projects  of  1950-1952,  were  summed  up  in  a  gen< 
survev  for  the  incoming  Eisenhower  Administration  in  NSC  14  <•  Th'® 
document  did  not  replace,  but  supplemented,  more  intensive  efforts  iR 
air  defense,  civil  defense,  and  in  military  assistance  in  the  Near  East  an 
Far  East. 


The  Eisenhower  Team, 
1952-1956 


The  last  two  years  of  the  Truman  Administration  were  marked  by 
waves  of  partisan  propaganda  which  quite  concealed  the  major  improve¬ 
ments  being  made  in  the  American  defense  posture.  The  American  peo¬ 
ple  were  irritated  and  puzzled  by  the  stalemate  in  Korea  exactly  as  the 
Soviets  intended  them  to  be.  Disruption  of  the  lives  of  individuals  m  ^ 
war  which  was  not  a  war,  in  which  nothing  seemed  to  be  achieved  ex 
cept  unnecessary  casualties,  and  which  disrupted  the  pleasures  of  rbe 
postwar  economic  boom  with  militarv  service,  shortages,  restrictions,  an 
cost-of-living  inflation  could  not  help  but  breed  discontent.  The  Repun 
lican-Dixiecrat  alliance  in  the  Congress  made  it  impossible  to  deal  wim 
domestic  problems  in  any  decisive  way'  or  with  foreign  problems  out¬ 
side  the  independent  autlioritv  of  the  presidential  office.  And  through  it 
all  the  mobilized  wealth  of  the  country,  in  alliance  with  most  of  the  press, 
kept  up  a  constant  barrage  of  “Communists  in  Washington,”  “twenty 
V'ears  of  treason,”  or  “corruption  of  the  Missouri  gang”  in  the  Truman 
Administration,  and  created  a  general  picture  of  incompetence  and  bun¬ 
gling  shot  through  with  subversion.  In  creating  this  picture  the  leaders  o 
the  Republican  Party  totally  committed  themselves  to  the  myths  of  tie 
neo-isolationists  and  of  the  Radical  Right.  . 

In  June  1951,  Senator  .McCarthy  delivered  in  the  Senate  a  speech  0^ 
60,000  words  attacking  General  Marshall  as  a  man  “steeped  in  falsehood, 
who  has  “recourse  to  the  lie  whenever  it  suits  his  convenience,”  one  0 
the  architects  of  America’s  foreign  policy  made  by  “men  high  in  thi 
Government  [who]  are  concerting  to  deliver  us  to  disaster  ...  a 
spiracy  of  infamy  so  black  that  when  it  is  finally  e.xposed,  its  principal* 
shall  be  forever  deserving  of  the  maledictions  of  all  honest  men.  .  •  • 

When  Truman  tried  to  defend  his  subordinates,  an  action  xvhic 
Dulles  resolutely  refused  to  do  when  he  became  Secretary  of  State  lU 
1953,  Senator  Taft  attacked  the  President  for  this  combination  o 
human  decency  with  the  established  legal  privileges  of  the  Engl** 
speaking  world:  he  was  wrong,  according  to  Taft,  to  “assume  the  *** 
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nocence  of  all  the  persons  mentioned  in  the  State  Department.  .  .  . 
Whether  Senator  McCarthy  has  legal  evidence,  whether  he  has  over¬ 
stated  or  understated  his  case,  is  of  lesser  importance.  The  question  is 
"whether  the  communist  influence  in  the  State  Department  still  e.\ists.” 
Following  the  tendencies  of  the  day,  Taft  reversed  his  previous  support 
of  the  Korean  War,  calling  it  an  “unnecessary  W'ar,”  an  “utterly  useless 
"'ar,”  a  w^ar  “begun  by  President  Truman  without  the  slightest  authority 
from  Congress  or  the  people.” 

A  semiofficial  version  of  the  Republican  position  appeared  in  John 
Foster  Dulles’s  article  “A  Policy  of  Boldness,”  which  was  published  in 
Life  on  May  19,  1952.  This  advocated  rejection  of  “containment”  in 
favor  of  “liberation,”  to  be  achieved  on  a  smaller  budget  and  wdth  reduc- 
^>on  of  the  armed  forces  leading  to  a  conclusive  victory  in  the  near  future. 
All  concessions  to  reality  w'ere  rejected  out  of  hand;  containment  itself 
''’as  damned  as  fragmentary  reactions  to  Soviet  pressure,  as  negative,  end¬ 
less,  and  partial,  as  “treadmill  policies  which,  at  best,  might  perhaps  keep 
''s  in  the  same  place  until  w-e  drop  e.xhausted.”  In  place  of  these,  Dulles 
offered  liberation  and  massive  retaliation.  These  tw-o  w'ere  not  expressly 
linked  together  since,  apparently,  the  former  (applied  chiefly  to  eastern 
Europe)  would  be  achieved  simply  by  making  clear  that  the  United 
States  w'anted  it.  At  least,  Dulles  believed  it  would  come  when  American 
policy  made  “it  publicly  knowm  that  it  wants  and  expects  liberation  to 
Occur.”  The  disastrous  consequence  of  this  nonsense  appeared  in  1956 
"hen  East  Germany  and  Hungary  rose  against  the  Russians  and  were 
crushed  by  Soviet  tanks  without  Dulles  raising  a  hand  to  help.  The 
threat  of  instant  massive  retaliation  as  the  sole  weapon  by  which  the 
l-'nited  States  would  get  Russia  to  adopt  more  acceptable  policies  w'as 
ctjually  unrealistic.  No  one,  not  even  Dulles,  dared  to  use  it  in  the  face 

the  Soviet  Union’s  capability  for  retaliation.  Nuclear  blackmail  is  bad, 
ttt  nuclear  blackmail  in  w^hich  the  blackmailer  has  no  intention  or  op¬ 
portunity  to  inflict  his  penalty  is  pointless  and  dangerous— unless,  per- 
”^Ps,  such  threats  help  to  w  in  elections. 

It  helped  win  an  election  for  Eisenhower  in  1952,  The  candidate  had  no 
Particular  assets  e.xcept  a  bland  and  amiable  disposition  combined  w  ith  his 
Reputation  as  a  victorious  general.  He  also  had  a  w'eakness,  one  which  is 
^tequently  found  in  his  profession,  the  conviction  that  an\-onc  who  has 
ecoiiie  a  millionaire,  even  by  inheritance,  is  an  authoritative  person  on 
tttost  any  subject.  With  Eisenhower  as  candidate,  combined  with  Rich- 
^td  Nixon^  the  ruthless  enemy  of  internal  subversion,  as  a  running  mate, 
jR'td  using  a  campaign  in  which  the  powers  of  .Madison  Avenue  pub- 
.  t^'ty  mobilized  all  the  forces  of  American  discontent  behind  the  neo- 
iRrilationist  program,  victory  in  November,  1952,  was  assured.  The  coi/p 
w'as  given  to  the  Democratic  candidate.  Governor  Adlai  Steven- 
of  Illinois,  darling  of  the  academic  intellectuals,  w  hen  Eisenhow  er 
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adopted  Emmet  Hughes’s  suggestion  that  he  promise,  if  elected,  to  go 
Korea  to  make  peace. 

Although  not  himself  a  neo-isolationist  or  a  reactionar)’,  Eisenliov' ef 
had  few  deep  personal  convictions,  and  was  eager  to  be  President. 
his  advisers  told  him  that  he  must  collaborate  with  the  Radical  Rig^h 
he  went  all  the  way,  even  to  the  e.xtent  of  condoning  Senator  McCarthy  s 
attack  on  General  .Marshall.  This  occurred  when  Eisenhower,  under 
•McCarthy’s  pressure,  removed  from  a  Wisconsin  speech  a  favorable  refer" 
ence  to  iMarshall. 

Once  elected,  the  new  President  reintroduced  the  Republican  coiy 
ception  of  the  Presidency  which  had  been  used  in  1921-1933- 
conception  saw  the  President  as  a  kind  of  titular  chairman  of  the  boarh 
who  neither  acted  himself  directly  nor  intervened  indirectly  in  tlie  ac¬ 
tions  of  his  delegated  assistants.  Fuilv^  aware  of  his  own  limitations  of  both 
knowledge  and  energy,  Eisenhower  allotted  the  functions  of  government 
to  his  Cabinet  members  (“eight  millionaires  and  a  plumber,”  according 
to  one  writer)  and  e.xpected  to  be  consulted  himself  only  in  unsettle 
disputes  or  major  policy  changes. 

Over-all  government  operations  were  divided  into  two  parts,  with  John 
Foster  Dulles,  as  secretary  of  state,  in  charge  of  foreign  affairs,  and  ex- 
Governor  Sherman  Adams  of  New  Hampshire  (in  place  of  Taft,  "dio 
died  in  1953)  as  assistant  President  in  charge  of  domestic  matters.  Ap^c*^ 
from  these,  the  real  tone  of  the  Administration  was  provided  by  three 
businessmen:  George  Humphrey,  a  Taft  Republican  and  president  0 
the  great  holding  company  of  M.  A.  Hanna  and  Company,  was  secretar) 
of  the  treasury  and  the  most  influential  member  of  the  Cabinet;  Char  e 
W'ilson,  president  of  General  Motors,  was  secretary  of  defense;  a 
Joseph  M.  Dodge,  a  Detroit  banker  with  extensive  government 
ence,  was  director  of  the  budget,  the  only  man  in  the  government  w^^ 
could,  with  impunity,  do  or  undo  iVets  of  Congress.  The  chief  aim  0 
the  Administration,  and  almost  the  sole  aim  of  these  three,  was  to  reduce 
government  spending,  and  subsequently  business  taxes,  by  the  greate 
amount  that  would  not  jeopardize  reelection  in  1956.  Dulles  and  Adams 
had  to  work  within  the  financial  framework  thus  provided. 

Within  this  framexvork  foreign  policy  was  boxed,  even  more  narrow .  - 
between  the  realities  of  the  country’s  world  position  and  the 
hounding  of  the  neo-isolationist  groups  in  Congress  who  had  been 
to  a  pitch  of  unholy  expectation  bv  the  encouragement  they  had 
from  Eisenhower  and  Ni.xon  during  the  electoral  campaign  of  i95-‘  , 
that  campaign  they  had  discovered  that  Eisenhower  could  be 
They  now  concluded  that  their  pushing  from  without,  combined 
the  pulling  of  Dulles  and  Nixon  from  within,  could  overthrow 
foreign-polic\'  lines  established  by  the  Truman  Administration  iu  , 
preceding  six  years  and  create  a  new  policy  more  in  accord  with  t ' 


nuclear  rivalry  and  the  cold  WAR;  1950-1957  989 

•Tustaken  ideas  of  the  nature  of  the  world.  Opposed  to  this  change  were 
file  old  defenders  of  the  Atlantic  System,  the  remnants  of  former  Wall 
freer  influence,  tlie  Ivy  League  colleges,  the  foundations,  the  newspaper 
^okesnien  of  this  point  of  view  {The  Neiv  York  Thnes  and  Herald 
^tbune,  Christian  Science  Monitor,  and  Washington  Post)  led  by  V\'alter 
J-ippmann,  and  the  unrepentant  scientists  and  “eggheads”  straggling  be- 
nind  Adlai  Stevenson. 

Eisenhower  as  President  can  be  summed  up  in  one  word:  amiability, 
c  not  only  liked  people;  he  was  also  eager  to  be  liked,  and  was,  indeed, 
'kable.  If  he  gave  the  impression  that  he  had  no  firmly  held  convictions, 
f  3t  wns  because  of  two  other  qualities;  he  was  rela.ved,  fully  willing 
ff*  live  and  let  live,  in  an  easygoing  tolerance  of  anything  which  did 
disturb  his  own  peace  of  mind.  He  was  quick-tempered  but  not  a 
''gntcr.  He  had  convictions,  none  of  them  very  firm,  but  he  was  not 
prepared  to  sacrifice  his  own  rest  and  relaxation  for  them,  except  for 
f'ef  occasions.  His  span  of  attention  was  neither  long  nor  intense.  As  a 
f^onsecjucnce,  he  was  a  wonderful  companion,  but  not  a  leader. 

El  all  this,  the  President  was  the  antithesis  of  his  secretary  of  state. 
Jolin  Foster  Dulles  was  a  tireless  and  energetic  fighter,  full  of  convic- 
f'oiis,  most  of  which  he  saw  in  black-and-white  terms.  He  rarely  rested 
had  little  time  for  any  rela.xation  because  the  world  was  full  of 
forces  with  which  he  must  wage  constant  battle.  Tolerance  and  the 
f'ght  to  be  neutral  were  to  him  largely  w'ords  which  had  little  real 
fffeaning  in  his  tightly  wound  neurological  system.  To  Dulles  it  w  as  a 
effort  not  to  equate  opposition  with  evil.  As  he  hurried  throughout 
World,  traveling  226,645  miles  in  his  first  three  years  in  office,  in 
Pfffsuit  of  Communism,  he  w  as  like  John  Wesley,  two  centuries  earlier, 
facing  through  England  in  pursuit  of  sin,  both  men  fully  convinced 
*fat  they  w'ere  doing  the  work  of  God.  Eiscnhow'cr,  who  saw'  the  w'orld 
a  place  almost  without  evil,  once  told  an  adviser,  “You  and  I  can 
issues  all  day  and  it  won’t  affect  our  friendship,  but  the  minute  I 
S'fcstion  your  motives  you  will  never  forgive  me.”  This  lesson  would 
been  lost  on  the  secretary  of  state,  for  Dulles,  almost  alone  in  a 
'''orld  full  of  sin,  was  always  seeking  the  reason  behind  the  event,  the 
•fotive  behind  the  action,  and  was  obligated  by  his  own  alignment  wdth 
^•ghteousness  to  denounce  the  reason  and  the  motive  w'hen  he  had 
“'^covered  them. 


E  must  be  evident  from  this  that  Eisenhower  and  Dulles,  in  spite 
°  their  close  cooperation  and  almost  unruffled  personal  relations,  were 
dissimilar,  both  in  personality  and  in  outlook.  Dulles  was  con- 
^'derably  to  the  right  of  Eisenhower,  and  the  Republican  congressional 
Pstty  xyas  far  to  the  right  of  Dulles.  As  a  result,  the  two  were  under 
^^tfstant  pressure  from  the  party’s  isolationist  leaders  in  Congress  and 
the  party’s  big  financial  supporters  to  go  further  tow'ard  neo-iso- 
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lationism  and  the  Right  than  either  Dulles  or  Eisenhower  considerec 
safe.  To  avoid  this,  the  Administration  had  to  do  two  basically  contra' 
dictory  things;  to  make  verbal  concessions  to  the  Right  and  to  fin 
its  congressional  legislative  support  among  the  Democrats.  In  1953  alone, 
according  to  the  Congressional  Quarterly  Almanac,  the  “Democrats 
saved  the  President  .  .  .  fifty-eight  times”  by  their  votes  in  Congress. 

Some  e.vamples  of  this  skirmishing,  in  what  was  locally  know'n  as  the 
“Battle  of  the  Potomac,”  form  a  necessary  background  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  international  affairs  in  Eisenhower’s  eight  years. 

The  Republican  platform  of  July  1952  had  promised  to  “repudiate  al 
commitments  contained  in  secret  understandings  such  as  those  of  Yalta 
which  aid  Communist  enslavements.”  In  his  first  speech  as  secretary, 
Dulles  spoke  of  the  liberation  of  satellite  peoples,  and  told  them,  ‘  ^ 
can  count  upon  us.”  The  Republicans  in  Congress  from  then  on  kept 
demanding  support  of  these  two  promises,  beginning  with  a  resolution 
to  repudiate  Yalta  and  Potsdam.  The  Administration  naturally  had  to 
oppose  this  congressional  desire  to  take  campaign  talk  seriously,  since 
any  repudiation  of  past  agreements  could  be  done  bv  Russia  more  easi . 
than  by  us  and  could  jeopardize  most  of  our  advanced  positions  m 
Europe,  beginning  with  Berlin  and  Vienna.  Eventually  the  resolution 
w^as  dropped. 

A  somewhat  similar  struggle  arose  over  the  Bricker  and  the  substitute 
Dirksen  Amendments  to  the  Constitution.  These  would  have  forbidden 
the  Federal  government  to  make  any  foreign  treaties  which  could  not 
be  carried  out  by  powers  granted  to  the  Federal  government  elscwliete 
in  the  Constitution.  This  would  have  greatly  hampered  the  State  Depart 
ment  in  making  agreements,  such  as  those  with  Canada  to  protect 
migrating  game  birds,  since  power  to  do  so  was  not  granted  elsew’here 
in  the  Constitution.  The  Amendment  was  finally  defeated  by  the  ' 
ministration  after  a  bitter  struggle  wfith  Republicans  in  the  Congrc^Si 
and  only  by  the  support  of  Democrats. 

The  Administration  condoned  or  suffered  through  all  kinds  of  Rig^'*’-' 
wing  attacks,  many  of  them  supported  by  members  of  the  Cabio^^' 
Some  government  employees  were  harassed  for  years,  even 
without  pay  for  months  or  years,  before  final  clearance  of 
charges.  Wolf  Ladejinsky,  the  country’s  greatest  authority  on  East  Asia^ 
agriculture  and  a  knowm  anti-Communist  writer,  had  been  responsib 
for  much  of  MacArthur’s  success  in  occupied  Japan  as  the  author  of  ^ 
land-reform  program  which  increased  agricultural  production  a 
largely  eliminated  agrarian  discontent,  so  that  Communism  in  Japa^’ 
quite  opposite  to  China,  ceased  to  be  a  rural  phenomenon  and  was,  indcc  , 
largely  restricted  to  student  groups  in  cities.  Cleared  by  the  State  Depart 
ment  to  return  to  Japan,  he  was  suddenly  declared  a  security  risk  af* 
suspended  by  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Benson. 
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Attonic\'  General  Herbert  Brownell,  Jr.,  confided  to  a  businessmen’s 
luncheon  in  Chicago  that  President  Truman,  knowing  that  Harry  Dexter 
^hite  was  a  Russian  spy,  had  promoted  him  from  assistant  secretary  of 
treasury  to  executiye  director  of  the  United  States  Mission  to  the 
luternational  Monetary  Fund  in  1946.  Chairman  Harold  \'^elde  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Un-American  Activities  at  once  issued  a  subpoena 
to  the  ex-Presidcnt  to  testify  before  the  committee.  The  summons  was 
tgnored.  In  the  resulting  controyers\-  Senator  McCarthy  attacked  the 
Administration  over  a  nationwide  broadcast  for  its  failure  to  force  all 
nations,  beginning  with  Britain,  to  cease  their  trade  with  Red  China  by 
threatening  to  cut  off  our  economic  aid.  We  should  say,  “If  you  continue 
to  ship  to  Red  China  .  .  .  you  wfill  not  get  one  cent  of  American  money.” 
The  fact  that  our  allies  provided  us,  at  great  danger  to  themselves,  with 
military  bases  on  their  own  soil  from  which  our  strategic  pressure  on 
the  Soviet  Union  was  maintained  meant  nothing  to  the  total  irrespon¬ 
sibility  of  the  Radical  Right.  McCarthy’s  attacks  on  the  United  States 
loformation  Agency  overseas  libraries  as  centers  for  diffusion  of  Leftist 
books  led  to  the  burning  of  hundreds  of  books  in  these  libraries  and 
m'entually  to  attacks  on  works  like  Tovi  Saivyer  and  Robin  Hood  as 
subversive,  because  they  did  not  picture  middle-class  Middle  West 
American  customs  (Robin  Hood  stole  from  the  rich  and  gave  to  the 
poor,  clearly  a  Communist  tactic). 

Such  harassments  of  the  new  Administration  were  almost  constant, 
especially  from  the  Right,  which  was  confident  it  had  won  the  election 
'952  and  should  be  obeyed  as  a  consequence.  On  April  30th,  in 
Cabinet,  Taft  blasted  the  Administration  for  its  inability  to  cut  more 
^han  $5  billion  or  $6  billion  out  of  the  defense  budget.  The  foreign  aid 
mutual-security”  budget  of  17-6  billion  left  by  Truman  was  cut  by 
Chairman  John  Tabor  of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  to  $4.4 
billion  in  spite  of  Eisenhower’s  request  for  $5.5  billion.  Chairman  C.  W. 
Keed  of  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  despite  Eisenhower’s 
appeal,  knocked  out  the  new  Truman  taxes  of  1951  on  July  i,  1953,  six 
bionths  before  they  w'ould  have  ended  anyway. 

Under  Right-wing  attacks  such  as  these,  Eisenhower  was  largely  dis- 
'ilusioned  with  his  job  by  the  summer  of  1953  and  spent  much  time  over 
be  next  tw^o  years  considering  how  he  might  get  rid  of  the  dominant 
Republican  Right  and  form  a  new,  middle-of-the-road  Eisenhower 
The  impracticality  of  this  became  apparent  to  him  long  before 
’^be  election  of  i9i;6. 

These  attacks  from  the  Right  were  much  less  disturbing  to  Dulles 
im  they  were  to  the  President.  The  Secretary  of  State  was  clear  in  his 
mind  on  what  his  aims  in  foreign  policy  should  be.  These  aims 
largely  acceptable  to  the  neo-isolationists  and  congressional  Repub- 
C3ns.  Basic  to  these  ideas  was  his  conception  of  “massive  retaliation.” 
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This  was  publicly  announced  in  his  speech  of  January  12,  1954^  before 
the  Council  of  Foreign  Relations,  but  had  been  forecast  in  his  article 
in  Life  almost  two  years  earlier.  “Massive  retaliation”  here  meant  nuclear 
reprisal  by  strategic  bombing.  It  was  conceived  as  an  alternative  to 
limited  war  and  was  intended  to  be  a  deterrent  to  Soviet  instigation  of 
such  local  limited  wars.  The  points  at  which  it  \vould  be  applied  or  the 
degree  of  aggression  necessary  to  trigger  it  were  both  left  ambiguous, 
in  the  hope  that  the  threat  would  deter  aggression  in  all  areas  and  on 
all  levels.  Dulles  was  really  rejecting  the  whole  idea  of  limited  war,  and 
saw  local  defense  only  as  a  trigger  mechanism  for  tripping  massive  retali¬ 
ation.  In  this  view'  he  w’as  at  one  with  most  of  the  Eisenhower  Adminis¬ 
tration.  Secretary  Wilson,  for  example,  said,  “We  can  no  longer  afford 
to  fight  limited  war.”  Of  course,  he  was  thinking  in  monetary  terms- 
General  Gavin,  who  heard  this  statement,  replied,  “If  we  cannot  affor 
to  fight  limited  wars,  then  we  cannot  afford  to  survive,  for  that  is  the 
only  kind  of  w'ar  w  e  can  afford  to  fight.”  He  w  as  thinking  of  the  cost 
in  terms  of  human  lives. 

As  a  corollar)'  to  the  idea  of  massive  retaliation  as  deterrence,  Dulles 
had  the  additional  idea  of  local  defense,  and  especially  local  alliances,  a* 
triggers.  Combined  with  this  w’as  his  refusal  to  accept  anything  but  a 
two-bloc  world,  bv'  his  resolute  refusal  to  recognize  any  right  to  anyone 
to  be  neutral.  On  June  9,  1956,  in  a  speech  at  Iowa  State  College,  he 
said  that  America  had  made  bilateral  treaties  with  forty-two  countries 
and  that  these  agreements  “abolish,  as  between  the  parties,  the  principle 
of  neutrality,  which  pretends  that  a  nation  can  best  gain  safety  for  itsel 
by  being  indifferent  to  the  fate  of  others.  This  has  increasingly  become 
an  obsolete  conception,  and,  except  under  very  exceptional  circum¬ 
stances,  it  is  an  immoral  and  shortsighted  conception.”  Thus  the  Secre 
tary  of  State  indicated  his  readiness  to  abandon  the  nonaligned  countries 
to  the  Soviet  bloc,  and  gave  Stalin’s  successors  in  the  Kremlin  a  tactica 
opportunity  they  were  already  exploiting.  At  the  same  time,  as  we  sha 
see  in  a  moment,  Dulles's  treatment  of  our  chief  allies  was  generally  so 
autocratic  and  even  contemptuous  that  they  were  soon  alienated,  espc 
cially  France,  which  did  not  have  the  “special  relationship”  xvith  us 
which  kept  Great  Britain  at  our  side  through  any  .slights. 

The  reason  for  these  actions  by  Dulles  was  that  he  w'as  really  an  iso¬ 
lationist,  convinced  that  American  defense  rested  wholly  on  Americuo 
strength,  and,  accordingly,  he  did  not  regard  his  treaty  partners  as  al“ 
at  all,  but  rather  as  a  part  of  an  elaborate  network  of  triggers  surroun 
ing  the  Soviet  Union.  The  chief  portions  of  this  network  were  three 
regional  pacts:  X.\TO,  the  Baghdad  Pact  (later  called  CENTR0>  or 
Central  Treaty  Organization),  and  SEATO  (or  Southeast  Asian  Treaty 
Organization).  N.ATO  included  the  United  States,  Canada,  and  thirteen 
other  states  from  Iceland  to  Turkey  (by  .May  1955). 
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The  Baghdad  Pact  of  1955  was  largely  a  Dulles  creation  but  did  not 
include  the  United  States.  Its  members  were  Britain,  Turkey,  Iran,  Iraq, 
®nd  Pakistan.  It  was  renamed  Central  Treaty  Organization  in  1959  when 
taq  withdrew  and  the  United  States  signed  bilateral  alliances  with  all 
'Is  members. 

The  third  pact,  SEATO,  signed  in  1954,  had  eight  members  (United 
^l^ates,  Britain,  France,  New  Zealand,  Australia,  Philippines,  Thailand, 
Pakistan).  With  Turkey  acting  as  a  link  between  NATO  and 
CENTRO,  and  Pakistan  in  a  similar  role  between  CENTRO  and 
*^^TO,  the  three  pacts  were  intended  to  enclose  the  Soviet  bloc  in  an 
""broken  perimeter  of  paper  barriers  which  would  deter  a  Communist 
"lovement  outward  anywhere,  bv  serving  as  a  trigger  for  American 
•■etaliation.  Otherwise,  CENTRO'  and  SEATO  had  ^little  military  or 
political  merit,  and  created  more  problems  than  they  solved. 

Dulles  was  not  primarily  concerned  about  the  military  strength  of 
"ese  pacts  or  about  the  military  contribution  any  of  these  countries 
"ould  make  to  a  war  on  the  Soviet  Union.  Above  all,  he  was  not  con¬ 


cerned  with  any  contribution  of  a  military  character  the  United  States 
Could  make  to  the  defense  of  these  pacts  or  areas  in  any  nonnuclear  war. 
'  Moreover,  as  triggers,  Dulles  was  not  much  concerned  with  the  character 
O'  the  regimes  involved  or  with  their  military  strength.  Some  mountain- 
0"s  country  or  tropical  jungle  of  Asia  was,  for  his  purposes,  about  as 
^‘gnificant  as  England  or  France. 

Since  England  and  France  were  already  alienated  by  the  whole  idea 
O'  massive  retaliation,  which  could  so  easily,  by  some  independent 


nierican  act,  deluge  them  with  Soviet  nuclear  bombs,  they  were  even 
"fther  alienated  by  Dulles’s  almost  total  lack  of  concern  for  the  fact 
they  were  more  cultured  and  more  civilized  than  other  members 
0  Dulles’s  pacts,  that  they  shared  our  common  Western  traditions  (of 
'''hich,  indeed,  they  were  the  creators),  and  could  contribute  more  to 
oir  own  defense  \vith  conventional  weapons  than  could  some  Moslem 
Psgan  areas  of  Asia.  It  is  no  wonder  that  Dulles,  with  his  unilateralism, 
lack  of  concern  for  cultural  kinship,  his  readiness  to  sacrifice  all 
uropean  states  in  response  to  a  trigger  mechanism  in  some  remote  and 
"ckward  jungle,  his  almost  total  unconcern  with  the  possible  contri¬ 
tion  of  limited  and  conventional  warfare  to  save  any  areas  from 
ominunism,  it  is  no  wonder,  indeed,  that  Dulles  alienated  the  United 
'•tes  from  its  natural  associates  in  Western  Europe  to  a  degree  hitherto 
""known  in  the  twentietli  century. 

At  the  same  time,  Dulles  alienated  himself  domestically  from  all  his 
"  "er  associations  within  American  life,  and  from  the  forces  of  rational- 


"^ation  and  science  which  were  increasingly  a  force  there.  Like  Eisen- 
"''’er,  Dulles  had  an  unusual  conception  of  his  office;  indeed,  it  was 
•""ch  more  unusual  than  was  Eisenhower’s.  Dulles  refused  to  take  any 
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responsibility  for  the  internal  functioning  of  the  State  Department.  Hi 
concern  was,  he  thought,  only  with  the  high  policy  of  internationa 
politics  on  a  world  basis  as  the  eyes,  ears,  and  probably  tlie  mind  of  the 
President.  Accordingly,  instead  of  the  usual  under  secretary  of  state, 
Dulles  appointed  two:  General  Walter  Bedell  Smith  to  the  regular  post, 
and  Donald  B.  Lourie,  president  of  Quaker  Oats  Company,  as  a  secon^ 
one  in  charge  of  all  departmental  administration.  Under  Lourie  he  name 
a  McCarthyite,  R.  W.  Scott  McLeod,  as  State  Department  security  o 
ficer.  In  this  way  the  full  disruptive  force  of  McCarthyism  was  brougn 
into  the  inner  fortress,  that  is,  into  the  personnel  security  files  of  t  ^ 
department  against  which  McCarthy  and  his  associates  had  directed  then 
most  blasting  assaults.  Nor  was  that  all.  In  his  first  week  in  office  Dul  e 
announced  his  policies  to  the  department,  and  informed  its  employ^®® 
that  he  e.xpected  “competence,  discipline,  and  positive  loyalty.”  ^het^  ** 
nothing  objectionable  in  these  three  qualities  except  that  Senator  n  ^ 
Carthy  had  temporarily'  made  “positive  loy^alty”  his  own  criterion  o 
condemnation. 

This  beginning  became  worse.  Dulles  made  no  effort  to  protect 
subordinates  from  the  attacks  made  upon  the  department  or  on  the^ 
individually.  His  justification  for  this  attitude  soon  destroyed  the  niof® 
of  much  of  the  department  and  especially  of  the  Foreign  Service.  DU 
felt  that  once  an  employee  became  the  target  of  a  public  attack  as  nn 
reliable,  the  question  of  his  guilt  or  innocence  became  definitely  secon 
ary  to  the  question  of  whether  his  value  to  the  department  had  no^ 
been  destroyed  simply  by  the  fact  that  he  had  become  a  subject 
controversy.  If  so,  he  should  be  released  from  service,  even  if  innocen  ■ 
This  point  of  view,  which  was  almost  an  invitation  to  the  McCarthy^  ^ 
to  increase  their  attacks,  was  never,  however,  applied  to  Dulles  himse 
when  he  became,  in  a  short  time,  a  figure  of  controversy.  The  real  davuag® 
to  the  Department  arose  from  the  elimination  of  some  of  its  most  kno 
edgeable  members.  The  Radical  Right,  having  eliminated  almost  every 
one  who  knew  anything  about  the  Far  East,  especially'  those  who  kne" 
the  Chinese  language,  now,  under  Dulles,  shifted  their  target  to  those 
who  knew  anything  about  Russia,  especially  the  language.  In  this  v' 
George  Kennan  was  eliminated,  and  Charles  Bohlen  narrowly'  escape 
Paul  Nitze  resigned  in  disgust.  Some  of  those  eliminated  found  ret  g 
in  Ivy  League  academic  posts.  . 

The  chief  victim  of  these  purges  was  Robert  Oppenheimer.  The  atta 
on  the  “father  of  the  A-bomb”  began  in  the  summer  of  1953,  as  soon 
Lewis  Strauss  succeeded  Gordon  Dean  as  chairman  of  the  AEC.  On  J  . 
7th,  at  the  request  of  Strauss,  the  AEC  ordered  that  classified  docume 
in  Oppenheimer’s  possession  in  Princeton  be  taken  from  him.  On 
vember  7,  1953,  W.  L.  Borden,  who  had  earlier  left  the  Joint  Congt^® 
sional  Committee  for  private  employment  with  Westinghouse  Elcc  ’ 
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'vrote  a  letter  to  J.  Edgar  Hoov^er  of  the  FBI;  “The  purpose  of  this 
letter  is  to  state  my  own  exhaustively  considered  opinion,  based  upon 
years  of  study  of  the  available  classified  evidence,  that  more  probably 
than  not  J.  Robert  Oppenheimer  is  an  agent  of  the  Soviet  Union.”  This 
charge  was  supported  by  a  biased  rehash  of  all  the  derogatory  stories 
about  Oppenheimer  which  had  been  known  when  Oppenheimer  was 
appointed  to  Los  Alamos  by  General  Groves  in  1943.  Much  of  the  letter 
"'as  made  up  of  wild  charges  which  no  responsible  person  has  ever  been 
"'illing  to  defend;  “He  has  been  instrumental  in  securing  recruits  for 
^he  Communi.st  Party,”  and  “He  was  in  frequent  contact  with  Soviet 
espionage  agents.”  According  to  Borden,  “The  central  problem  is  not 
"hether  J.  Robert  Oppenheimer  was  ever  a  Communist;  for  the  existing 
evidence  makes  abundantiv  clear  that  he  was.  .  .  .  The  central  problem 


*  assessing  the  degree  of  likelihood  that  he  in  fact  did  what  a  commu- 
^'st  in  his  circumstances,  at  Berkeley,  would  logically  have  done  during 
the  crucial  1939-1942  period— that  is,  whether  he  became  an  actual 
espionage  and  policy  instrument  of  the  Soviets.” 

On  the  basis  of  this  letter  and  at  the  direct  order  of  President  Eisen- 
O'ver,  Chairman  Strauss  suspended  Oppenheimer’s  security  clearance 
thus  his  access  to  classified  information  without  which  scientific 


"'Ofk  for  defense  is  impossible.  The  news  was  given  to  Oppenheimer  by 
tfauss  on  December  21,  1953,  four  days  after  he  received  an  honorary 
degree  from  Oxford  University.  As  provided  by  law,  Oppenheimer 
'Appealed  the  AEC  decision  to  an  ad  hoc  investigation  committee  of 
nree  men,  one  of  whom  was  a  scientist.  The  hearings,  from  April  12  to 
bay  6,  1954,  allowed  Oppenheimer  to  have  counsel  w'ho  were  permitted 
'^0  cross-examine  witnesses,  but  the  conduct  of  the  hearings  was  most 

'^'isati.sfactorv. 


,  older  a.ssumption,  which  had  been  practiced  regularly  in  Amer- 
■can  historv  and  continued,  fairly  generally,  in  the  Truman  Adminis- 
was  that  any  person  had  a  right  to  be  employed  by  the  govern- 
'"ent  Unless  something  adverse  could  be  proved  against  him.  The  chief 
adverse  something,  in  scientific  work,  would  be  disloyaltv.  In  the  course 
^  tbe  years  1951-1953,  these  concepts  were  changing  and  were  formally 
'Modified  by  President  Eisenhower’s  Security  Order  10450  of  April, 
’,953-  The  first  change  was  that  public  employment  no  longer  was  a 
hut  became  a  privilege;  the  second  was  that  dislovalty  was  no 
^"ger  the  chief  criterion,  but  security  was;  and  the  third  change  was 
tile  government  no  longer  had  to  prove  anything  derogatory,  but 
^crely  needed  to  have  a  doubt  that  a  person’s  employment  was  con- 
^'^tent  with  the  securitv  of  the  country. 

T^^ken  together,  these  three  modifications  placed  the  burden  of  proof 
the  employee  rather  than  on  the  accuser  and  made  the  area  of  proof 
tvide  that  it  could  hardly  be  met.  The  gov'ernment  has  to  prove 
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nothing;  it  merely  must  have  a  doubt,  and  that  doubt  need  have  nothing 
to  do  with  loyalts'  or  with  the  employee’s  work,  but  may  simply  be 
about  his  discretion,  his  drinking  habits,  his  truthfulness,  or  any  other 
personal  characteristics  of  an  adverse  kind  whether  these  operate  in  the 
area  of  his  w  ork  or  not.  The  task  of  an  employee  seeking  to  dispel  the 
doubt  that  he  may  drink  one  too  many  cocktails  before  dinner,  or  that 
he  may  gossip,  or  even  talk  in  his  sleep  is  formidable.  For  example,  one 
of  the  AEG  commissioners  who  sat  in  judgment  on  Oppenheimer  fel^ 
asleep  in  a  railroad  car  on  June  ii,  1954,  with  the  transcript  of  the  case 
on  his  lap,  and  awoke  later  to  find  it  gone.  This  was  why  the  transcript 
was  immediately  printed  and  released  on  June  16th,  in  spite  of  the 
assurances  to  its  forty  witnesses  throughout  its  pages  that  it  wmuld  be 
kept  secret.  A  case  might  be  made  that  an  AEG  commissioner  who  lost 
classified  materials  by  falling  asleep  while  reading  them  in  public  w'as  a 
“security  risk.”  He  would  have  some  difficulty  removing  that  doubt. 

The  shifting  of  the  burden  of  proof  from  the  board  to  the  accoseo 
and  the  use  of  an  investigatory  tribunal  rather  than  the  more  faniil'®'- 
technique  (to  English-speaking  peoples)  of  an  adversary  trial  made  the 
hearings  even  less  satisfactory.  For  the  accused,  faced  with  the  need  to 
establish  the  truth  in  order  to  dispel  any  doubts  of  the  members  of  the 
tribunal,  could  hardly  establish  the  truth  W'hen  he  had  access  only  ^ 
those  documents  which  had  been  selected  by  the  counsel  for  the  AE 
In  this  case  the  AEG  counsel,  a  one-time  United  States  Attorney  for  the 
District  of  Golumbia,  conducted  the  hearings  as  if  he  w^ere  the  prosecutor 
in  an  adversary  trial.  He  was  allow'ed  to  use  secret  data,  from  w'hic 
evidence  was  pulled  at  short  or  no  notice,  wffiile  Oppenheimer’s  couose 
was  excluded  from  access  to  classified  documents  for  security  reasons- 

After  hearing  forty  witnesses  through  3,000  pages  of  typed  testimon) 
and  perusing  an  equal  quantity  of  file  documents,  the  board  voted  2 
I  (the  scientist  member  dissenting)  to  recommend  continued  suspension 
of  Oppenheimer’s  clearance.  They  concluded  that  Oppenheimer 
loyal  and  that  he  was  discreet.  It  would  seem,  on  the  face  of  it,  rbat  ® 
person  who  filled  these  two  qualifications  must  be  secure,  but  tv/o 
members  of  the  board  had  doubts. 

These  hearings  have  endless  interest  to  the  historian  of  recent 
history  because  they  provide  one  of  the  few  glimpses  we  have  behind 
scenes  into  the  decision-making  processes  of  our  recent  government, 
far  as  Oppenheimer  is  concerned,  they  show  that  the  animosity 
him  largely  originated  with  the  air  force  and  its  close  or  recent 
The  attack  on  Oppenheimer  came  chiefly  from  the  former  air-force  p'  ^ 
Borden,  from  a  long-term  air-force  employee,  David  T.  GriggSi 
from  Edward  Teller  and  his  close  associates  L.  W.  Alvarez  and  W-  ‘ 
Latimer.  There  was  obvious  personal  resentment  against  Oppeuhei 
by  this  group,  and  cross-e.xamination  show'ed  that  the  majority 
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had  no  personal  knowledge  of  Oppenheimer’s  work  in  the  matter  under 
■scussion.  This  appeared  most  clearly  when  they  tried  to  maintain  that 
I^Ppenheimer  opposed  or  obstructed  the  H-bomb  effort  after  Truman’s 
•rective  to  make  it  had  been  issued  or  that  he  tried  to  persuade  other 
scientists  not  to  work  on  the  project.  The  evidence  from  persons  in  a 
position  to  have  personal  knowledge  of  this  matter  showed  that  this 
charge  was  not  true,  and  the  board  rejected  it.  It  is  clear  from  the  tes- 
hrnony  that  the  real  basis  for  these  men’s  resentment  against  Oppen- 
citner  was  air-force  resentment  of  Project  VMsta  and  its  sequels, 
especially  at  Oppenheimer’s  efforts  to  provide  the  American  defense 
orces  with  a  full  arsenal  of  diverse  weapons,  including  tactical  nuclear 
'Weapons,  so  that  the  country  would  not  be  forced  to  rely  solely  or 
’Mainly  on  strategic  nuclear  bombing  to  play  its  role  in  world  politics. 

This  point  was  put  very  w'ell  by  Professor  Walter  G.  Whitman  of 
^^T,  who  was  a  member  of  GAG  from  1950— and  had  been  chairman 
cf  the  Research  and  Development  Board  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
*951-1953.  He  said;  “Dr.  Oppenheimer  was  trying  to  point  out  the 
'I'lde  variety  of  military  uses  of  the  bomb,  the  small  bomb  as  well  as 
he  large  bomb.  He  was  doing  it  in  a  climate  where  many  folks  felt  that 
^^ily  strategic  bombing  was  a  field  for  the  atomic  weapon.  ...  I  should 
he,  more  than  any  other  man,  served  to  educate  the  military  to  the 
potentialities  of  the  atomic  weapon  for  other  than  strategic  bombing 
purposes,  its  use  possibly  in  tactical  situations  or  in  bombing  500  miles 
®ck.  He  was  constantly  emphasizing  that  the  bomb  would  be  more 
^t^ailable  and  that  one  of  the  problems  was  going  to  be  its  deliverability, 
hieaning  that  the  smaller  you  could  make  your  bomb  in  size  perhaps  you 
"'ould  not  have  to  have  a  great  big  strategic  bomber  to  carry  it,  you 
^°uld  carry  it  in  a  medium  bomber  or  you  could  carry  it  ev^en  in  a 
^Shter  plane.  In  my  judgment,  his  advice  and  his  arguments  for  a  gamut 
.  atomic  weapons,  e.xtending  even  over  to  the  use  of  the  atomic  weapon 
air  defense  of  the  United  States,  has  been  more  productive  than  any 
^*her  one  individual.  You  see,  he  had  the  opportunity  to  not  only  advise 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  but  advise  in  the  military  services  of 
®  Department  of  Defense.  The  idea  of  a  range  of  weapons  suitable  for 
ftiultiplicity  of  military  purposes  was  a  key  to  the  campaign  which  he 
should  be  pressed  and  with  which  I  agreed.  .  .  .  The  Strategic  Air 
*^nimand  had  thought  of  the  atomic  weapon  as  solely  restricted  to  its 
use.  I  think  that  there  was  some  definite  resentment  at  the  impli- 
^“fion  that  this  was  not  just  the  Strategic  Air  Command’s  weapon.” 

Dn  the  basis  of  the  recommendation  of  the  Hearing  Board,  the  AEC 
'"''ted  4  to  1  (with  the  scientist  Henry  D.  Smyth  dissenting)  not  to 
*^^store  Oppenheimer’s  clearance.  On  June  29,  1955,  the  great  scientist’s 
in  government  was  ended.  But  his  work  had  been  a  success.  In 
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interval  before  the  achievement  of  the  thermonuclear  bomb  in  1955, 
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atomic  weapons  had  been  made  so  plentiful  and  diverse  that  they  wer® 
available  for  tactical  weapons  to  defend  Europe  and  in  sizes  small  enougn 
to  serve  as  warheads  on  American  missiles  of  limited  boosting  po'ver- 

The  motivations  of  the  Eisenhower  Administration  were  cmotiooa 
and  complex,  and  represent  a  sharp  reaction  against  the  forces  of  ration 
alization  and  science  M’hich  we  have  discussed.  They  seem  to  have 
been  based  on  three  narrowing  circles  of  outlook.  Broadest  of  all  "'as 
violent  neurotic  rebellion  of  harassed  middle-class  persons  against  a 
longtime  challenge  to  middle-class  values  arising  from  depression,  "'at, 
insecurity,  science,  foreigners,  and  minority  groups  of  all  kinds.  Tni 
broad  problem  will  be  discussed  elsewhere.  A  second,  and  narrower, 
circle  of  outlook  was  the  basic  Republican  opposition  to  all  kinds  0 
collective  action,  including  collective  security,  social  welfare,  and  na 
tional  security.  The  third  was  the  obsession  of  business  wealth  in  t 
countrv  with  the  \\  ickedness  of  unbalanced  budgets  and  high  taxes. 

The  Republican  opposition  to  collective  action  was,  of  course,  of  long 
standing.  It  is  not  generally  recognized  that  it  appears  frequently  as  an 
opposition  to  national  security  expenditures,  especially  to  defense 
penditures  for  men  rather  than  for  equipment,  but  often  for  both,  bu 
opposition  by  Republicans  was  generally  true  in  the  w'hole  period  fo 
lowing  1945,  and  is  clearly  shown  in  their  votes  in  Congress.  These 
votes,  how  ever,  can  be  understood  only  in  terms  of  the  whole  situation’ 

This  situation  involves  at  least  three  levels;  public  opinion.  Congress, 
and  the  Administration  and,  in  each  of  these,  the  two  parties.  In  studying 
these  we  have  available  the  information  of  public-opinion  polls,  voting 
records,  and  formal  statements.  From  these  records  it  is  clear  that  pu 
opinion  alwa\  s  supported  large  defense  forces  and  did  not  object 
higher  taxes  or  government  spending  to  sustain  them.  Moreover, 
support  was  stronger  from  persons  of  lower  educational  and  incorn® 
levels,  although  generally  found  on  all  levels.  In  sharp  contrast  to  t  < 
public  opinion  gave  much  less  support  to  foreign  aid,  and  such  suppn 
was  less  on  lower  educational  or  income  levels  and  was  reflected  in 
greater  opposition  to  taxation  or  government  spending  for  econorn*® 
foreign  aid  than  for  defense  forces.  These  statements  are  based  on 
file  of  public-opinion  polls  at  the  Public  Opinion  Research  Center  a 
Williams  College,  as  studied  by  Professor  Samuel  P.  Huntingto'^  ^ 
Harvard  University.  This  study  shows  that  public-opinion  support 
stronger  armed  forces  for  the  whole  period  1945-1960  was  usually  0 
the  order  of  two  to  one,  and  reflected  changes  in  international  tcnsio 
to  a  surprisingly  limited  degree. 

In  Congress,  over  the  same  fifteen  years,  there  was  quite  a  different  sitn 
ation.  There  we  find,  just  as  existed  in  the  decade  before  Pearl 
strong  Democratic  support  for  armed  strength  and  a  strong  world  ro 
for  the  United  States,  and  fairly  consistent  Republican  opposition 
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•^0  defense  expenditures  and  to  American  involvement  in  world  affairs. 
Oti  the  contrary,  the  congressional  Republican  Party  members,  in  both 
periods,  were  more  concerned  with  what  they  called  “fiscal  responsibility” 
(meaning  balanced  budgets,  reduced  government  spending,  and  reduced 
taxes)  than  it  was  with  defense  or  world  affairs.  Thus  the  Democratic 
Party  in  Congress  was  much  closer  in  behavior  to  public  opinion  than 
the  Republican  congressional  party  W'as. 

Professor  Huntington  has  illuminated  this  difference  by  an  analysis 
of  congressional  voting  records  over  the  period  1945-1960.  He  has 
examined  votes  on  79  controversial  defense  issues  in  Congress  over  the 
'5'yoar  period  and  found  that  a  majority  of  Democrats  voted  pro-de- 
fense  on  74  of  the  79  issues,  while  a  majority  of  Republicans  voted 
pro-defense  on  only  39  of  the  79  issues.  On  all  these  issues,  Democratic 
^nators  voted  78.8  percent  pro-defense  and  Republican  senators  voted 
4.^  percent  pro-defense,  while  Democratic  representatives  voted 
78.4  percent  pro-defense  and  Republican  representatives  voted  53.8  per- 
cent  pro-defense.  Moreover,  the  Republican  votes  in  both  Houses  were 
less  pro-defense  in  the  Eisenhower  period  than  in  the  Truman  period, 
Senate  Republican  pro-defense  votes  falling  from  47.1  to  33  percent 
the  change  in  Administration,  and  the  House  Republican  pro-de- 
ense  votes  falling  from  54.8  to  50.4  percent.  .Moreover,  analysis  of  these 
''°tes,  on  a  sectional  basis,  shows  that  the  Republican  pro-defense  votes 
^cte  concentrated  in  the  Northeast  and  on  the  Pacific  Coast,  while  the 
emocratic  pro-defense  votes  u'ere  spaced  relativeh'  evenly  around  the 
‘Country. 

When  we  shift  from  tlie  Congress  to  the  Administration,  we  see  that 
le  Democratic  Administration,  while  still  pro-defense,  was  less  so  than 
^niocratic  congressmen,  but  that  the  Republican  Administration,  while 
pro-defense,  was  somewhat  more  favorable  to  defense  than  Repub- 
congressmen. 

This  situation  can  be  explained  in  terms  of  three  forces  acting  upon 
politicians:  (i)  the  need  for  votes,  (2)  the  need  for  campaign  contribu- 
^'ons,  and  (3)  an  areness  of  world  conditions.  On  the  Democratic  side, 
Public  opinion,  which  means  votes,  works  from  the  people  to  congress¬ 
man,  while  aw  arene.ss  of  world  conditions  works  from  outside  upon  the 
^ministration  and  through  it  to  Congress.  The  lobbying  of  special-in- 
mtest  groups  and  the  need  for  campaign  contributions  is  less  significant 
an  the  other  two  forces,  but  do  make  the  Administration  somewhat  less 
pro-defense  (because  more  pro-balanced  budget)  than  Congress. 

the  Republican  side  the  influence  of  special  interests  is  much 
Sreater  simply  because  the  Republican  Party  is  the  party  of  middle-class 
business  interests.  In  fact,  the  influence  of  lobbying  by'  special 
^  crests  is  so  great  that  it  makes  both  the  Republican  Congress  and  the 
^publican  Administration  relatively  immune  to  the  need  for  defense, 
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with  the  immunity  less  general  in  the  Administration  than  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  because  the  former  is  compelled,  by  its  position,  to  pay  som^ 
attention  to  world  conditions.  The  Republican  congressmen,  on 
other  hand,  are  relatively  immune  both  to  public  opinion  and  the  press¬ 
ure  of  world  conditions,  being  shielded  from  the  former  by  the  in¬ 
fluence  of  special-interest  lobbyists  and  shielded  from  the  latter  by 
Administration. 


The  history  of  the  Eisenhower  Administration  in  defense  and  strategy 
matters  is  largely  the  story  of  Itow  its  sincere  efforts  to  respond  to  Big 
Business  demands  for  balanced  budgets  and  tax  reductions  were  frus¬ 
trated  by  the  constant  challenge  of  world  conditions  demanding  an  in¬ 
tensified  defense  effort.  A  significant  element  in  this  story  is  the  efforts 
of  the  Administration  to  conceal  these  frustrations  by  the  manipulation 
of  public  opinion  by  propaganda,  especially  by  propaganda  which  trie 
to  make  it  appear  much  more  aggressive  against  Communism  than  it 
actually  was.  It  really  reversed  Theodore  Roosevelt’s  dictum  into  “Spe^tk 
roughly  and  carry  a  small  stick.”  The  rough  speaking  was  done  by 
Dulles;  the  small  stick  was  the  Republican  defense  effort;  when  the 
smallness  of  the  stick  made  it  necessary  to  suspend  Dulles’s  bluster 
briefly,  Eisenhower  charmed  the  country,  if  not  the  world,  with  a  fe''' 


words  of  sweet  reasonableness. 

The  characteristics  of  the  Eisenhower  Administration  were  set  immC' 
diately  after  the  election.  His  hurried  visit  to  Korea  was  little  more  than 
a  propaganda  stunt,  required  by  his  campaign  promise,  and  contribute 
little  if  anything  to  the  eventual  truce  in  Korea.  En  route  home  u 
had  a  conference  with  Dulles,  Charles  Wilson,  General  Bradley  of 
and  Admiral  .\rthur  W.  Radford  (Commander  in  Chief,  Pacific)  on  t  ® 
cruiser  Helena  at  Wake  Island.  There,  a  month  before  inauguration 
set  the  pattern  of  his  Administration— fiscal  conservatism:  “A  prodigy 
outlay  of  borrowed  money  on  military  equipment  could  in  the  end,  ) 
generating  inflation,  disastrously'  weaken  the  economy  and  thus  del 
the  purpose  it  y\  as  meant  to  serve.”  Subsequently  this  point  of 
was  often  supported  by  a  favorite  quotation  of  the  Radical  Righ^^ 
quotation  attributed  to  Lenin,  although  he  never  said  it,  that  capUa 
states  could  be  destroy'ed  by  making  them  spend  themselves  bankrup*^- 
(The  Radical  Right  had  a  great  love  for  ambiguous  Lenin  quotatious, 
another  favorite  was,  “For  world  communism  the  road  to  Paris  * 


through  Peking  and  Calcutta.”) 

Another  example  of  the  tone  of  the  Eisenhower  Administration  ^ 
given  on  January  :o,  1953.  In  his  inaugural  speech  the  ncAV  Pre.si 
announced  tliat  he  xvas  unleashing  Chiang  Kai-shek  against  Red 
Although  “unleashing”  xvas  not  the  word  used,  this  was  the  chief 
cation  of  the  statement.  All  the  implications  were  wrong:  (a)  *^bat 
Seventh  Fleet  was  patrolling  the  Formosa  Straits  to  protect  Red  L 
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gainst  Chiang,  (b)  that  Chiang  had  the  strength  seriously  to  threaten 
hina,  and  (c)  that  the  previous  situation  reflected  the  “soft”  sympathies 
°  Truman’s  State  Department.  The  validity  of  the  latter’s  policy  in  the 
area  was  fully  supported  over  the  next  eight  years,  as  Chinese  threats  to 
ormosa  again  and  again  required  American  support  to  protect  Chiang 
eventually  in  1955,  fear  that  Chiang  might  try  to  recover  China  by 
Precipitating  a  general  war  between  China  and  the  United  States  led  the 
•senhower  Administration  to  “re-leash”  him,  quietly,  once  again. 

This  is  very  much  the  whole  story  of  Dulles’s  foreign  policy:  even- 
hial  quiet  adoption  of  the  Truman  line  under  cover  of  loud  verbal 
,  '"inciations  of  it.  The  chief  real  change  appeared  in  a  slight  reduction 
ri  America’s  defense  capabilities,  especially  in  coping  with  local  war  by 
'’’Cans  of  conventional  weapons,  at  a  time  when  the  Soviet  Union’s 
^capabilities  for  waging  all  types  of  wars  were  increasing, 
when  Eisenhow'er  came  to  office  he  found  the  budget  already  set  by 
ruman  for  Fiscal  Year  1954  (FY  1954)  at  $78.6  billion,  of  which  $46.3 
Jllion  was  military.  The  latter  item  was  a  slight  cut  from  military 


^953  of  over  $50  billion.  On  .March  4,  1953,  the  NSC  cut  Eisen- 
'er’s  new  FY  1954  budget  by  $5.1  billion.  When  the  Joint  Chiefs 


(JCS)  protested  that  any  cuts  would  seriously  endanger  national  se- 
they  were  ignored.  The  chief  reduction  w'as  made  in  the  air 
““"ce,  from  $16.8  to  $11.7  billion— this  at  the  very  time  when  Dulles  was 
®*fablishing  “massive  retaliation.”  The  Truman  air-force  target  of  143 
“igs  by  195(5  was  reduced  to  120  wings.  An  Eisenhower  supporter, 
drniral  Arthur  Radford,  w^as  made  chairman  of  the  reorganized  JCS, 
the  defense  changes  were  given  the  ambiguous  name  of  the  “New 
ook.”  NSC  was  ordered  to  prepare  a  new  strategic  survey,  which 
bmately  emerged  as  NSC  162.  The  pressure  they  were  under  may  be 
S^thered  from  the  fact  that  Humphrey  and  Dodge  wanted  the  FY  1954 
ense  expenditures  cut  to  S36  billion, 
tche  meantime,  the  new  JCS,  meeting  on  the  secretary  of  the  navy’s 
.  ‘‘cht  Sequoia,  in  August,  came  up  with  its  own  suggestions:  increased 
'ance  on  SAC  in  retaliatory  power,  withdrawal  of  some  American 
I  from  overseas  positions,  increased  reliance  upon  local  forces  for 
^^al  defense,  with  America’s  contribution  restricted  to  sea  and  air 
r  wet;  a  strengthened  reserve  pool  at  home,  and  improved  continental 
defense.  These  views  were  incorporated  in  NSC  162  in  October 
and  accepted  by  the  President  on  October  30th.  The  chief  modifi- 
ation  Was  abandonment  of  the  hope  that  any  significant  future  war 
°uld  be  fought  without  nuclear  weapons.  Shortly  afterward,  military 
ppenditures  were  set  on  a  “long-haul”  basis  at  not  over  $34  billion  for 
I  '957  and  subsequent  years.  This  compares  with  an  average  of  $43 
‘on  a  year  over  the  last  four  Truman  budgets.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
ense  spending  did  decrease  fairly  steadily,  averaging  $37.4  billion  over 
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the  six  years  1955-1960.  One  consequence  of  this  was  that  there  was  no 
general  tax  increase  passed  by  Congress  in  the  1950’s  after  January  *95  ’ 
but  this  expenditure  represented  a  considerable  reduction  in  real  de  ^ 
expenditures,  since  the  six-year  period,  covering  the  Soviet  missile  c  a^ 
lenge,  was  also  a  period  of  rising  prices  in  which  money  bought 

The  “New  Look,”  like  “massive  retaliation,”  was  based  on  a  series 
erroneous  conceptions  of  which  two  were  paramount:  (1)  that 
weapons  were  cheaper  than  conventional  weapons  and  would  require  ^ 
manpower  and  (2)  that  strategic  weapons  could  deter  all  kinds  0 
Communist  aggression. 

Even  on  the  strategic  level  nuclear  weapons  were  not  cheaper  t 
conventional  weapons  nor  did  they  use  less  manpower,  and,  once  / 
were  introduced  into  tactical  levels  of  combat  as  well,  costs  rose 
tronomicallv.  Really,  costs  were  irrelevant,  as  long  as  they  were  essenti  t 
as  they  indeed  were  and  would  continue  to  be  until  there  was  either  (> 
relaxation  between  the  United  States  and  Russia  or  (2)  one  or  mo 


substantial  new  Powers  grew  up  on  the  land  mass  of  Eurasia. 


The  costs  of  modern  weap< 


s  arose  from  their  intrinsic  costs  to  s 


e.xtent  but  also  from  their  rapid  rate  of  obsolescence  and  the 
costs  of  development.  Each  of  the  strategic  B-52  bombers  cost 
million,  almost  ten  times  the  cost  of  the  B-aq’s  of  1945.  Bases  and  cos^^ 
of  skilled  manpower  rose  proportionately,  especially  when  the  rise 
Soviet  retaliator)'  power  made  necessary  drastic  dispersal  of  SAC  has 
and  a  great  increase  in  the  constant  airborne  alert.  Moreover,  whatev 
he  cost,  deliveries  of  B-52’s  were  slow,  only  41  by  New  Year’s  i95  ’ 
with  a  production  rate  of  about  one  a  week  (with  about  25 
rejected  by  the  air  force)  after  that.  This  compared  with  Soviet  pr® 
duction  of  their  equivalent  planes,  the  “Bi.son”  and  the  “Bear”  (^7’ 
of  over  five  a  week  in  1956.  The  display  of  at  least  ten  “Bisons”  m  ^  ‘ 
Red  Square  “flyover”  on  May  Day'  1955  was  a  considerable  shock  to  t 
“New  Look,”  but  a  y  ear  later  Eisenhower  was  ready  to  take  it  in  stn 
“It  is  vital  that  we  get  what  we  believe  we  need;  that  does  not  necessar 
mean  more  than  somebody  else.”  Five  days  later,  he  introduced  a  n 


concept:  “Enough  is  certainly  aplenty.” 

The  gradual  obsolescence  of  the  manned  bomber  and  the  use  of 
missiles,  especially  ICB.M’s,  raised  the  cost  of  nuclear  retaliation.  ^ 
.Minute  .Man  ICB.M,  of  which  we  needed  hundreds,  cost  over  a  mi  ' 
dollars  each,  with  tens  of  millions  more  for  manning  and  maintenan 
while  the  nuclear  submarine  with  its  16  Polaris  missiles  ran  over 
million  each.  .Moreover,  all  these  strategic  weapons  were  obsolesc 
almost  as  soon  as  they'  were  operational.  j. 

The  costs  of  conventional  forces,  armed  as  they  must  be  with 
tactical  weapons,  also  soar.  The  “New  Look’s”  assumption  that 
duction  of  the  latter  types  would  reduce  the  need  for  manpower  ^  ^ 
quite  mistaken.  The  necessary'  manpower  increases,  and,  because 
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liigher  degree  of  training  and  skill,  is  more  expensive.  The  introduction 
nuclear  tactical  weapons,  which  the  Russians  obtained  almost  as  soon 
"  e  did,  required  that  ground  forces  be  widely  dispersed  and  provided 
"'ith  great  mobility  in  small  groups  (both  by  air  and  ground  vehicles). 
This  required  more  men  and  more  money. 

The  “New  Look”  curtailment  of  money  was  also  reflected  in  men. 
services  except  the  air  force  were  cut,  so  that  the  total  figure  for 
niilitary  manpower,  at  3.7  million  in  December  1952,  was  almost  2.5 
■nillion  six  years  later.  The  army  was  cut  by  one-third,  from  1,481,000 
^^presenting  20  divisions  to  below  a  million  in  14  divisions.  In  this  way, 
army  expenditures  were  cut  almost  in  half,  from  $16,242  million  in  FY 
‘953  to  $8,702  million  in  FY  1956.  Protests  against  this  by  men  like 
Chief  of  Staff  General  Matthew  Ridgwav  were  answered  with 
bland  assertion  that  these  smaller  forces  had  greater  fighting  power, 
3  bigger  bang  for  a  buck.”  In  1955,  however,  when  Eisenhower  re- 
^tned  from  the  first,  relatively  successful,  “Summit  Conference”  with 
Nhrushchev  in  Geneva,  filled  with  determination  to  achieve  his  $33 


*hon  defense-expenditure  level  in  FY  1956  instead  of  FY  1957  as  orig- 
"|ally  planned,  even  Dulles  and  Mfilson  objected.  One  reason  for  the 
“ejection  was  that  price  inflation  of  several  percent  a  year  had  already 
’’^duced  the  amount  of  defensive  strength  being  obtained  without  get- 
^*'’8  within  several  billions  of  the  budgeting  goal. 

^bis  dispute  over  the  primacy  of  fiscal  or  defense  considerations 
’^®2ched  a  turning  point  in  1955-1956  in  a  series  of  controversies  and 
shifts  of  position  by  the  Administration.  These  shifts  of  position 
concessions  to  aroused  public  opinion  and  were  not  a  consequence 
3>iy  real  change  of  ideas  within  the  Administration,  as  can  be  seen 
the  fact  that  other  budget-cutting  drives  occurred  in  1957  and,  to  a 
extent,  in  1959,  both  in  the  face  of  growing  evidence  of  Soviet 
‘  P3t)ilitie.s,  growing  evidence  of  Soviet  unfriendly  intentions,  increas- 
irritated  relationships  with  our  European  allies,  a  steady  attrition 
'"’^'Pport  from  the  Administration  to  the  opposition,  and  an  increasingly 
American  public  opinion. 

mil'  ^  Admini.stration’s  new^  strategy  found  relativeK’  little  support  in 
circles  except  in  the  air  force  and  in  Admiral  Radford,  who 
Au  made  chairman  of  JCS,  in  succession  to  General  Bradley,  in 

*95 3i  chiefly  because  he  was  an  Asia  First  supporter.  General 
opposed  the  Administration’s  military  policies,  from  his  po- 
0  as  arm\-  chief  of  staff,  bv  his  testimonv  before  congressional  com- 
th  After  his  retirement  in  June  1955,  he  declared  in  his  memoirs 
military  budget  “was  not  based  so  much  on  military  require- 
1  what  the  economx'  of  the  countr\’  could  stand,  as  on  polit- 


^’^onths  later,  Trevor  Gardner  resigned  as  civilian  head  of  Research 
development  for  the  air  force  with  blasts  at  Secretarv  M''ilson  for 
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hampering  research  on  guided  missiles  and  for  general  obstructionisiP' 
even  in  strategic  retaliation,  with  the  single  exception  of  the  B'47 
medium-range  jet  bomber  (whose  use  was  completely  dependent  on 
air  bases  in  allied  countries).  Gardner’s  colleague,  the  well-known  sciei^' 
tist  and  Assistant  Secretarv  of  Defense  for  Research  and  Developnie*’^ 
Dr.  Clifford  C.  Furnas  also  resigned  in  disgust  in  February  1957- 
was  followed  bv  others,  notably  bv  General  Gavin  in  1958. 

.Most  of  these  later  protests  arose  from  Secretary  Wilson’s  opposkio*’ 
to  the  development  of  missile  weapons  and  will  be  mentioned  later,  but 
the  obstructionism  was  fairlv  general.  In  1951,  as  a  consequence  0 
Korea,  the  armv  demanded  tactical  airlift  equipment  for  at  least  two 
divisions  and  strategic  airlift  for  one  division.  More  than  five 
later,  Secretarv  ^\'i^son  stated  that  airlift  capacity  was  adequate  wh^u 
there  was  still  none  for  even  a  single  divi.sion.  When  his  military  advisot 
tried  to  point  out  the  underrating  of  our  ground  forces  in  view  0 
our  obligations  to  NATO,  the  secretary  replied  that  we  had  no  cornrnit' 
ment  to  NATO.  In  November  1954.  three  years  before  “Sputnik,  * 
journalist  asked  Wilson  for  comment  on  the  possibility  that  the  Russia^® 
might  beat  the  United  States  in  the  satellite  race;  the  secretary  repb^  ’ 
“I  wouldn’t  care  if  they  did.”  Two  years  later,  in  1956,  Furnas  made  tie 
same  warning,  and  received  the  secretarj^’s  reply,  “So  what?”  The  culm* 
nation  of  all  this  was  Wilson’s  orders  of  November  and  Decenib^e 
1956,  which  crippled  the  army’s  ability  to  use  contemporary  tactics 
restricting  it  to  missiles  of  less  than  200  miles’  range,  and  forbidding 
to  use  planes  of  over  five  thousand  pounds  or  helicopters  of  over  te** 
thousand  pounds’  weight.  As  one  chief  staff  said  of  Wilson,  “He 
the  most  uninformed  man,  and  the  most  determined  to  remain  so,  t 
has  ever  been  secretary.” 

Unfortunatelv',  President  Eisenhower,  who  prided  himself  on 
to  be  a  military  man  when  he  became  a  politician,  invariably  supper 
Wilson  even  in  his  most  mistaken  decisions. 


The  Rise  of  Khrushchev, 

1953-1958 


The  United  States  was  saved  from  the  consequences  of  this 
sighted  and  ignorant  policy  by  two  factors:  (a)  the  Soviet  Union 
no  intention  of  risking  any  direct  clash  with  the  United  States, 
the  Soviet  Union  during  most  of  this  period  xvas  in  the  midst  0 
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'ntense  internal  struggle  which  made  it  impossible  for  it  to  follow  any 
Course  of  sustained  aggression. 

At  the  end  of  the  war,  Stalin’s  rule  in  Russia  was  as  firmly  established 
had  ever  been.  He  was  head  of  the  government  as  well  as  leader 
of  the  Communist  Party,  with  the  army  completely  subordinate  to  his 
'^’ill.  The  armv  plav'ed  only  a  small  role  in  the  domestic  politics  of  the 
country,  but  Stalin  had  shown  his  power  over  it  in  the  Great  Purge  of 
‘937  when  he  had  destroyed  at  least  5,000  of  its  officers  on  falsified 
charges  of  disloyalty.  The  survivors  were  under  close  scrutiny  both  from 
^cret  police  units  established,  for  security  reasons,  throughout  its  organ- 
'^ation  and  from  the  party  commissars  attached  to  its  major  units.  The 
secret  police,  under  the  .Vlinistry  of  State  Security,  was  a  state  within  a 
”®ce,  with  its  own  armed  forces,  including  armored  divisions  and  com¬ 
pletely  autonomous  air  units.  It  controlled  millions  of  prisoners  and  slave 
aborers,  large  industrial  enterprises,  and  wide  territories  (chiefly  in 
"etthern  Asia).  Stalin  was  exempt  from  the  authority  of  these  secret 
police  and,  at  the  same  time,  had  his  own  secret  police  powers  w’ithin 
Jlte  party  organization,  because  the  party  statutes  of  1934  (prepared  by 
azar  Kaganovich)  had  given  him  an  independent  police  apparatus  for 
within  the  party;  this  w'as  controlled  from  his  personal  secretariat 
'*oder  Lieutenant  General  A.  N.  Poskrebvshev. 


The  party,  like  the  police,  had  units  (originally  called  “cells”)  in 
niost  every  industrial  enterprise,  in  many  collective  farms,  in  residential 
Oolghborhoods,  and  rose  thence,  in  a  hierarch)^  of  cities,  regions,  prov- 
'Oces,  and  nations,  parallel  to  the  governmental  system. 

Stalin  nullified  possible  opposition  by  encouraging  division  and  rivalry 
^ot  only  among  the  diverse  hierarchies  of  pow'er  radiating  downward 
his  ow'n  position  in  government,  in  party,  army,  police,  and 
®^ononiic  life,  but  also  w’ithin  each  hierarchy,  by  encouraging  the  am- 
'tious  to  seek  to  rise,  step  by  step,  through  vacancies  created  by  his 
Periodic  purges.  These  purges  not  only  opened  the  way  upward  for 
.  ounger  and  more  ruthless  men,  but  seiA'ed  as  justifications  for  Stalin’s 
Showing  paranoia. 

^Tithin  the  party  the  purges  of  1924-1929  had  eliminated,  usually  by 
^ath,  most  of  the  “Old  Bolsheviks”  (those  who  had  been  party  mem- 
before  the  1917  Revolution).  In  1929-1934,  using  a  new  and  younger 
group^  Stalin  had  killed  10,000,000  Russians  (his  owm  estimate)  in  the 
to  establish  collective  farms.  The  second  great  purge  of  1934-1939 
ad  killed  off  a  large  part  of  the  Stalinists  who  had  assisted  Stalin’s  rise  to 
P'^Wer  about  t.ooo  officers  of  the  armed  forces.  The  third  great 


Purge 

bate 


which  was  shaping  up  at  the  end  of  1952,  w'as  intended  to  elim- 
the  rest  of  the  Stalinists  wffio  had  come  to  positions  of  power,  in 


^Cession  to  the  Old  Bolsheviks,  in  1929-1935.  They  were  already  a 
mdling  group,  from  Stalin’s  insatiable  thirst  for  blood,  as  can  be  seen 


I006  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

by  examining  the  fate  of  the  members  of  the  Seventeenth  Party  Congr^^ 
of  1934,  the  congress  which  first  raised  Khrushchev  and  Lavrenti 
to  the  Central  Committee.  Of  the  1,966  delegates  to  that  Seventeent^ 
Congress,  1,108  were  arrested  for  “antirevolutionary  crimes”  in  sequ^ 
to  the  assassination  of  S.  M.  Kirov  (party  leader  in  Leningrad), 

Stalin  himself  had  arranged  in  December  1934.  Of  the  139  members  3 
alternates  elected  to  the  Central  Committee  by  that  congress  of  i934>9 
(or  70  percent)  were  arrested  and  shot.  Among  the  survivors 


Kaganovich,  Vyacheslav  Molotov,  Georgi  Malenkov,  Beria,  Anastas 


Mi- 

koyan,  K.  Voroshilov,  and  Khrushchev.  The  new  purge  of  1953  ‘'P 

parently  aimed  at  some  or  most  of  these  survivors. 

This  terror  was  made  worse  by  the  fact  that  it  did  not  originate  on  ) 
from  Stalin,  although  it  undoubtedly  required  his  acquiescence  to 
ceed  verx'  far.  Such  acquiescence  could  often  be  obtained  by  his  top 
ordinates,  for  the  autocrat  undoubtedly  appreciated  those  ^vho  "'ere 
prepared  to  demonstrate  their  complete  ruthlessness  in  his  service.  ^ 
the  end  of  the  war,  Khrushchev,  although  not  yet  near  the  top  of  t  ^ 
pile,  had  shown  more  bloodthirsty  ruthlessness  combined  with  mote 
groveling  obsequiousness  to  Stalin  than  anyone  else  in  Russia.  ^ 

At  the  war’s  end  the  top  trio  in  the  gang  were  Stalin,  Malenkov,  a  ^ 
Andrei  Zhdanov.  The  last  pair  hated  each  other.  Malenkov  in  i945'''94^ 
was  the  most  active  figure  in  the  government,  especially  as  chairman 
the  Committee  for  the  Rehabilitation  of  Liberated  Areas,  and  chairman 
of  the  committee  in  charge  of  dismantling  German  industry  for  repara 
tions.  Large-scale  bungling  in  the  administration  of  reparations  ga^^ 
Zhdanov  the  opportunity  he  wished.  Through  Mikoyan,  he  instigar 
an  attack  on  Malenkov’s  handling  of  reparations,  and  recommended  t  a 
dismantling  be  replaced  by  the  setting  up  of  Soviet-owned  corporatio 
to  take  over  German  industry  in  Germany  to  make  goods  for  the  bo 
Union.  As  a  consequence  of  this  failure,  Malenkov  (with  his  associate 
was  demoted  from  several  of  his  posts  for  about  a  year  (June  i947'J“ 
1948).  Immediately  after  his  rehabilitation,  Zhdanov  died  mysterious  ^ 
and  his  chief  supporters  were  arrested  and  shot  (the  so-called  “Ben 
grad  Case”). 

I71  the  meantime,  Khrushchev  was  deeply  involved  in  the 
restore  the  collective  farms,  which  had  suffered  great  attrition  during 
war,  and  the  more  difficult  task  of  bringing  them  under  party 
In  view  of  the  ruthless  way  in  which  the  collective  farms  had 
tablished  in  1928-1954,  it  was  not  surprising  that  neither  the  farms 
the  partv'  were  popular  with  the  peasants.  Both  were  quietly  saoo 
in  V  a\'s  which  could  neither  be  observed  nor  prevented,  espccia  . 
party  members  and  the  secret  police  were  both  rare  in  rural  dist^ 
Evidence  for  such  sabotage  could  be  seen  in  the  constant  failure  0 
agricultural  section  of  the  economy  to  fulfill  quotas  or  expectatious. 


nuclear  rivalry  and  the  cold  WAR:  1950-1957  1007 
fact  that  the  peasants  produced  four  times  as  much  (in  yield  per 
Unit  areas)  on  tlieir  small  personal  plots  of  ground  as  they  did  on  the 
'Vide  acreage  of  the  collective  farms,  and  in  the  fact  that  farm  animals  in 
*953  "ere  well  below  the  figures  for  1928  (while  cows  were  15  percent 
^'ver  than  in  1916),  despite  a  population  increase  of  25  percent  from 
'928  to  1953.  Moreover,  in  the  confusion  of  the  war,  at  least  15  million 
*cres  of  land  belonging  to  the  collective  farms  had  been  diverted  to 
Peasants’  private  plots,  w’hile  millions  of  peasants  on  the  collective  farms 
living  in  inefficient  semi-idleness. 

in  1950  Khrushchev  returned  from  tw  elve  years  of  party  butch- 
in  the  Ukraine  and  took  over  the  agricultural  problem.  His  solution, 
totally  unw'orkable,  was  to  move  more  vigorously  in  the  Stalinist  direc- 
**on  of  increased  centralization.  He  wished  to  merge  the  collective  farms 
***^0  increasingly  large  units  and  to  work  the  peasants  in  increasingly 
ajge  “work  brigades,”  in  order  to  bring  them  under  the  control  of  the 
Communist  Part^’  members  to  be  found  in  the  countryside.  A  party 
required  three  members  as  a  minimum,  and  in  1950  a  substantial 
/**tion  of  the  existing  collective  farms  had  no  party  cells  at  all,  w'hile 
^  niajority  had  cells  of  less  than  six  members  each. 

0  t\\  o  years,  bs'  merging  collective  farms,  Khrushchev  reduced  the 
***  ■lumber  of  such  units  from  252,000  to  94,800,  but  18,000  still  had  no 
P^*^}'  cells,  w  bile  onlv  5,000  had  cells  with  over  25  members.  Khrushchev 
^^3>itcd  to  carr\-  the  process  of  concentration  even  further  by  destroying 
^  existing  villages  and  centralizing  the  peasants  in  large  urban  settle- 
(so-called  “agro-towns”).  In  such  towns  they  would  be  remote 
aiiT'  small  private  plots,  would  not  spend  so  much  time  on  them, 
I  "ould  be  escorted  in  large  gangs  out  to  work  each  day  on  the  col- 
^etive  fields.  This  fantastic  scheme  was  blocked  by  Beria  and  Molotov 
"''*951. 


"Other  scheme,  w  hich  ma\-  have  been  associated  with  Khrushchev, 
''^•^oed  by  Stalin  in  1952.  This  would  hav^e  distributed  the  person- 
the  "'■■ohinery  of  the  rural  .Machine  Tractor  Stations  (MTS)  among 
®  Collective  farms,  thus,  at  one  strike,  increasing  the  locally  available 
"lak^  ‘"embers  from  their  personnel  to  build  up  rural  party  cells  and 
"ig  a\  ailable,  at  short  notice,  necessart'  farm  machinery.  This  sug- 
plac'^*^  blocked  by  Stalin  as  a  step  backward  from  Socialism.  In  its 
tQ  '‘e,  he  suggested  that  the  peasant’s  incentive  to  work  on  his  private  plot 
fo  for  sale  in  the  private  market  be  destroyed  at  one  blow'  by 

fQ  Joouig  the  peasant  access  to  any  market,  or  even  to  money,  by 
the  dispose  of  all  his  surplus  produce,  on  a  barter  basis,  to 

c  state. 


far  f*  "  hole,  Khrushchev’s  achievements  as  agricultural  leader  were 
successful,  but  this  did  not  injure  his  reputation  w'ith  Stalin, 
fecognized  his  personal  devotion  and  energy  and  saw'  that  his  ef- 
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forts  were  directed  toward  increasing  party  control  in  the  countrysid^ 
rather  than  the  desirable,  but  clearly  less  important,  goal  of  increaseo 
production.  As  a  mark  of  this  favor,  at  the  Nineteenth  Party  Congress 
in  October  1952,  Khrushchev  presented  the  report  on  the  new  party  rules 
and  saw  one  of  his  supporters,  A.  B.  Aristov,  take  over  charge  of  ^1 
personnel  appointments  in  the  wide-spaced  party  network.  Both  of  these 
developments  were  at  the  expense  of  Malenkov,  the  nominal  head  for 
party  matters,  but  the  latter  was  more  than  compensated  by  tlie  pn'^' 
ilege  of  taking  Stalin's  place  as  the  chief  party  speaker  (in  an  eight-hour 
speech)  at  the  congress. 

As  this  congress  of  October  1952  assembled  and  dispersed,  Stalin 
already  laying  the  groundwork  for  his  third  great  purge  of  the  party- 
No  one,  except  perhaps  Beria,  could  guess  who  was  a  target  for  elimina' 
tion,  but  the  rumors  and  hints  from  Stalin’s  personal  secretariat  made  it 
appear  that  every  one  of  the  Old  Guard  of  Stalinists  should  fear  t 
worst.  From  October  1952  onward,  these  chief  associates  of  Stalin 
in  mounting  terror.  Like  gangsters  of  the  Capone  era,  they  did  not  date 
go  to  their  homes  at  night,  ventured  nowhere  without  personal  boo) 
guards,  and  carried  weapons  on  their  persons.  Beria  remained  dominant 
until  November  1952,  because  Moscow  was  garrisoned  by  secret  police 
divisions,  the  Kremlin  guard  was  entirely  in  his  control,  and  no  one  e 
was  allowed  to  bring  weapons  into  that  enclave. 

Stalin  moved  with  his  customary  skill,  steadily  dispersing  and  dilut 
ing  the  authority  of  the  Old  Guard:  the  number  of  ministries  was  u’ 
creased,  the  Politburo  ceased  to  meet,  its  ten  members  were  dissolve 
into  a  large  Presidium  of  thirty-six,  and  the  Old  Guard  were  shifted  ftfU^ 
operating  ministries  to  posts  without  portfolios:  .Molotov  from  Fot*^ 
Affairs,  Kaganovich  from  Heavy  Industry,  Nikolai  Bulganin  from 
fense,  Mikovan  from  Trade.  The  last  of  these  shifts,  in  November  19.^'^ 
was  the  replacement  of  Beria  as  minister  of  state  security  by  S-  D- 
tiev.  By  that  time,  Poskrebyshev  and  his  assistant,  Mikhail  Ryumin, 
already  preparing  the  frame-up  of  Beria.  This  was  the  so-called 
plot,”  a  fabrication  which  pretended  that  Zhdanov  and  other  leaders 
been  poisoned  by  a  group  of  Kremlin  doctors,  mostly  Jewish,  who  we  ’ 
with  Beria’s  knowledge,  about  to  carry  out  a  similar  elimination  of 
leaders,  including  high  military  officers.  Under  torture  so  severe 
two  of  the  nine  doctors  died,  the  rest  gave  confessions. 

At  this  point,  just  when  the  purge  w-as  to  begin,  Stalin  died,  j, 
from  a  series  of  strokes,  on  .March  5,  1953.  Within  six  hours,  the  P 
cian  in  charge  of  Stalin’s  last  few  days;  Stalin’s  son,  V’asily,  who  tm  ^ 
manded  the  air  force  of  the  Moscow  Military  District;  Poskrcbvs^^^^ 
and  the  commanders  of  the  Kremlin,  the  city,  and  the  local  miliary 
trict  all  disappeared.  Beria  w-as  recalled  from  semi-exile  to  Ic^ 
merged  ministries  of  Interior  and  State  Security,  and  the  admioistr^ 
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changes  since  October  1952  were  undone:  the  large  Presidium  was  re¬ 
placed  by  tlie  previous  smaller  Politburo  of  ten  men;  the  number  of 
"'misters  was  reduced  from  55  to  25;  and  the  inner  Cabinet  was  cut  from 
"uiteen  to  five.  Most  significantly,  the  Old  Guard,  which  Stalin  had 
^cn  slowly  moving  away  from  the  levers  of  powder,  were,  at  his  death, 
'juickly  moved  back  to  the  center.  Malenkov  was  made  secretary  of 
e  party  and  premier  of  the  government  with  five  deputy  premiers; 
Molotov,  Bulganin,  Kaganovich,  and  .Mikoyan.  Each  of  these  was 
•■^stored  to  his  previous  ministry,  w'hile  V'oroshilov  became  chairman  of 
^  ®  Presidium  of  the  Supreme  Soviet.  .Marshal  Zhukov  was  recalled  from 
exile  to  be  first  deputy  to  Bulganin  in  the  Defense  Ministry,  and 
hrushchev,  w'ith  no  major  post,  w’as  made  chairman  of  Stalin’s  funeral 
"hsequies.  Under  his  care,  the  deceased  autocrat’s  body  was  placed,  with 
e  reverence  becoming  a  demigod,  alongside  that  of  Lenin,  in  the  shrine 
"^erlooking  Red  Square.  Then,  “at  Premier  Malenkov’s  request,”  Khru- 
"chev  took  over  one  of  his  twm  posts,  that  of  secretary  of  the  party.  It 
a  fateful  change. 

Pouring  Stalin’s  rule,  the  autocrat  had  held  both  chief  positions,  in  the 
and  in  the  party.  Now,  a  week  after  the  despot’s  death,  the  uni- 
firsal  distaste  for  any  revival  of  his  power  compelled  .Malenkov  to  yield 
one  of  the  positions  to  Khrushchev.  We  do  not  know  wTy  he  de- 
^>ded  to  keep  the  premiership  and  give  up  the  secretaryship  of  the  party, 
^"deed,  we  do  not  know  if  he  had  any  choice,  but  it  may  have  seemed 
om  the  evidence  of  Stalin’s  later  years  that  the  premiership  w^as  a  more 
^'goificant  post  than  the  secretary’s.  It  was  not;  certainly  it  w  as  not  in 
,  ^  hands  of  a  tactician  such  as  Khrushchev.  During  the  next  five  years, 
a  struggle  for  power  w'hose  details  are  still  concealed,  Khrushchev  rose 
the  secretary’s  post  to  be  supreme  autocrat,  eliminating  in  the 
PJ^ocess  all  other  possible  claimants  to  pow-^er.  The  process  bv  w'hich  he 
'"cceeded  Stalin  w  as  almost  a  repetition  of  that  by  which  Stalin  had  suc- 
l^ceded  Lenin.  In  each  case,  the  ultimately  successful  contender  was  the 
prominent  of  a  group  of  contenders;  in  each  case  this  victor  used 
,  ^  post  of  secretary  of  the  party  as  the  chief  w'eapon  in  his  upward  rise; 
each  case,  this  rise  was  achieved  by  a  series  of  chess  moves  in  which 


the 


most  pow'erful  rival  contenders  w’ere  eliminated,  one  by  one,  in  i 


series  of  shifts,  beginning  with  the  most  dangerous  (in  one  case  Trotsky, 
the  later  case  Beria).  And  in  both,  this  w  hole  process  w'as  done  under 
pretense  of  “collective  leadership.” 

^  immediately  after  Stalin’s  death,  the  “collective  leadership”  w’as  headed 
)’  a  triumvirate  of  Malenkov,  Beria,  and  Molotov.  Malenkov  supported 
^  policy  of  relaxation,  wdth  increased  emphasis  on  production  of  con- 
*’"mers’  goods  and  rising  standards  of  living,  as  well  as  increased  efforts 
avoid  an\-  international  crisis  w^hich  might  lead  to  w'ar;  Beria  sup¬ 
ported  a  “thaw”  in  internal  matters,  with  large-scale  amnesties  for  po- 
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litical  prisoners  as  well  as  rehabilitation  of  those  already  liquidated,  at 
home  and  in  the  satellite  states;  IMolotov  continued  to  insist  on  the  ‘  har 
policies  associated  with  Stalin,  full  emphasis  on  heavy  industry,  uo  re 
laxation  of  the  domestic  tyranny,  and  continued  pressure  in  the  Lo 
War  with  the  West. 

Wild  rumors,  especially  among  the  satellites,  and  some  relaxation,  at 
Beria’s  behest,  in  East  Germany  gave  rise  to  false  hopes  among  the  wor  <- 
ers  there.  On  June  i6,  1953,  these  workers  rose  up  against  the  Coiniuu- 
nist  government  in  East  Berlin.  After  a  day  of  hesitation,  these  uprisings 
were  crushed  with  the  full  power  of  the  Soviet  occupation  armored 
visions.  Using  this  event  as  an  excuse,  the  leaders  in  the  Kremlin  su 
denly  arrested  Beria  and  shot  him  with  six  of  his  aides  (either  imirie  1- 
ately  or  in  December,  depending  on  the  version  of  these  events). 

The  overthrow  of  the  master  of  terror  was  supported  by  the  regui 
army,  whose  chief  leaders  were  present  in  the  next  room,  armed  "  it 
smuggled  machine  guns,  when  the  showdown  between  Beria  and 
colleagues  occurred  in  the  Kremlin  conference  room.  Beria  apparent  y 
suspected  nothing,  and  set  down  his  briefcase,  in  which  he  had  a  pisto 
hidden.  During  the  conference,  while  one  leader  distracted  his  attention 
another  removed  the  pistol  from  the  briefcase.  Beria  was  then  told  he  "  ^ 
under  arrest.  He  dived  for  his  briefcase,  found  his  pistol  gone,  and  loo  te 
up  into  the  muzzle  of  his  own  gun.  He  was  at  once  turned  over  to  t 
army  officers  in  the  next  room.  These  had  already  moved  four  divisions 
of  their  forces  into  .Moscow  to  replace  the  usual  secret  police  forces 
guarding  the  city.  This  use  of  the  army  to  settle  the  personal  strugg* 
in  the  Kremlin  is  the  chief  factor  which  was  different  in  Khrushchev 
rise  to  power  from  the  earlier  rise  to  power  of  Stalin  in  1924-1929- 
can  be  little  doubt  that  the  introduction  of  this  new  factor  xvas  due  t 
Khrushchev  and  that  his  secret  speech  denouncing  Stalin  in  Februar) 
1956  was  part  of  his  payoff  to  the  armed  forces  for  their  role  m  t 
process.  ^ 

The  overthrow  of  Beria  was  followed  by  an  extensive  curtailment  0 
the  secret  police  and  its  powers.  .Most  of  the  latter  went  to  the 
Ministry,  while  its  forces  were  subjected  to  separate  control,  and 
system  of  secret  courts  v  as  abolished.  Many  of  its  prisoners  were 
leased,  and  there  was  considerable  relaxation  of  the  censorsliip, 
in  literature.  Some  of  the  powers  of  the  police  were  taken  over  by  t 
party. 

In  February  1954,  a  large  conference  of  agricultural  leaders  in  I' 
cow  was  thunderstruck  by  a  suggestion  from  Khrushchev  for  a  raoi  ^ 
new  approach  to  the  chronic  agricultural  shortages.  This  “virgin-lan 
scheme  advocated  opening  for  cultivation  in  Asia  large  areas  of  grass  a 
which  had  never  been  cultivated  before.  Khrushchev’s  plan  was  detai^^ 
and  dazzlingly  attractive.  It  entailed  use  of  over  100,000  tractors 
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great  hordes  of  manpower  to  cultivate  grain  on  6  million  new  acres  in 
'954  and  an  additional  25  million  acres  in  1955.  The  scheme,  carried  out 
*'1  an  atmosphere  of  heated  discussion,  was  not  supervised  by  Khrushchev. 

requirements  in  machinery  and  equipment  were  so  great  that  it  rep¬ 
resented  a  sharp  restriction  on  Malenkov’s  shift  of  emphasis  from  heavy 
'ndustry  to  consumer  goods,  while  Khrushchev’s  refusal  to  supervise  it 
placed  the  responsibility  for  its  success  at  Malenkov’s  door.  Ac  the  same 
hitie,  Malenkov’s  public  advocacy  of  a  “thaw”  in  Soviet-American  rela- 
hons  w'as  equally  weakened  by  the  secret  Soviet  drive  to  perfect  the  H- 
Oomh. 

^hile  the  undermining  of  Malenkov  was  thus  in  process  in  1954, 
Khrushchev  began  to  undermine  .Molotov  in  the  foreign  field  by  organ- 
i^ng 

a  series  of  spectacular  foreign  visits  without  the  foreign  secretary, 
of  the  first  of  these,  in  September  1954,  took  Bulganin,  Khrushchev, 
jl^ikoyan,  and  others  to  Peking  to  celebrate  the  fifth  birthday  of  Red 
*-hina.  During  the  visit  Khrushchev  apparently  made  a  personal  alliance 
"’•th  Mao  Tse-tung  as  well  as  a  complicated  commercial  treaty  which 
offered  Soviet  finance,  equipment,  and  specialized  skills  for  an  all-out 
‘'idustrialization  of  China  (the  so-called  “great  leap  forward”). 

These  e\'ents  made  it  possible  for  Khrushchev  to  organize  a  campaign 
Against  Malenkov  during  the  winter  of  1954-1955.  Ostensibly  this  was 
ased  on  Malenkov’s  desire  to  relax  the  intense  emphasis  on  heavy  in- 
9strialization,  but,  in  fact,  .Malenkov’s  lack  of  aggressiveness  in  foreign 
Policy  \vas  equally  significant.  In  combination  the  two  issues  created 
pressure  wdiich  .\ialenkov  could  not  resist.  On  February  8,  1955,  his 
^®signation  was  read  to  the  Supreme  Soviet.  He  assumed  responsibility 
°r  tlie  unsatisfactory  state  of  Soviet  agriculture,  and  relinquished  the 
Post  of  premier,  although  remaining  on  in  the  Central  Committee  in  the 
”0"’  post  of  minister  of  power  stations.  The  new  premier  was  Bulganin, 
lo  released  liis  previous  post  of  defense  minister  to  his  deputy.  Marshal 
Zhukov,  hero  of  World  War  II. 

These  struggles  within  the  Kremlin  are  based  on  persons,  not  on  is- 
since  the  latter  are  used  chiefl\'  as  weapons  in  the  struggle.  In  the 
^  'rt  from  .Malenkov  to  Bulganin,  the  critical  issues  were  the  chronic 
.g^’cultural  problem  and  the  choice  between  Stalin’s  poliev  of  relentless 
‘'^dustriaiixation,  regardless  of  the  cost  to  peasants  and  workers,  and  a 
K’  policy  of  increased  consumers’  goods.  In  this  last  issue  the  needs  of 
^rise  brought  Khrushchev  support  from  .Marshal  Zhukov,  the  armed 
and  the  “Stalinists,”  such  as  Molotov  and  Kaganovich.  Zhukov 
^‘^"'^rded  with  a  ministry  and  a  seat  in  the  Presidium,  the  only  army 
•^er  ever  to  have  the  latter. 

he  gradual  elimination  of  Molotov  found  Khrushchev  on  the  opposite 
in  Stalinist  versus  anti-Stalinist  debate,  as  champion  of  a  “thaw” 

•^he  Cold  War.  This  involved  a  rejection  of  Stalin’s  doctrine  of  the 
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inevitable  cnmitv  of  nonsatellite  countries  and  the  inevitable  onset  of 
imperialist  war  from  capitalist  aggression.  In  this  struggle  Khrusliche'" 
found  support  in  Bulganin,  .Mikoyan,  and  probably  Zhukov.  The  ne"’ 
policy  was  established  while  Molotov  was  still  foreign  minister  through 
a  series  of  elaborate  state  visits  by  Bulganin  and  Khrushchev  (‘‘B  and 
K,"  as  they  were  called)  to  foreign  countries.  The  most  significant  of 
these  visits,  because  it  marked  a  sharp  reversal  both  of  Stalin  and  o* 
.Molotov,  was  a  si.x-day  visit  to  Tito  in  Yugoslavia  in  May  i955- 
acceptance  of  Titoism  is  of  great  importance  because  it  showed  Russia 
in  an  apologetic  role  for  a  major  past  error  and  because  it  reversed 
Stalin’s  rule  that  all  Communist  parties  everywhere  must  follow  the 
Kremlin’s  leadership. 

The  “Belgrade  Declaration’’  admitted  that  different  countries  cou) 
“walk  different  roads  to  Socialism”  and  that  such  “differences  in  the 
concrete  application  of  Socialism  are  the  e.xclusive  concern  of  individua 
countries.”  Khrushchev  and  Tito  both  knew  that  this  statement  was 
playing  w  ith  fire.  The  former’s  motives  are  obscure;  it  was  probably  done 
simply  as  a  challenge  to  .Molotov’s  whole  pa.st  record;  Tito  unquestioU' 
ably  hoped  the  dynamite  would  explode  sufficiently  to  blow  the  East 
European  satellites  out  of  Soviet  control.  With  his  customary  shrewdne^ 
Khrushchev  did  not  sign  the  Belgrade  Declaration  himself,  but  had  Bu ' 
ganin,  the  new  premier,  do  it,  thus  protecting  himself  from  direct  r£ 
sponsibilitv  if  anything  went  wrong. 

This  declaration  was  not  the  only  stick  of  dynamite  which 
shchev  was  juggling  as  he  returned  from  Yugoslavia.  En  route  honte 
stopped  off  in  Bucharest  and  Sofia.  In  the  latter  capital  he  placed  t 
fuse  in  another,  even  larger,  stick  of  dynamite,  by  a  secret  denunciari®'' 
of  Stalin  personalK'  as  a  bloodthirsty  tyrant. 

Back  in  .Moscow  in  early  July,  Molotov  made  an  unconipromisi^B 
attack  on  the  Belgrade  Declaration,  denouncing  it  as  encouragenieot 
the  satellites  to  pursue  independent  policies,  a  consequence  whic 
agreed  would  be  totally  unacceptable  to  anyone  in  the  Krenilini 
Khrushchev  won  over  the  majority  by  arguing  that  the  loyalty  o 
satellites,  and  especially  their  vital  economic  cooperation,  could  e 
sured  better  by  a  loose  leash  than  by  a  club.  He  scorned  Molotov  s  op^ 
position  to  an  agreement  with  Tito  by  contrasting  it  with  Molo 
agreement  of  August  1939  with  Ribbentrop.  The  solidity  of  the 
lites  was  to  be  pre-served  by  the  Warsaw'  Pact  of  May  14,  i9.Eb  '' 
established  a  twenty-year  alliance  of  the  Soviet  Union,  Albania,  Bu 
Czechoslovakia,  Hungary,  Poland,  Romania,  and  East  Germany- 
was  the  Communist  riposte  to  NATO,  which  the  newdy  .  ^l^y 

German  state  had  joined,  as  a  fifteenth  member,  five  days  earliet 

Straight  from  his  arguments  wdth  Molotov  in  the  Central  Comif 
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^hrushchev  dashed  off  with  Bulganin,  Molotov,  and  Zhukov  to  the  1955 
urnniit  Alceting”  in  Geneva.  There  he  kept  quietly  in  the  background, 
lie  his  companions  discussed  the  fate  of  Germany  with  President  Eisen- 
ower,  Dulles,  Eden,  and  Premier  Faure  of  France. 

'9.?5  Summit  Conference  at  Geneva  on  July  18-24  "^^s  Anthony 
s  contribution  to  the  “thaw.”  Dulles  participated  most  reluctantly, 
'It  there  had  been  increasingly  unfavorable  comment  on  his  inflexible 
attitude  toward  the  Russians,  and  he  felt  compelled  to  yield  to  Eden’s 
"tsistence  in  order  to  help  Eden’s  Conservative  Party  in  the  British  Gen¬ 
ital  Elections  of  May,  1955.  Once  these  were  successfully  passed,  the 
^eeting  had  to  be  carried  out,  but  Dulles  had  no  hopes  of  its  success. 

^  contributed  little  in  this  direction  himself  when  he  insisted  that  dis- 
^ament  must  be  discussed  before  German  reunion.  Outsiders,  trying 
*^0  interpret  the  Russian  attitude  toward  the  “thaw”  on  the  basis  of  no 
liable  information,  placed  much  greater  hopes  in  the  Summit  Meeting 
®ii  Dulles  did,  chiefly'  because  of  the  surprising  Soviet  shift  which  had 
produced  the  Austrian  Peace  Treaty  of  May  15,  1955,  with  its  subse- 
'I'lent  evacuation  of  Austria  by  Russian  troops.  The  Austrian  treaty 
''^stored  the  country’s  frontiers  of  January  1938  and  promised  free  navi- 
8®tion  of  the  Danube,  while  prohibiting  any  union  with  Germany  and 
inding  Austria  to  neutrality. 

"f^he  neutralization  of  Austria  gave  rise,  in  1955,  to  a  good  deal  of 
talk  about  “disengagement”  in  Europe.  The  idea,  how’ever  de- 
"^d,  had  considerable  attraction  in  Europe,  even  for  experienced  diplo- 
^*<^5  like  Eden.  Nothing  very  definite  could  be  agreed  upon  as  making 
'^P  disengagement,”  but  everyone  was  eager  for  anything  w'hich  would 
'■^duce  the  threat  of  war,  and  the  Germans  especially  had  longing  thoughts 
3  neutralized  and  united  country.  France,  which  was  deeply  in- 
Owed  at  the  time  in  Indochina  and  in  the  Muslim  countries,  particularly 
J^S^ria,  was  eager  for  any  relaxation  in  Europe  which  w’ould  allow  a 
jeathing  spell  to  devote  to  its  colonial  problems.  To  help  the  discus- 
®0n  along,  the  Russians  spoke  favorably  about  disarmament,  Europe  for 
®  Europeans,  and  German  reunion.  When  details  of  these  suggestions 
^Peared,  however,  they  usually  justified  completely  Dulles’s  skepticism. 

'^armament,  for  example,  meant  to  the  Russians  total  renunciation  of 
’"'clear  weapons  and  drastic  cuts  in  ground  forces,  a  combination  which 
^ouid  make  the  United  States  very  weak  against  Russia  while  leaving 
"ssia  still  dominant  in  Europe.  Sometimes  this  result  was  sought  more 
"■ectly;  withdrawal  of  both  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union 
Europe,  the  former  to  North  America,  thousands  of  miles  away, 
®"d  the  latter  merely  to  the  Russian  frontiers.  Another  Russian  sugges- 
. Was  to  replace  NATO  with  a  European  security  pact  which  would 
^'ide  only  European  states. 

'•'e  Soviet  suggestions  for  Germany  were  equally  tricky  and  show 
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clearly  their  fear  to  subject  their  East  German  satellite  to  a  popular  elec¬ 
tion  and  their  real  reluctance  to  see  Germany  united.  They  demandeo 
unification  first  and  elections  later,  while  the  United  States  reversed  the 
order.  The  merging  of  the  tw’o  existing  German  governments,  followe 
by  a  peace  treaty  along  the  lines  of  the  Austrian  treaty,  would  have 
given  the  Russians  what  they  wanted  in  Europe,  a  Germany  freed  frotf 
Western  troops  ruled  by  a  coalition  government,  which  would  alio'*' 
elections  M'hen  it  judged  best. 

The  Americans  wanted  elections  first  to  establish  an  acceptable  cen¬ 
tral  German  government  with  which  a  final  peace  could  be  made.  Tl*® 
creation  of  two  sovereign  German  states  in  1954  made  any  settlement 
remote  because  the  Kremlin  insisted  that  its  East  German  satellite  rcgimC’ 
which  w'as  not  recognized  by  the  United  States,  must  be  a  party  to  aoy 
settlement  and  thus  be  recognized  by  the  United  States.  This  same  po'”'' 
became  a  permanent  obstacle  also  to  any  agreement  to  unify  Berlin,  since 
the  United  States  was  willing  to  negotiate  with  Russia  but  not  with 
Germany.  Eden’s  own  contribution  to  these  discussions  was  that  a  de¬ 
militarized  zone  be  established  along  the  line  of  physical  contact  between 
East  and  \Vest  in  Europe  with  international  inspection  of  armed  forces 
in  Germany. 

Suddenly,  on  the  fourth  day  of  the  conference,  President  Eisenhowec 
made  a  speech  which  jolted  the  delegates,  and  even  more  the  world,  oUC 
of  their  casual  attention.  This  was  his  “open-skies”  plan,  which 
came  to  anything  but  which  gave  the  United  States  a  propaganda  ad¬ 
vantage  the  Soviet  Union  could  not  overcome.  It  had  two  parts:  the  tWO 
super-Powers  “to  give  to  each  other  a  complete  blueprint  of  our  milit^O' 
establishments,  from  beginning  to  end,  from  one  end  of  our  countries 
to  the  other”;  and  “Next,  to  provide  within  our  countries  facilities  m 
aerial  photography  to  the  other  country.”  Nothing  could  be  more  repug 
nant  to  the  ingrained  Soviet  love  of  secrecy  except  full  inspection  of  v  ® 
country  on  the  ground,  but  nothing  could  more  clearly  show  the  wor 
that  the  United  States  was  as  frank  and  honest  as  its  President’s  own 


neither  had  anything  to  hide. 

Nothing  significant  was  achieved  at  the  Geneva  Conference,  but  t 
discussions  were  conducted  in  an  unprecedented  atmosphere  of  friend , 
cooperation  which  came  to  be  known  as  the  “Geneva  spirit,”  and  con 
tinned  for  several  years.  In  fact,  it  was  never  completely  overcome  even 
when  matters  were  at  their  worst  in  the  w'eeks  following  the  U-2  incide 
of  .May  i960  and  the  Cuban  crisis  of  October  1962.  This  was  because  t 
Soviet  Union,  having  emerged  from  the  isolation  imposed  on  ic  - 
Stalin’s  mania,  never  returned  to  it  completely  but  continued  to  cooper®*^® 


with  non-Communist  countries  in  scientific  interchange,  athletic 
and  social  intercourse.  From  1955  onward,  speakers  of  Russian  and  u 
English  were  in  cooperation  somewhere  on  some  project.  The  01 
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®niazing  of  these  projects  was  the  International  Geophysical  Year  of 
‘957-1958,  in  which  scientists  of  sixty-six  countries  cooperated  over 
eighteen  months  to  wring  from  the  phvsical  universe  of  earth,  sea,  and 
sun  some  of  its  secrets. 

Returned  to  Moscow  from  Geneva,  Khrushchev  abandoned  his  un- 
U'onted  quiet  and  resumed  his  stalking  of  Molotov.  In  September  1955, 
^^e  harassed  foreign  minister  had  to  make  a  public  confession  of  error, 
admitting  that  he  did  not  know  what  point  the  Soviet  Union  had  reached 
‘u  Its  progress  along  the  road  to  Socialism.  In  Februarv  he  had  told  the 
Supreme  Soviet  that  the  foundations  of  the  Socialist  societv  had  been 
^uilt.  It  now  appeared  that  the  societv  itself  w  as  built.  Such  a  mistake, 
‘'^garded  as  picavune  in  the  outside  w'orld,  could  inflict  almost  irreparable 
<lamage  on  a  Soviet  leader  if  publicly  confessed,  as  this  was.  It  w'as  a 
‘‘^^ar  indication  to  other  such  leaders  that  Molotov  was  on  the  wav'  out. 

During  all  this,  Khrushchev  had  held  no  office  in  the  Soviet  govern- 
’^ent,  and  had  functioned  only  as  party  leader,  but  what  he  did  in  that 
‘Capacity  was  of  vital  significance.  Systematically  he  replaced  party  func- 
bonaries  on  all  levels,  moving  upward  those  he  could  depend  on  and 
^JiiTiinating  those  he  could  not  trust  to  support  him  personally.  The  other 
b'^al  leaders  in  the  government  knew  w^hat  was  going  on,  but  ignored 
since  they  made  the  one  basic  error  w^hich  could  not  be  remedied: 
bey  believed  that  the  government  was  the  ruling  structure  in  the  Soviet 
nion,  w'hile  Khrushchev,  quietly  at  his  work  within  the  party  struc- 
^bte,  looked  forward  to  the  dav  on  w'hich  he  would  demonstrate  their 
error. 

February  1956,  in  what  is  unquestionably  one  of  the  most  significant 
events  in  the  history  of  Communism,  Khrushchev  lighted  one  of  his 
®bcks  of  dynamite.  The  subsequent  e.vplosion  is  still  echoing,  and  the 
resulting  wmund  to  international  Communism  still  bleeds  freely. 
Khrushchev’s  preparation  for  a  Party  congress  was  as  careful  as  Stalin’s 
2a  ever  been:  it  w'as  to  be  a  sounding  board  for  coordinating  partv  policy 
y  speeches  to  his  hand-picked  subordinates.  In  July  1955  the  congress  w'as 
‘‘slled  for  February  14,  1956.  At  the  same  time,  two  Khrushchev  agents 
"'ere  added  to  the  Presidium,  Mikhail  Suslov  and  Igor  Kirichenko,  and 
ree  Khrushchev  agents  were  added  to  the  party  secretariat:  Averky 
M'lstov,  Ivan  Belyaev,  and  Dmitri  Shepilov.  The  last,  who  w-as  editor  of 
‘ivaa,  the  party  newspaper,  gave  the  speech  on  foreign  policv  at  the 
‘‘b'lgress,  although  Molotov  w'as  still  foreign  minister  and  w'as  not  re- 
r  2ced  by  Shepilov  until  August.  Aristov  soon  took  over  the  role  Poskre- 
yshev  had  previously  played  for  Stalin,  in  charge  of  loyalty  purges 
"’ithin  the  partv. 

The  Tw'entieth  Party  Congress  met  for  eleven  days,  February’  14-25. 
'956,  W'ithin  the  Kremlin  walls.  Its  1,436  hand-picked  delegates  formed 
^  oldest  congress  w^hich  had  ever  assembled,  with  24  percent  o\^er  fifty 
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years  of  age,  compared  to  15.3  percent  over  fifty  at  the  Nineteenth 
Congress,  and  only  i.8  percent  over  fifty  at  the  Eighteenth  Congress  of 
February  1941.  These  men  were  fully  prepared  to  support  whatever  was 
told  them,  but  none  could  hav'e  anticipated  the  shocking  revelations  they 
would  hear. 

It  all  began  in  a  rather  routine  fashion.  The  first  speecli,  of  50,000 
words,  delivered  by  Khrushchev  over  seven  hours  (one  hour  less  than 
.Malenkov's  parallel  speech  in  October  1952),  was  full  of  factual  details- 
It  was  notable  only  for  its  frequent  reference  to  the  urgent  need  for  co- 
e.xistence  with  the  West  and  its  infrequent  use  of  the  name  “Stalin.”  The 
emphasis  on  co-existence  was  part  of  the  campaign  against  Molotov, 
and,  as  is  usual  in  Communist  speeches,  w'as  filled  with  references,  by 
volume  and  page,  to  the  writings  of  Lenin.  Most  of  these  references 
proved,  on  examination,  to  be  embedded  in  a  context  expounding  tbe 
inevitable  clash  between  Communism  and  Capitalism.  The  delegates, 
fully"  trained  in  such  dialectic,  had  no  difficulty  in  seeing  the  point:  co¬ 
existence  was  merely  a  temporary  tactic  in  the  larger  framework  or 
inevitable  struggle.  Similar  references  were  made  to  the  possibility^  of 
peaceful,  rather  than  revolutionary",  change  from  capitalism  to  Socialism 
in  single  countries.  In  this  case,  examples  were  given:  the  Baltic  States, 
the  East  European  satellites,  and  China!  The  reference  to  Lenin  (Volume 
XXXIII,  pages  57-58)  made  perfectly  clear  that  the  “peaceful  road  to 
“Socialism”  could  be  followed  only  where  a  small  capitalist  state  was 
overrun  by  a  powerful  Communist  neighbor. 

The  chief  surprise  of  the  general  sessions  of  the  party  congress  was 
the  speech  from  that  old  party"  chameleon,  Anastas  Mikoyan.  It  open ) 
criticized  Stalin  for  his  disregard  of  party  democracy  and  his  “cult  0 
personality”  which  insisted  on  personal  adulation  and  on  the  constam 
rewriting  of  party  records  and  Russian  history"  so  that  Stalin  would  a 
ways  appear  as  the  infallible  and  clairvoy^ant  leader. 

The  real  explosion  came  at  a  secret  all-night  session  on  July"  24’'^^ 
from  which  all  foreign  delegates  were  e.xcluded;  those  who  listened  were 
w’arned  to  take  no  notes  or  records.  In  a  speech  of  30,000  words 
shchev  made  a  horrifying  attack  on  Stalin  as  a  bloodthirsty"  and  demetite 
tyrant  who  had  destroyed  tens  of  thousands  of  loy"al  party  members  0 
falsified  evidence,  or  no  evidence  at  all,  merely  to  satisfy  his  own  m 
satiable  thirst  for  power.  All  the  charges  which  had  been  made  by  m  ' 
Communists  and  anti-Stalinists  in  the  1930’s  were  repeated  and 
home  with  specific  details,  dates,  and  names.  The  full  nightmare  0  t 
Sov"iet  system  was  rev"ealed,  not  as  an  attribute  of  the  sy"stem  (whic  i 
was),  but  as  a  personal  idiosyncrasy"  of  Stalin  himself;  not  as  the  ou^^ 
feature  of  Communism  from  1917  (which  it  was),  but  only  as 
feature  since  1934;  and  nothing  was  said  of  the  full  collaboration  m 
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P^'Ocess  of  terror  provided  to  Stalin  by  the  surviving  members  of  the 
™itburo  led  by  Khrushchev  himself. 

But  all  the  rest,  which  the  fellow  travelers  throughout  the  world  had 
denying  for  a  generation,  poured  out:  the  enormous  slave-labor 
the  murder  of  innocent  persons  by  tens  of  thousands,  the  whole- 
^  violation  of  law,  the  use  of  fiendishly  planned  torture  to  exact  con- 
ssions  for  acts  never  done  or  to  involve  persons  who  were  completely 
■unocent,  the  ruthless  elimination  of  whole  classes  and  of  whole  nations 
l^Uch  as  the  army  officers,  the  kulaks,  and  the  Kalmuck,  Chechen,  Ingush, 
Balkar  minority  groups).  The  servility  of  writers,  artists,  and  ever\"- 
else,  including  all  part}-  members,  to  the  tvrant  was  revealed,  along 
"uh  the  total  failure  of  his  agricultural  schemes,  his  cowardice  and  in- 
'^ouipetence  in  the  war,  his  insignificance  in  the  earh'  historv  of  the 
P^^'ty,  and  his  constant  rew  riting  of  history  to  conceal  these  things. 

^  few  passages  from  this  speech  will  indicate  its  tone: 


Stalin’s  negative  characteristics,  which  in  Lenin’s  time,  were  only 
®&>nning,  changed  in  his  last  years  in  a  grave  abuse  of  pow-er  which 
'^.^used  untold  harm  to  the  Party.  .  .  .  Stalin  acted  not  through  persua- 
explanation,  and  patient  cooperation  wdth  people,  but  by  imposing 
ideas  and  by  demanding  complete  submission  to  his  opinion.  Who- 
opposed  this  or  tried  to  argue  his  ow  n  point  of  view  was  doomed 
he  purged  and  to  subsequent  moral  and  physical  annihilation.  .  .  .  Stalin 
'^*'*ginatcd  the  concept  ‘enemy  of  the  people,’  a  term  which  made  it 
'Accessary  to  prove  the  ideological  errors  of  the  victim;  it  made  it  pos- 
to  use  the  cruelest  repression  and  utmost  illegality  against  anyone 
do  disagreed  in  any  w’av  with  Stalin,  against  those  w'ho  were  only  sus- 
P^cted  or  had  been  subjects  of  rumors.  This  concept  ‘enemy  of  the 
People’  eliminated  any  possibility  of  ideological  fight  or  of  rebuttal.  Us- 
®  '.V  the  only  evidence  used,  against  all  the  rules  of  modern  legal  science, 
the  confession  of  the  accused,  and,  as  subsequent  investigation 
”"’cd,  such  ‘confessions’  were  obtained  by  physical  pressure  on  the 
®^t:used.  .  .  .  yhe  formula  ‘enemy  of  the  people’  was  specifically  intro- 
for  the  purpose  of  phv.sicalh’  annihilating  these  persons.  .  .  .  He 
®ndoned  the  method  of  ideological  struggle  for  administrative  violence, 
*^^^5  repressions,  and  terror.  .  .  .  Lenin  used  such  methods  only  against 
actual  class  enemies  and  not  against  those  who  blunder  or  err  and  whom 
possible  to  lead  through  theory  and  even  retain  as  leaders.  .  .  .  Stalin 
elevated  himself  above  the  partv  and  above  the  state  that  he  ceased 
Consider  either  the-  Central  Committee  or  the  party.  .  .  .  The  number 
arrests  based  on  charges  of  counterrevolutionary  crimes  increased  ten- 
,  y  from  1936  to  1937.  .  .  .  When  the  cases  of  some  of  these  so-called 
^P'^s  and  ‘saboteurs’  were  examined,  it  w'as  found  that  all  their  cases 
fabricated.  Confessions  of  guilt  of  many  were  gained  by  cruel  and 
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inhuman  tortures.  .  .  .  Comrade  Rudzutak,  candidate  member  of  the 
Politburo,  party  member  from  1905,  who  spent  ten  years  in  a  czanst 
hard-labor  camp,  completely  retracted  in  court  the  confession  which  ha 
been  forced  from  him.  .  .  .  This  retraction  was  ignored,  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  Rudzutak  had  been  chief  of  the  party  Central  Control  Com' 
mission  established  by  Lenin  to  ensure  party  unity.  ...  He  was  not  even 
called  before  the  Central  Committee’s  Politburo  because  Stalin  refuse 
to  talk  to  him.  Sentence  was  pronounced  in  a  trial  of  twenty  minutes, 
and  he  was  shot.  After  careful  ree.\amination  of  the  case  in  1955,  it 
established  that  the  accusation  against  Rudzutak  was  false  and  based  on 
falsified  evidence.  .  .  .  The  way  in  which  the  NKVD  manufactured  fic¬ 
titious  ‘anti-Soviet  centers  and  blocs’  can  be  seen  in  the  case  of  Comrade 
Rozenblum,  party  member  from  1906,  who  was  arrested  in  1937  by  the 
Leningrad  NKV'^D.  ...  He  was  subjected  to  terrible  torture  during 
which  he  was  ordered  to  confess  false  information  about  himself  an 
other  persons.  He  was  then  brought  to  the  office  of  Zakovsky,  who  0 ' 
fered  him  freedom  on  condition  that  he  make  before  the  court  a  fa** 
confession  fabricated  in  1937  by  the  NKVD  concerning  ‘sabotage,  es¬ 
pionage,  and  subversion  in  a  terroristic  center  in  Leningrad.’  With  un¬ 
believable  cynicism,  Zakovsky  told  about  the  method  for  the  creation 
of  fabricated,  ‘anti-Soviet  plots.’  .  .  .  ‘You  yourself,’  said  Zakovsky, 
not  need  to  invent  anything.  The  NKV'^D  will  prepare  for  you  an  outline 
for  every  branch  of  the  center;  you  will  have  to  .study  it  carefully  an 


to  remember  well  all  questions  and  answers  which  the  court  may  as  • 
.  .  .  Your  future  will  depend  on  how  the  trial  goes  and  on  its  rcsul  • 
If  you  manage  to  endure  it,  you  will  save  your  head,  and  we  will  ^e 
and  clothe  you  at  the  government’s  expense  until  your  death.’  •  •  •/ 
NKV’'D  prepared  lists  of  persons  whose  cases  were  before  the  Military 
Tribunal  and  whose  sentences  were  prepared  in  advance.  Yezhov  wou 
send  these  lists  to  Stalin  personally  for  his  approval  of  the  punishments- 
In  1937-1938  such  lists  of  many  thousands  of  party,  government,  Cornmu 
nist  Youth,  army,  and  economic  workers  were  sent  to  Stalin.  He  ap" 
proved  those  lists.  .  .  .  Stalin  tvas  a  very  distrustful  man,  morbidly  sus 
picious;  we  knew  this  from  our  work  with  him.  He  would  look  at 
man  and  say,  ‘Whv  are  your  eyes  so  shifty  today?’  or,  ‘Why  are  yo'l 
turning  so  much  today  and  why  do  you  avoid  looking  at  me  directly- 
This  sickly  suspicion  created  in  him  distrust  of  eminent  party  work^^* 
he  had  known  for  years.  Everywhere  -and  in  everything  he  saw  ‘enemies, 


‘two-facers,’  and  ‘spies.’  .  .  .  How  is  it  possible  that  a  person  confer 
to  crimes  which  he  has  not  committed?  Only  in  one  way— by  application 
of  physical  pressure,  tortures,  bringing  him  to  a  state  of  unconsciousne^’ 
deprivation  of  his  judgment,  taking  away  of  his  human  dignity.  In  t 
way  were  ‘confessions’  obtained.  .  .  .  Only  a  few  days  before  the  presc 
congress  we  called  to  the  Central  Committee  Presidium  and  interrogate 
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the  investigative  judge  Rodos,  who  in  his  time  investigated  and  inter¬ 
rogated  Kossior,  Chubar,  and  Kosarvev.  He  is  a  vile  person,  with  the 
htain  of  a  bird,  and  morally  completely  degenerate.  And  it  was  this  man 
^ho  was  deciding  the  fate  of  prominent  party  workers.  ...  He  told  us, 
^  Was  told  that  Kossior  and  Chubar  were  people’s  enemies  and  for  that 
reason,  I,  as  investigative  judge,  had  to  make  them  confess  that  they  are 
enemies.  ...  I  thought  that  I  was  e.xecuting  the  orders  of  the  party.” 


The  “secret  speech”  also  destroyed  Stalin’s  reputation  as  a  military 
genius: 


'  During  the  war  and  afterward,  Stalin  said  that  the  tragedy  e.xperienced 
the  nation  in  the  early  davs  of  the  war  resulted  from  the  unexpected 
®rtack  by  the  Germans.  But,  Comrades,  this  is  completely  untrue.  ...  By 
^Pril  3,  1941,  Churchill  through  his  ambassador  to  the  USSR,  Cripps, 
Personally  warned  Stalin  that  the  Germans  were  regrouping  their  armed 
j'nits  to  attack  the  Soviet  Union.  .  .  .  Churchill  stressed  this  repeatedly 
his  dispatches  of  April  :8  and  in  the  following  days.  Stalin  took  no 
•leed  of  these  warnings.  .Moreover,  he  w  arned  that  no  credence  be  given 
information  of  this  sort  in  order  not  to  provoke  the  beginning  of 
^ilitary  operations.  Information  of  this  kind  on  German  invasion  of 
Soviet  territory  was  coming  in  from  our  own  military  and  diplomatic 
^Urces.  .  .  .  Despite  these  particularly  grave  warnings,  the  necessary 
®^^ps  were  not  taken  to  prepare  the  country  properly  for  defense  and 
to  prevent  it  from  being  caught  unawares.  Did  we  have  time  and  re- 
^urces  for  such  preparation?  Yes,  we  did.  Our  industry  was  fully  capa- 
“It  of  supplying  everything  the  Soviet  Army  needed.  .  .  .  Had  our  in- 
t^Ustry  been  mobilized  properly  and  in  time  to  supply  the  .\rmy,  our 
^^ttime  losses  would  have  been  decidedly  smaller.  .  .  .  On  the  eve  of  the 
''Evasion,  a  German  citizen  crossed  our  border  and  stated  that  the  Ger- 
^3n  armies  had  orders  to  start  their  offensive  on  the  night  of  June  22  at 
A.xi.  Stalin  ^\-as  informed  of  this  immediately,  but  even  this  was 
‘gnored.  As  you  see,  everything  was  ignored.  .  .  .  The  result  v  as  that  in 
first  hours  and  days  the  enemy  destroyed  in  our  border  regions  a 
**■56  part  of  our  air  force,  artillery,  and  other  equipment;  he  annihilated 
®'^ge  numbers  of  our  soldiers  and  disorganized  our  military  leadership; 
'Consequently  we  could  not  prevent  the  enemy  from  marching  deep 


country.  Very  grievous  consequences,  especially  at  the  beginning  of 
War,  followed  Stalin’s  destruction  of  many  militar\’  commanders  and 
political  workers  during  1937-1941,  because  of  his  suspiciousness  and 
®‘se  accusations.  .  . .  During  that  time  the  leaders  who  had  gained  military 
^ctperience  in  Spain  and  in  the  Far  East  were  almost  completely  liqui- 
,  .  .  After  the  first  severe  disaster  and  defeats  at  the  front,  Stalin 
bought  that  this  was  the  end.  He  said,  ‘All  that  which  Lenin  created 
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we  have  lost  forever.’  After  this,  Stalin  for  a  long  time  actually  did  not 
direct  the  military  operations  and  ceased  to  do  anything  whatever.  •  •  • 
Therefore,  the  danger  which  hung  over  our  Fatherland  in  the  first  p^' 
riod  of  the  war  was  largely  due  to  the  faulty  methods  of  directing  the 
nation  and  the  party  by  Stalin  himself.  Later  the  nervousness  and  hystet*® 
which  Stalin  showed,  interfering  with  actual  military  operations,  caused 
our  army  serious  damage.  He  was  very  far  from  any  understanding  oi 
the  real  situation  which  w  as  developing  on  the  front.  This  w'as  natural, 
for,  in  the  whole  war,  he  never  visited  any  section  of  the  front  or  an) 
liberated  city.  .  .  .  When  a  very  serious  situation  developed  for  our  arm)' 
in  the  Kharkov  region  in  1942,  we  decided  to  give  up  an  operation  seek¬ 
ing  to  encircle  Kharkov  to  avoid  fatal  consequences  if  the  operation 
continued.  .  .  .  Contrary  to  sense,  Stalin  rejected  our  suggestion  and  iS' 
sued  orders  to  continue  the  operation.  ...  1  telephoned  to  Stalin  at  his 
villa,  but  he  refused  to  answer  the  phone,  and  Malenkov  w’as  on  the 
receiver.  ...  I  stated  for  a  second  time  that  I  tvanted  to  speak  to  Stall'' 
personally  about  the  grave  situation  at  the  front.  But  Stalin  did 
consider  it  convenient  to  raise  the  phone  and  insisted  that  I  must  spe^ 
to  him  through  .Malenkov,  although  he  was  only  a  few  steps  aw'ay.  After 
listening  in  this  fashion  to  our  plea,  Stalin  said,  ‘Let  everything  rema'i' 
as  it  is!’  What  tvas  the  result  of  this?  The  worst  that  we  had  e.vpe^^®  ' 
The  Germans  surrounded  our  army  concentrations  and  we  lost  hundre 
of  thousands  of  our  soldiers.  This  is  Stalin’s  military  genius  and  what  1 
cost  us.  .  .  .  After  this  party  congress  w'e  shall  have  to  reevaluate  out 
military  operations  and  present  them  in  their  true  light.  .  .  .  After  our 
great  victor}'  which  cost  us  so  much,  Stalin  began  to  belittle 
the  commanders  who  contributed  to  the  victor}^  because  Stalin  exclu 
every  possibility  that  victories  at  the  front  should  be  credited  to  anyo 
but  himself.  .  .  .  He  began  to  tell  all  kinds  of  nonsense  about  Zhukov. 

He  popularized  himself  as  a  great  leader  and  tried  to  inculcate  m 
people  the  idea  that  all  victories  w’on  in  the  war  were  due  to  the 
daring,  and  genius  of  Stalin  and  no  one  else.  .  .  .  Let  us  take,  for  ’  ^ 
stance,  our  historical  and  militar}'  films  and  some  written  works;  t 
make  us  feel  sick.  Their  real  purpose  is  the  propagation  of  the  then^ 
Stalin  as  a  military  genius.  Remember  the  film  The  Fall  of  Berlin.  ri 
only  Stalin  acts;  he  issues  orders  in  a  hall  in  which  there  are  many  emp 
chairs,  and  only  one  man  approaches  him  and  reports  to  him— rha' 
Poskrebyshev,  his  loyal  shieldbearer.  Where  is  the  military 
Where  is  the  Politburo?  W’here  is  the  government?  What  are  they 
ing?  There  is  nothing  about  them  in  the  film.  Stalin  acts  for  every 
he  pays  no  attention  to  them;  he  asks  no  one  for  advice.  Where 
military  who  bear  the  burden  of  the  war?  They  are  not  in  the  ’ 
with  Stalin  in,  there  is  no  room  for  them.  .  .  .  You  see  to  w'hat 
delusions  of  grandeur  led.  He  had  completely  lost  consciousness  01 
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•  •  •  One  characteristic  example  of  Stalin’s  self-glorification  and  of 
lack  of  elementary  modesty  was  his  Short  Biography  published  in 
’948.  It  is  an  expression  of  most  dissolute  flatter\%  making  a  man  into  a 
transforming  him  into  an  infallible  sage,  ‘the  greatest  leader  and 
H’ost  sublime  strategist  of  all  times  and  nations.’  No  other  words  could 
^  found  to  raise  Stalin  to  the  heavens.  We  need  not  give  examples  of 
loathsome  adulation  filling  this  book.  They  were  all  approved  and 
^dited  by  Stalin  personally,  and  some  of  them  were  added  in  his  own 
handwriting  to  the  draft  of  the  book.  .  .  .  He  added,  ‘Although  he  per- 
otmed  his  task  of  leader  of  the  party  and  the  people  with  consummate 
*^>11  and  enjoyed  the  unreserved  support  of  the  whole  Soviet  people, 
talin  never  allowed  his  work  to  be  marred  by  the  slightest  hint  of  vanity, 
^Conceit,  or  self-adulation.’  .  .  .  I’ll  cite  one  more  insertion  made  by  Stalin: 
^he  advanced  Soviet  science  of  war  received  further  development  at 
omrade  Stalin’s  hands.  He  elaborated  the  theory  of  the  permanently 
operating  factors  that  decided  the  issue  of  wars.  .  .  .  Comrade  Stalin’s 
pnius  enabled  him  to  divine  the  enemy’s  plans  and  defeat  them.  The 
in  which  Comrade  Stalin  directed  the  Soviet  armies  are  brilliant 
^’farnples  of  operational  military  skill.’ 

All  those  who  interested  themselves  even  a  little  in  the  national  situ- 
®hon  saw  the  difficult  situation  in  agriculture,  but  Stalin  never  even  no- 
hced  it.  Did  we  tell  Stalin  about  this.’  Yes,  we  told  him,  but  he  did  not 
support  us.  Why?  Because  Stalin  never  traveled  anywhere,  did  not  meet 
city 

or  farm  workers;  he  did  not  know  the  actual  situation  in  the  prov- 
’^us.  He  knew  the  country  and  agriculture  only  from  films.  And  these 
‘uis  had  dressed  up  and  beautified  the  existing  situation  in  agriculture, 
bey  so  pictured  collective  farm  life  that  the  tables  were  bending  from 
be  Weight  of  turkeys  and  geese.  Stalin  thought  it  was  actually  so.  .  .  . 
falirt  proposed  that  the  taxes  paid  by  the  collective  farms  and  by  their 
"'orkers  should  be  raised  by  40  billion  rubles;  according  to  him  the 
peasants  are  well  off,  and  the  collective  farm  worker  would  need  sell 
°bly  one  more  chicken  to  pay  his  tax  in  full.  Imagine  what  this  meant. 
T^rtainly,  40  billion  rubles  is  a  sum  greater  than  everything  the  collec- 
farmers  obtained  for  all  the  products  they  sold  to  the  state.  In  1952, 


instance,  the  collective  farms  and  their  workers  received  26,280  mil- 
“iin  rubles  for  all  their  products  sold  to  the  government.  .  .  .  The  proposal 
not  based  on  an  actual  assessment  of  the  situation  but  on  the  fan- 
ideas  of  a  person  divorced  from  reality.” 


Was  inconceivable  that  this  extraordinary  speech  could  be  kept  a 
in  spire  of  all  the  xs  arnings  at  its  delivery  that  it  must  be.  Versions 
Some  of  them  softened,  were  sent  out  by  the  Kremlin  to  foreign 
leaders.  One  of  these  found  its  way  to  the  United  States  govern- 
bient  and  was  published  on  June  2,  1956.  There  is  not  the  slightest  doubt 
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that  the  speech  is  authentic  and  that  almost  everything  it  says  is  truC' 
But  the  mystery  remains:  Why  did  the  Kremlin  leaders  decide  to  spe* 
thus  of  a  situation  which  every  student  of  the  subject  knew,  at  least 
dally,  but  which  could  still  be  denied  so  long  as  it  was  not  admire 
One  factor  in  the  making  of  the  speech  was  undoubtedly  the  determine 
don  of  the  army  to  clear  itself  of  the  unjust  accusations  made  against  it* 
officers  in  1937-1941  and  against  the  effort  to  attribute  the  disasters  0 
1941-1942  to  professional  incompetence.  Just  as  the  German  genera 
after  1945  wanted  to  blame  their  defeats  on  Hitler,  so  the  Russian  g®'’ 
erals,  with  much  greater  justification,  wanted  to  blame  their  early 
on  Stalin.  But  there  undoubtedly  must  have  been  other  causes  of 
we  are  not  yet  aware. 

The  anti-Stalin  speech,  like  the  admission  of  error  in  the  alienation 
from  Tito,  inevitably  had  an  injurious  influence  on  Communism  througn 
out  the  world,  especially  in  the  satellite  Powers,  and  ultimately  becam® 
the  ideological  basis  for  the  splitting  of  these  Powers  into  Stalinist  an 
anti-Stalinist  groupings  led  by  Red  China  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

Certain  points  about  this  speech  are  noteworthy.  In  the  first  place-  a 
the  criticism  of  Stalin  is  directed  at  his  actions  subsequent  to  1934; 
are  criticized,  not  because  they  were  vile  in  themselves,  but  because  t  e, 
were  injurious  to  the  party  and  to  loyal  party  members.  Throughout 
this  speech,  as  in  eveiyThing  else  he  did  in  this  period,  Khrushchev  uas 
working  to  strengthen  the  party.  Moreover,  by  directing  his  criticism 
Stalin  personally,  he  exculpated  himself  and  the  other  Bolshevik  sut 
vivors  who  were  fully  as  guilty  as  Stalin  was— guilty  not  merely  becaus® 
they  acquiesced  in  Stalin’s  atrocities  from  fear,  as  Khrushchev  adnutt® 
in  the  speech,  but  because  they  fully  cooperated  with  him. 

A  study  of  Khrushchev’s  own  life  shows  that  he  supported  Sta  i 
atrocities  fully  at  the  time,  often  anticipated  them,  benefited  persona  , 
from  them,  and  egged  Stalin  on  to  greater  ones.  In  fact,  even  as  K 
shchev  in  his  speech  condemned  Stalin’s  acts  which  caused  the  deaths  0 
thousands  in  the  party,  he  defended  Stalin’s  acts  which  caused  the  _ 
of  millions  in  the  country.  The  fault  was  not  merely  with  Stalin;  ' 
with  the  system;  and,  even  wider  than  that,  it  was  with  Russia.  A 
system  of  human  life  which  is  based  on  autocracy  and 
Russian  life  has  always  been,  will  turn  up  sadistic  monsters,  as  Russia 
throughout  its  histoiy%  again  and  again.  And  the  more  completely  to 
and  irresponsible  power  is  concentrated  in  one  man’s  hands,  the  m 
frequently  will  a  monster  of  sadism  be  produced.  j 

The  very  structure  of  Russian  life  on  the  authoritarian  lines  i® 
always  possessed  drove  Khrushchev,  as  it  had  driven  Stalin  thirty  V 
before,  to  concentrate  all  power  in  his  own  hands.  Neither  man  co 
relax  halfway  to  power  for  fear  that  someone  else  would  contu 
on,  seeking  the  peak  of  power.  The  basis  of  the  whole  system 
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like  all  neurotic  drives  in  a  neurotic  svstem,  such  fear  could  not  be 
*^''ercome  even  by  achievement  of  total  power.  That  is  whv  it  grows  into 
paranoia  as  it  did  with  Ivan  the  Terrible,  Peter  the  Great,  Paul  I,  Stalin, 
a’ad  others. 


During  all  the  struggle  for  power  within  the  Kremlin,  foreign  affairs 
^'cre  still  actively  pursued  by  the  Soviet  leaders.  The  chief  event  was  a 
change  in  direction  from  Europe  to  Asia  which  took  place  in  the  spring 
'955-  The  Austrian  treaty,  the  reconciliation  with  Tito,  the  stalemate 
the  German  problem,  the  Warsaw  Pact,  and  the  “Geneva  spirit” 
'^'cre  all  parts  of  a  plan  to  put  Europe  “on  ice”  in  order  to  shift  atten¬ 
tion  to  Southeast  Asia,  to  India,  and  to  the  Near  East.  This  new  direc¬ 
tion  was  opened  by  beginning  arms  shipments  to  Colonel  Gamal  Nasser 
of  Egypt  in  the  spring  of  1955  and  reached  its  peak  in  the  so-called  Suez 
Crisis  of  October  1956.  A  similar  effort  in  India,  seeking  to  win  its  sup- 
ptt  for  the  Soviet  bloc,  began  with  the  state  visit  to  India  and  Burma 
oy  Bulganin  and  Khrushchev  in  November  1955.  This  new  direction 
its  consequences  will  be  described  in  a  moment,  but  it  must  be  rec¬ 
ognized  that  the  continuing  struggle  for  control  wnthin  the  Kremlin 
the  satellite  states  ran  parallel  with  the  growing  crisis  in  the  Near 
and  that  both  reached  the  critical  stage  at  the  same  time  in  October 

'956. 

The  struggle  between  the  Stalinists  and  the  anti-Stalinists  within  the 
^®fellite  states  and  the  discontent  of  the  inhabitants  with  both  groups  kept 
Public  affairs  agitated  along  the  whole  zone  of  satellite  areas  from  the 
to  the  Balkans.  Khrushchev’s  “secret  speech”  increased  this  agi- 
'stion.  Pressure  on  Khrushchev  inside  the  Kremlin  to  reverse  his  pro- 
ossed  policy  of  de-Stalinization  grew.  Khrushchev  struck  back.  On  June 


’  '956,  the  same  day  that  Tito  arrived  for  a  state  visit  to  Moscow, 
lolotov  was  removed  as  foreign  minister  and  replaced  by  Khrushchev’s 
®gent,  Shepilov,  the  editor  of  Fravda.  But  the  satellite  turmoil  continued. 

This  turmoil,  which  agitated  eastern  Europe  for  manv  years,  may  be 
'^^garded  as  a  series  of  clashes  between  Stalinism  and  Titoism.  Neither  of 
is  an  e.xtreme  pole  of  dualistic  opposition  but  rather  tw'o  positions 
a  number  of  scales,  concerned  rather  with  methods  than  with  goals. 
°fh  have  as  a  goal  the  creation  of  powerful  and  prosperous  Communist 
^  sterns,  but  they  do  not  agree  on  methods,  or  rather  on  the  relative  mi.x- 
^"6  of  methods  to  be  used  to  reach  their  goal.  Each  sees  industrializa- 
as  necessarv  to  such  a  goal,  but  Tito  is,  perhaps  necessarily,  more 
"’illing  to  use  foreign  investment  and  foreign  technical  guidance,  if  these 
free  from  anv  political  control. 

^  Stalinisni  in  general  distrusts  all  foreign  help  as  spying.  Reiving  on 
,  °^estic  capital  accumulation,  and  determined  to  raise  it  speedily,  Stalin- 
puts  severe  pressures  on  the  peasantry  and  thus  emphasizes  collective 
'Tns  under  political  pressure,  while  Titoism  is  prepared  to  make  much 
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more  use  of  private  agriculture  and  of  economic  incentives  for  foo 
production.  This  entails  a  slower  rate  of  industrialization  and  more  em¬ 
phasis  on  improved  standards  of  living.  There  are  also  other,  more  perva¬ 
sive,  differences.  Stalinism  insists  on  uniformity  and  centralized  authority) 
while  Titoism  is  more  willing  to  allow  diversity  and  collegial  contro  ■ 
This,  in  their  terms,  is  the  distinction  between  a  “monolithic  block’’  a'' 
“collective  leadership”;  when  the  “monolithic  bloc”  is  subject  to  criticism) 
it  is  called  the  “cult  of  personality.” 

In  the  satellites,  for  historical  reasons,  there  are  other  sharp  distinctions 
betw’een  Stalinism  and  Titoism.  The  former  favors  Russian  domination) 
while  the  latter  favors  local  nationalism.  As  a  consequence,  in  i945-‘9‘^‘’’ 
the  former  favored  those  local  leaders  y  ho  had  spent  the  prewar  and  war 
periods  in  exile  in  the  Soviet  Union,  while  the  latter  favored  the  under¬ 
ground  fighters  who  had  stayed  at  home  in  the  Left-wing  resistance 
groups.  And,  finally,  the  Stalinists  upheld  their  road  to  Socialism  as  t  « 
onl)’  road,  xvhile  the  Titoists  contended  there  were  many  roads  to  So 
cialism.  As  might  be  expected,  political  oppression  and  the  rule  of  r  ® 
monolithic  party  was  associated  with  the  one  point  of  view,  while  a 
greater  readiness  to  allow'  diversity  of  outlook  and  coalition  regime® 
marked  the  other. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  Stalin  intended  to  establish  a  fully  Stalimsr 
system  as  just  described  in  eastern  Europe,  “the  Zone,”  as  Seton-Watso|* 
calls  it.  But  this  could  not  be  done  immediately  in  the  chaos  of 
ending.  Accordingly,  a  period  of  real  coalition  regimes  was  estabhs  > 
based  on  the  association  of  all  groups  and  parties  which  had  resis 
Nazism.  .Most  of  these  groups  w’ere  made  up  of  peasants,  workers,  a 
intellectuals  led  by  a  combination  of  e.xiles  back  from  Russia  and  har^^ 
ened  resistance  fighters.  One  of  the  chief  acts  of  these  coalition  regime*) 
most  countries,  was  agrarian  reform,  that  is,  the  division  of  former  & 
estates  into  the  hands  of  peasant  owners. 

Within  a  few  years,  and  in  most  cases  by  1948,  this  coalition  ^  ^ 
broken  down  and  replaced  by  narrow  Stalinist  control,  governed  y 
typical  Stalinist  tyranny.  This  w'as  achieved  by  getting  the  significant  g 
ernment  posts  into  the  hands  of  hard-core  Stalinists,  usually  the 


Moscow  e.xiles,  and  forcing  other  groups  out  of  the  coalition. 


i.  In  this 
Alot'g 


process,  the  presence  of  Soviet  troops  was  often  the  vital  factor, 
with  this  went  a  social,  economic,  and  propagandist  campaign 
the  farmers  by  calling  the  more  affluent,  better  educated,  or  more 
stinate  ones  “agrarian  reactionaries”  and  “enemies  of  the  people. 
were  liquidated,  frequently  by  death.  The  chief  index  showing  that 
stage  had  been  reached  w'as  usually  a  reversal  of  the  agricultural  P°'.^ 
from  agrarian  reform  to  collectivization  similar  to  that  achieve 
Russia  in  1930-1934.  , 

As  one  consequence  of  this  change,  each  satellite  found  its  we 
especially  in  economics,  subordinated  to  that  of  the  Soviet  Union- 
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reflected  in  numerous  economic  and  commercial  agreements  which 
Set  Up  conditions  of  commercial  exchange  and  joint-owned  public  corpo- 
•■^tions  able  to  milk  the  satellite  countries  for  Russia’s  benefit.  Some  of 
^  >s  was  based  on  reparations.  As  examples  of  this  exploitation,  we  might 
*^ention  that  the  joint  corporations  in  East  Germany  drained  from  that 
®tea  goods  worth  a  billion  Reichsmarks  a  year  in  terms  of  1936  prices 
the  1946-1948  period.  The  Soviet-Polish  coal  agreement  of  1945 
ound  Poland  to  sell  coal  to  Russia  at  one-tenth  the  price  obtainable 
tsewhere.  In  all,  it  has  been  estimated  that  the  Soviet  Union  extracted 
Eoods  worth  $20  billion  out  of  eastern  Europe  in  1945-1946. 

%  195 eastern  Europe,  with  the  notable  exception  of  Yugoslavia,  was 
eing  organized,  as  a  colony  of  the  Soviet  Union,  along  Stalinist  lines.  The 
'b:er  attacks  on  Tito  arose  from  Tito’s  refusal  to  accept  this  and  from  the 
'Challenge  which  the  existence  of  his  diflFerent  system  offered  to  Stalin’s 
'Control.  Tito  was  able  to  resist  because  he  was  outside  the  zone  of  Soviet 
J^ilitary  occupation  and  had  built  up  a  military  and  bureaucratic  hierarchy 
‘oyal  to  him,  while  inside  that  zone  these  hierarchies  had  been  constructed 
J^'^der  Soviet  guidance  and  were  loyal  to  Stalin  rather  than  to  the  local 
®3ders.  The  one  exception,  Albania,  sided  with  Stalin  because  it  feared 
'^^'^goslavia,  just  as  Tito  feared  the  Soviet  Union,  as  a  too  powerful 

Neighbor. 

In  1951-1952  the  incipient  purge  in  the  Soviet  Union  was  extended  to 
satellites  where  its  anti-Semitic  overtones  were  even  more  evident. 
Hudolf  Slansky,  leader  of  the  Czech  Communist  Partv%  was  tried  and 
^’fecuted  in  spite  of  his  abject  subservience  to  Stalin,  while  Anna  Pauker 
removed  from  her  offices  in  Romania.  This  drove  Tito  closer  to  the 
'Western  camp  and  led  Tito’s  friend  Milovan  Djilas  to  recognize  that  the 
P*'oblem  of  Stalinism  was  not  personal  but  institutional,  caused  by  the 
^^J'ucture  of  the  system,  a  disease  fatal  to  any  real  social  welfare;  he 
this  disease  “bureaucratic  degeneration.”  When  Djilas  went  further, 
the  end  of  1953,  and  recognized  that  the  real  issue  was  between  free- 
om  and  absolutism,  a  choice  for  all  the  Zone  between  the  West  and  the 
he  broke  with  Tito  because  his  criticism  clearly  applied  to  Tito’s 
^*it:horitarian  burcaucraev  as  v  eil.  Many  persons  in  the  satellites,  even  the 
)oung  ■^vho  had  lifelong  indoctrination  in  the  authoritarian  outlook, 
*^^ached  similar  conclusions  and  were  like  tinder  to  any  anti-Soviet  spark. 

^he  sparks  were  provided  bv  Khrushchev,  with  his  continued  curtail- 
l^ent  of  the  secret  police,  his  acceptance  of  Titoism,  and,  above  all,  Iris 
^cret  speech.”  Few  recognized  that  Khrushchev  was  basically  an  ultra- 
falinist  himself,  fully  committed  to  foreign  aggression,  to  ultraindustriali- 
and  to  ruthless  discipline  of  the  working  masses,  especially  the 
P^3sants.  His  tactical  shifts  were  taken  as  indicators  of  a  moderate  per- 
^onalitv,  while,  in  fact,  Khrushchev  was  as  e.xtreme  as  Stalin  and  more 

reckless. 

part  of  the  thaw  in  eastern  Europe  there  was  a  considerable  shift 
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from  Stalinism.  Hundreds  of  thousands  of  political  prisoners  were  either 
released  or  given  reduced  sentences,  and  party  leaders  who  had  been 
purged  were  restored  to  the  party.  Some  who  had  been  executed  were 
posthumously  rehabilitated.  That  key  indicator,  pressure  to  build  up  co 
lective  farms,  was  reversed.  In  Hungary  in  a  single  year  (Mn)'  ’953 
May  1954)  the  acreage  under  collective  farming  decreased  one-tlnr  t 
while  the  number  of  peasants  on  such  farms  fell  45  percent.  This  v\as 
fairly  typical  of  the  Zone  as  a  whole. 

This  general  shift  undoubtedly  encouraged  resistance  to  Soviet  doimna 
tion,  a  feeling  which  was  greatly  increased  in  1956  by  three  other  factors, 
(i)  the  growing  impoverishment  of  the  Zone  from  Soviet  exploitnt’O*’’ 
from  the  poor  crops  and  food  shortages  of  1956,  and  from  the  equ®  7 
grave  fuel  shortages  (both  coal  and  petroleum);  (2)  the  shift  of 
attention  from  Europe  to  Asia;  (3)  the  unexpected  reaction  to 
“secret  speech.”  The  consequences  of  these  disturbing  influences  were 
general  in  the  Zone,  but  the  specific  cases  of  Poland  and  Hungary  no 
great  interest,  because  they  worked  in  such  totally  different  ways. 

The  chief  difference,  of  course,  w’as  the  great  strength  of  the  ro 
leaders  and  people,  going  back  to  their  terrible  experiences  at  the  hands 
both  Russians  and  Germans  and  their  memories  of  the  e.xtraordinaO 
feats  of  the  underground  resistance.  Soviet  reactions  to  Polish  deman 
for  liberalizing  the  regime  were  undoubtedly  influenced  by  a  reluctance 
to  meet  that  resistance  again.  However,  the  chief  difference  lay  . 
related  fact  that  the  leaders  of  the  Polish  Communist  Party  led  the 
for  liberalization  and  maintained  a  united  front  while  doing  so,  while  t^^^ 
Hungary  movement  was  resisted  by  the  party  leaders  and  could  be  sp 
by  personal  ambitions.  ^ 

The  crisis  began  in  both  countries  in  the  last  week  of  June  i95*^' 
stoppage  of  work  at  the  Polish  raihvay  factory  in  Poznan  grew  into  a  m 
demonstration  against  the  Communist  regime.  Shots  were  fired,  and 
tually  over  50  were  killed  and  323  arrested.  Polish  Party  Secretary  Oc 
made  concessions  to  the  opposition  and  attributed  the  episode  to 
roots  ...  the  existence  of  serious  disturbances  between  the  party  and 
various  sections  of  the  working  class.”  This  w'as  rejected  three  days  a 
by  Bulganin  during  a  sudden  and  unexpected  visit  of  the  Kremlin  le® 
to  Warsaw;  their  version  attributed  the  troubles  to  foreign  capita  ^ 
agitators.  Ochab  continued  his  concessions  and,  on  August  4th, 
to  the  pany  the  popular  Vladislov  Gomulka,  a  strong  nationalist  E  ^ 
munist  who  had  been  removed  and  imprisoned  at  Stalin’s  orders  in  ’95^^ 

Because  the  continued  w'orsening  of  economic  conditions  in  the 
summer  of  1956  made  it  impossible  for  the  Polish  Communists  to  offer  *• 
people  any  substantial  economic  concessions,  they  continued  the 
relaxation,  which  alarmed  the  Kremlin.  The  trials  of  those  arrested  m 
June  disturbances  w’ere  fair  and  punishments  lenient,  amid  gro 
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'Nationalist  enthusiasm.  On  October  15th  Moscow  learned  of  a  Polish 
•^^cision  to  convene  the  Polish  Central  Committee  on  October  i8th  to 
elect  a  new^  Politburo  which  would  not  include  Soviet  Marshal  K.  K. 
l^okossovsky,  defense  minister  of  Poland  since  the  days  of  Stalin,  and 
"'ould  make  Gomulka  party  secretary.  After  a  hurried  meeting  of  the 
Soviet  Presidium  on  October  i8th,  Soviet  troops  and  naval  contingents 
l^egan  to  converge  on  Poland,  and  Khrushchev,  Molotov,  Kaganovich, 
iMikoyan  burst  into  the  Polish  Central  Committee  session  of  October 


just  as  it  began.  The  presence  of  that  rigid  Stalinist  Molotov,  who 
had  been  dismissed  as  foreign  secretary  in  June,  was  significant  of  the 
precarious  decline  of  Khrushchev’s  position  in  the  Kremlin. 

Khrushchev,  however,  acted  as  Soviet  spokesman  at  the  session  in  the 
elvedere  Palace.  He  was  violent  and  bellicose,  calling  Gomulka  a 
fraitor”  and  threatening  dire  consequences  if  the  old  Politburo,  includ- 
‘"g  Rokossovsky,  was  not  reinstated.  Ochab,  still  Polish  secretary,  was 
yrn,  and  ordered  the  immediate  halt  of  Soviet  troop  advances,  or  all  nego- 
bations  would  be  ended  and  the  Poles  would  take  the  consequences.  This 
rneant  resistance  to  the  Russians  by  the  tough,  well-armed  Polish  Security 
'“Orps.  Khrushchev  stopped  his  troop  movements,  the  Russians  withdrew, 
and  the  session  of  the  Polish  Central  Committee  finished  its  work,  electing 
®  new  non-Soviet  Politburo  which  excluded  Rokossovsky  and  made 
Jjornulka  secretary.  The  latter  in  the  course  of  the  discussions  with 
,  brushchev  had  indicated  that  his  liberalization  would  extend  only  to 


oniestic  affairs  and  would  not  injure  Polish-Soviet  “friendship”  or  the 
y  arsaw  Pact.  In  his  speech  to  the  committee,  Gomulka  sought  to  recon- 
nationalist  Communism  with  Polish-Soviet  friendship,  and  made  a 
^®'’ere  attack  on  the  “cult  of  personality”  with  its  hideous  atrocities  under 
^  Stalinist  regime.  Rokossovsky  resigned  as  defense  minister  and  re- 
jbtncd  to  Russia  with  more  than  thirty  other  Soviet  high  military  officers 
"N  November. 

Khrushchev  publicly  yielded  in  the  Polish  crisis  on  October  2  3rd  when 
issued  a  statement  that  he  saw  no  obstacles  to  relations  between  the  two 
^°untries  from  the  committee’s  actions  and  that  the  Soviet  troops  would 
^  "ithdrawn  to  their  bases.  On  the  same  day,  he  was  taking  steps  to 
'-N'Ush  the  parallel  crisis  in  Hungarv. 

^^Tlie  troubles  in  the  .Magvar  state  in  the  summer  of  1956  took  the  same 
bNis  as  in  Poland,  but  instead  of  being  directed  by  the  Communist 
secrctarv,  thev  v  ere  directed  against  him.  They  appeared  as  agi- 
'niis  against  the  indefatigable  Stalinist  Matyas  Rakosi  and  in  favor  of  the 
^1' b  Imre  Nagv,  who  had  been  premier  in  1953-1955  as  Malenkov’s 
'uice  and  had  been  removed  at  Khrushchev’s  order.  On  Julv  18th 
^  rushchev  tried  to  deflate  these  agitations  by  ordering  some  minor  re- 
and  replacing  Rakosi  as  party  secretary  by  his  deputv,  the  un- 
and  obstinate  Stalinist  Emo  Gero.  This  simply  intensified  the 
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agitations,  w  hich  rose  to  a  crescendo  in  September,  chiefly  from 
meetings  and  resolutions  of  students,  workers,  and  literary  groups.  Soin® 
of  their  demands  were  successful,  including,  on  October  19th,  aboliot"’ 
of  the  compulsory  study  of  the  Russian  language. 

On  October  22nd  a  meeting  of  about  4,000  students  discussing  changes 
in  university  life  became  diverted  to  political  agitations  and  drew  up 
"Sixteen  Points”  which  they  tried  to  force  Radio  Budapest  to  broadcast- 
Omission  of  some  of  the  points,  demanding  a  new  economic  policy, 
withdraw  al  of  Soviet  troops,  free  elections,  freedom  of  the  press,  an 
reform  of  the  Communist  Party,  led  to  a  mass  demonstration  on  October 
23rd.  ^V■hen  Gero  refused  their  demands,  the  students  began  to  not, 
smashing  to  pieces  the  huge  statue  of  Stalin  in  the  center  of  tlie  city-  The 
security  police  killed  several  demonstrators,  but  when  the  regular  Hun¬ 
garian  troops  were  called  to  restore  order  they  joined  the  agitators. 

Bv  that  time  Soviet  troops  began  to  move  from  fifty  miles  away,  an 
arrived  in  the  capital  by  2:00  a.m.  on  October  24th;  Mikoyan  had  pre^ 
ceded  them.  It  soon  became  clear  that  the  Soviet  tanks  could  not  contro 
the  situation,  because  they  could  be  blocked  by  overturned  streetcars  0 
other  obstacles  and  could  not  subdue  rioters  in  strong  buildings;  Mikoy®’' 
dismissed  Gero  and  put  in,  as  party  secretary,  Janos  Kadar,  until  then 
known  opponent  of  the  Stalinist  group.  By  that  time,  October  25  th,  r 
revolt  had  spread  through  Hungary  under  the  passive  eyes  of  the  Sovi 
trooDS.  On  the  followintr  dav.  Nairv.  .still  in  touch  with  Mikovan,  form 


with- 


troops.  On  the  following  day,  Nagy,  still  in  touch  with  Mikoyan, 
a  new  government  and  negotiated  a  cease-fire.  The  Russian  forces 
drew  from  Budapest,  and  negotiations  were  opened  betw'een  their  omc 
and  the  Nagy  government  for  their  withdrawal  from  the  country.  Bv  ^ 
time  the  whole  Communist  system  in  Hungary  had  collapsed;  unom 
elected  groups  had  seized  power  throughout  the  country;  the  secret 
and  the  party  had  disintegrated;  a  revolutionary  council  had  taken  con^ 
trol  of  the  Hungarian  Army,  and  Colonel  Pal  Maleter,  a  leader  of  \ 
revolt,  had  been  made  a  major  general  and  minister  of  defense. 
nificant  of  all,  the  one-party  system  had  been  ended,  and  members  or 
revived  non-Communist  parties  had  joined  the  Cabinet.  On  Oct 
31st  the  official  Soviet  new's  agency,  Tass,  announced  that  the  Rr^ 
was  ready  to  recognize  the  new  government  and  negotiate  w'ithdra'' 
of  all  Soviet  troops  from  the  country. 


,ade 

combs'^ 


However,  as  October  ended,  large  Soviet  forces  had  begun  1 
Hungary,  crossing  into  the  country  on  numerous  temporary  <  ^ 

bridges.  On  November  ist  Kadar,  who  had  pretended  to  be  one  of 
closest  supponers,  fled  from  Budapest  to  the  Soviet  hcadquarter^^^ 
Szolnok.  There  he  set  up  a  new  government  under  Soviet  control. 
same  day  Nagy  called  to  the  United  Nations,  appealing  for  help 
announcing  Hungary’s  withdrawal  from  the  Warsaw  Pact  and 
sumption  of  neutrality. 
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Ill  the  meantime,  the  Soviet  invasion  was  in  full  operation,  overrun- 
'^ing  the  country  and  smashing  into  Budapest  before  dawn  on  November 
4th-  Most  of  the  resistance  was  overwhelmed  that  day*  As  it  collapsed, 
the  Nagy  government  and  their  families  took  refuge  in  the  Yugoslav 
Embassy.  The  Yugoslavs,  including  Tito,  were  obviously  confused  by 
Kadar’s  change  of  sides,  and  accepted  his  promise  of  safe-conduct  to  their 
homes  for  Nagy  and  his  associates.  However,  when  these  people  left  the 
security  of  the  embassy  on  November  22nd,  they  were  seized  by  Soviet 
forces  and  deported  to  prisons  outside  Hungary.  By  that  date  the  flight  of 
refugees  from  Hungary  was  in  flood,  despite  efforts  by  the  Kadar  gov¬ 
ernment  to  prevent  it.  .Many  were  killed  as  they  tried  to  pass  the  frontiers, 
hut  thousands  escaped  to  the  West,  where  many  of  them  were  able  to 
Continue  their  studies  in  a  new  way  of  life.  The  costs  of  the  uprising  were 
Catastrophic.  On  the  Hungarian  side  there  were  about  2,800  killed,  13,000 
^vounded,  and  4,000  buildings  destroyed,  but  tens  of  thousands  were 
•'r  e.vile  or  in  hiding,  the  country  was  shattered,  and  lay,  as  a  conquered 
Country,  under  the  armed  forces  of  its  oppressor. 

The  unanticipated  consequences  of  Khrushchev’s  de-Stalinization  ef¬ 
forts  in  eastern  Europe  were  bound  to  injure  Khrushchev  in  the  Kremlin 
power  struggle.  Indeed,  they  brought  him  to  the  brink  of  final  disaster 
early  in  1957.  As  usual,  the  shifts  of  pow'er  were  indicated  by  changes  in 
personnel.  Kaganovich,  who  had  been  removed  from  the  government  on 
5,  was  restored  as  minister  of  building  materials  on  September 
^md;  Shepilov,  who  had  been  Khrushchev’s  appointee  as  foreign  minister 
June,  lost  his  other  post  as  secretary  to  the  Central  Committee  on 
Christmas  Day  1956.  Above  all,  on  November  22nd,  Molotov  was  made 
'^■uister  of  state  control,  a  post  which  had  budgetary  functions  in  all 
Psrts  of  the  state-controlled  economy  and  could  have  been  built  up  into 


^ate  power,  in  opposition  to  Khrushchev’s  party  power,  in  the  eco- 
ffumic  system.  Moreover,  dc-Stalinization  ceased  after  July  1956,  and 
even  Khrushchev  found  it  necessary  to  praise  the  old  ogre.  On  Decem- 
ct  23rd  Pravda  denied  that  there  had  ever  been  any  Stalinism  in  the  Soviet 
nion.  Eight  days  later,  Khrushchev  said,  “We  can  state  with  contrition 
We  are  all  Stalinists  in  fact.”  On  January  17,  1957,  at  the  Chinese 
Embassy  in  Moscow,  he  said,  “Stalinism,  like  Stalin  himself,  is  inseparable 
J'fni  Communism.  ...  In  the  fight  against  the  enemies  of  our  class, 
^un  defended  the  cause  of  Marxism-Leninism.” 


Eor  Khrushchev,  as  for  all  the  Soviet  leaders,  the  great  issue  was  to 
P^'event  Titoism  from  spreading  into  the  Soviet  Union  and,  if  possible, 
curtail  its  spread  among  the  satellites.  Every  effort  was  made  to  prevent 
,  ffowledge  of  the  “Polish  October”  and  the  Hungarian  revolt  from  reach- 
the  Soviet  people,  and  the  attacks  on  Tito  and  Yugoslavia  w  ere  re- 
^*fnied.  Tito  struck  back  on  November  i  ith  with  the  charge  that  Stalin 
taken  the  domestic  and  foreign  policies  of  the  Soviet  Union  to  dead 
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ends  and  that  his  errors  were  not  personal  ones  but  intrinsic  in  tlie  Soviet 
system  of  monolithic  authoritarianism.  He  was  refuted  in  Pravda,  a  ^vee 
later. 

The  Hungarian  invasion  destroyed  much  of  the  appeal  of  Commums'ti 
to  the  Leftists  of  Western  Europe  and  the  world;  this  had  already  been 
left  in  shreds  by  the  “secret  speech.”  Even  in  the  Soviet  Union,  university 
students  and  intellectuals  disapproved  of  the  Soviet  invasion  of  Hungary  ■ 
Many  literary  works  written  during  the  de-Stalinization  phase  tti  t  ^ 
spring  were  published  the  following  winter,  when  the  tide  had  turne 
again.  Khrushchev  struck  hard  at  these  groups  and  continued  to  do  so 
for  several  years,  with  the  result  that  the  alienation  of  Russian 
lectuals  from  Khrushchev  became  established.  This  was  reflected  in  t 
e.xpulsion  from  the  universities  later  in  1956  of  hundreds  of  students  \'bo 
refused  to  applaud  the  Soviet  attack  on  Hungary.  The  official  Soviet 
line  was  that  most  disturbances  of  this  kind  arose  from  the  activities  0 
foreign  agitators  of  capitalist  aggressors. 

Simultaneously  with  the  Soviet  political  and  intellectual  reaction  aft®*' 
June  1956,  came  a  series  of  efforts  to  alienate  the  economic  stringent^- 
wages  were  raised,  ta.xes  reduced  on  the  poorest  payers,  social  benen 
were  extended,  and  the  labor  unions  were  urged  to  protect  them;  nuinc*'' 
ous  projects  in  heavy  industry  under  the  Five-Year  Plan  were  slowed  up 
and  their  resources  diverted  to  consumer  goods.  Most  significant  of  a  ' 
there  was  a  sharp  increase  in  the  influence  of  state  officials  and  a  corre¬ 
sponding  decrease  in  that  of  party  officials.  , 

This  reversal  was  fully  evident  in  the  Central  Committee  session  u 
late  December  1956,  but  the  following  meeting,  in  February  *957’ 
showed  Khrushchev  in  an  aggressive  counterattack.  This  took  the  fonu 
of  suggestions  for  a  drastic  reorganization  of  Soviet  economic  life  tU' 
ward  a  more  decentralized  system.  Undoubtedly  this  plan  had  conside  - 
able  merit,  but  in  Khrushchev’s  eyes  it  had  an  additional  advantage, 
it  would  remove  much  of  economic  life  from  the  influence  of  the  centr 
state  ministries  and  leave  it  open  to  increased  influence  from  local  parry 
groups.  He  proposed  the  division  of  the  Soviet  Union  into  several  doz^^ 
economic  regions,  each  under  an  economic  council,  or  sovnarkhozy,  u 
diverse  groups,  and  the  devolution  to  these  groups  of  the  economic 
functions  of  the  majority  of  the  economic  ministries  in  Moscow.  These 
ministries  would  be  abolished,  along  w  ith  the  State  Commission  for 
rent  Planning  (GEK)  and  Molotov’s  Ministry  of  State  Control.  "T 
w  ould  leave  only  the  long-range  economic  planning  agency 
and  a  few  economic  ministries  at  the  center,  with  annual  planning  a 
most  execution  left  to  the  regional  or  lowxr  groupings. 

This  plan  had  real  merits  w-hich  can  hardly  be  covered  here.  Clea  .  ’ 
the  growing  complexity  of  the  Soviet  economy,  over  a  widely  divef^ 
terrain  and  people,  could  not  be  operated  efficiently  by  uniform  tcgi*  ‘ 
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tions  from  the  center.  .Moreover,  each  economic  ministry,  because  of  the 
constant  sliortages  of  resources,  materials,  and  labor,  sought  to  build  up, 
'cithin  itself,  its  own  sources  of  supplv  and  also  had  a  constant  urge 
to  hoard  equipment  and  parts,  even  when  they  were  not  needed  by  it  and 
"’ere  urgentl)'  needed  b)-  enterprises  of  a  different  ministry  in  the  next 
street  or  district.  This  hampered  expansion  and  also  resulted  in  very  ex¬ 
pensive  cross-hauling  of  the  freight  of  one  ministry  from  remote  areas 
the  very  time  that  a  different  ministry  might  be  hauling  similar  re¬ 
sources  in  the  opposite  direction.  The  serious  overworking  of  the  Soviet 
railway  svsteni,  a  constant  weakness  in  the  economy,  was  intensified  by 
such  needless  hauling. 

lu  spite  of  its  merits,  the  anti-K  group  in  the  Presidium  was  unwill- 
*ug  to  adopt  this  reform  because  it  would  drasticallv  weaken  centralized 
state  control  and  strengthen  localized  party  control  in  the  Soviet  economy- 
state  hierarchy  of  Soviets  had  fallen  into  decay,  partly  because  of 
Stalin’s  use  of  the  party  and  secret  police,  partly  as  a  means  to  avoid 
^se  of  the  fraudulently  democratic  Soviet  constitution  and  of  its 
federalist  features.  As  a  consequence,  the  state  hierarchv  lacked  effective 
°r  flexible  control  down  through  its  levels,  w^hile  the  party  hierarchy  had 
these  well  developed.  Much  of  the  state’s  power  locally  was  exercised 
through  the  economic  ministries,  which  Khrushchev  now  wished  to 
®holish.  And  because  of  his  control  of  the  party  and  through  it  of  the 
party  press,  headed  by  Fravda,  Khrushchev  could  keep  up  a  steady  drum 
propaganda  for  his  economic  reorganization.  Everv  local  figure  was  for 
and  it  appeared  to  other  rival  leaders  as  an  antistate  move.  Khrushchev, 
°u  the  other  hand,  could  make  the  opposition  seem  “antiparty,”  with  all 
^  treasonable  overtones  Stalin  had  given  to  that  expression. 

The  economic  reorganization  law  was  passed  on  May  10,  1957, 
olishing  twenty-five  economic  ministries  (retaining  nineteen)  and 
evolving  their  functions  to  twenty-nine  regional  sovvarkhozy ;  the  State 
t*nomic  Commission  (GEK)  was  also  abolished,  leaving,  as  the  only 
^^titral  economic  control,  the  State  Committee  for  Long-Term  Planning 
Ner  Yosif  Kuzmin  (a  Khrushchev  party  official),  who  simultaneously 
®canie  first  deputy  prime  minister  of  the  Soviet  Union.  Shepilov  was 
^stored  to  the  secretaryship  of  the  Central  Committee,  which  he  had 
in  December.  These  changes  were  pushed  through  by  an  alliance 
the  party,  the  army,  and  all  the  forces  of  localism,  both  economic  and 
®te-  Khrushchev  had  won  a  great  victory,  which  could  make  the  party 
°i^inant  in  economic  life. 

p  tiavipjg  failed  to  block  Khrushchev’s  economic  plans,  his  rivals  in  the 
^tesidiuni  were  reduced  to  a  last  resort;  they  had  to  get  rid  of  the  man 
'•iiself.  On  June  r8th,  at  a  meeting  of  the  Presidium,  the  motion  was 
e  to  remo\'e  Khrushchev  as  first  party  secretary.  The  discussion  grew 
^  ^nt,  with  .Malenkov  and  Molotov  attacking  and  Khrushchev  defend- 
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ing  himself.  He  was  accused  of  practicing  a  “cult  of  personality  ” 
owTi,  of  ideological  aberrations  which  threatened  the  solidarity  of  Com¬ 
munism,  and  of  economic  mismanagement.  It  soon  became  clear  that  th^ 
vote  w  as  7-4  against  him,  with  Alikoyan,  Kirichenko,  and  Suslov  his 
only  supporters.  He  was  offered  the  reduced  position  of  minister  of 
agriculture. 

Khrushchev  refused  to  accept  the  result,  denying  that  the  Presidium 
had  authority  to  remove  a  first  secretary  and  appealing  to  the  Central 
Committee.  The  members  of  this  larger  group  joined  in  the  discussion  as 
they  arrived,  while  Khrushchev’s  supporters  sought  to  delay  a  final  vote 
until  his  men  could  come  in  from  their  party  posts  in  the  provinces. 
•Marshal  Zhukov  provided  armv  planes  to  bring  in  the  more  distant  and 
more  reliable  ones.  The  discussion  became  bitter,  especially  when  Zhukov 
threatened  to  produce  documentary-  evidence  that  Malenkov,  A'lolotov, 
and  Kaganovich  had  been  deeply  involved  in  the  bloody  purges  of  1937' 
Madame  Furtseva,  who  was,  like  Zhukov,  an  alternate  member  of  the 
Presidium,  filibustered  with  a  speech  of  six  hours.  Surprisingly,  Khru¬ 
shchev’s  agent  Shepilov  spoke  against  him,  but  M.  A.  Suslov,  the  hea 
of  the  security  police  and  the  most  cold-blooded  killer  left  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  shifted  to  Khrushchev’s  side.  Eventually  there  yvere  3^9 
members  present,  with  215  wanting  the  floor,  over  60  actually  making 
speeches. 

When  the  vote  was  finally  taken,  Khrushchev's  loyal  supporters  m  £ 
party  hierarchy  voted  for  him  solidly,  and  his  removal,  already  voK 
by  the  Presidium,  was  reversed.  Khrushchev  at  once  counterattacked- 
moved  and  carried  the  e.xpulsion  from  the  Presidium  of  Malenkov, 
tov,  Kaganovich,  and  Shepilov  for  “antiparty  activities.”  Then  came 
election  of  a  new  Presidium,  from  which  Pervukhim  and  Saburov, 
two  strongest  supporters  of  a  centralized,  state-controlled  economy, 
also  removed.  Pervukhim  became  an  alternate  member,  but  Saburov 
dropped  completely.  The  new  Presidium  had  fifteen  full  members 
stead  of  the  previous  eleven,  and  nine  alternate  members  instead  01 
The  old  alternate  members,  Zhukov,  Furtseva,  L.  1.  Brezhnv’ov, 

N.  .\I.  Shvernik,  who  had  supported  Khrushchev,  v\ere  moved  up 
be  full  members,  joining  the  holdovers  Khrushchev,  Bulganin,  Kiricheu 
Mikovan,  Suslov,  and  Voroshilov,  while  five  loyal  agents  of  Khrushc 


led  bv  Aristov  and  F.  R.  Kozlov, 


victory  and  the  most  significant  event  in  Russia’s  internal  history 
the  death  of  Stalin.  It  led  Khrushchev  to  a  position  of  political 
more  complete  (e.xcept  for  the  ambiguous  position  of  the  arms ) 
Stalin’s  had  been,  although  it  was  clear  that  Khrushchev  would  nevc 


lowed  to  abuse  his  power  the  way  Stalin  had  done. 

Khrushchev  did  not  rest  on  his  oars.  During  the  summer  of  '957 
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^ade  notable  concessions  to  the  peasants  (especially  the  ending  of  com¬ 
pulsory  deliveries  from  the  products  of  their  personal  plots),  slammed 
ou’n  the  lid  on  freedom  of  writers  and  artists  with  a  strict  cultural 
itective  of  August  28th,  pushed  vigorously  both  the  “virgin  lands” 
scheme  and  the  decentralization  of  industry,  and  worked  to  curtail  the 
growing  autonomy  of  the  armed  forces.  On  October  27th,  while  Zhukov 
'I’as  in  Albania,  he  w'as  removed  from  the  Ministry  of  Defense  and,  at 
^  c  same  time,  was  dropped  from  the  Central  Committee  because  of  un¬ 
satisfactory  cooperation  with  the  party’s  political  work  in  the  army.  The 
''ext  few  months  saw  a  twofold  advance  of  party  influence,  on  a  lesser 
scale  into  the  army  and  on  a  greater  scale,  both  directly  and  through  the 
“'termediary  of  the  revived  trade  unions,  into  the  new  regional  economic 
Councils. 

The  final  cap  of  Khrushchev’s  rise  to  power  came  in  the  spring  of 
J958.  Following  the  elections  and  assembly  of  the  new  Supreme  Soviet  on 
March  28th,  Bulganin  resigned  as  premier  and  was  replaced  by  Khru- 
uchev.  In  the  autumn,  Bulganin,  who  had  cooperated  so  well  with  the 
IJew  autocrat’s  rise  to  power,  was  expelled  from  the  Presidium  and  con- 
cnined  as  an  enemy  of  the  party.  This  left  Khrushchev  as  complete 
'’"ler  of  the  Soviet  Union,  head  of  both  state  and  party,  as  Stalin  had  been, 
testing  his  power  more  on  the  latter  than  on  the  former. 


the  five  years  following  Stalin’s  death,  military  strategy  in  the 
^viet  Union  underwent  a  major  debate  almost  as  confused  as  the 
^tJiultaneous  debate  going  on  in  the  United  States  during  Eisenhower’s 
residency.  On  the  whole,  the  range  of  theories  of  war,  both  strategic 
^''d  tactical,  was  much  less  in  the  Soviet  Union  than  in  the  United  States, 
^''d  changes  have  been  much  slower.  But  the  basic  issues  were  the  same. 
The  orthodox  military  ideas  of  the  Russians,  like  everything  else,  had 
^cn  stated  by  Stalin  and  were  not  allowed  to  change,  under  the  impact 
•tew  ideas  or  of  new  weapons,  until  after  his  death.  Thus  Stalin  or- 
odoxy  regarded  war  as  a  struggle  between  whole  societies,  each  with  its 
'stinctive  wav  of  life,  and  judged  that  the  outcome  would  be  de- 
'^rmined  by  what  was  called  the  “permanently  operating  factors.”  These 
^'^tors  emphasized  the  characteristics  of  the  society,  such  as  industrial 
^tength,  morale,  level  of  training,  and  reserve  forces.  Other,  “accidental,” 
^'^tors,  such  as  weather,  surprise,  abilitv  of  individual  commanders  (even 
.®poleon),  or  the  outcome  of  single  battles,  were  regarded  as  of  little 
^’gnificance.  Accordingly,  the  Russians  had  no  faith  in  lightning  wars 
bombing  or  in  new  or,  above  all,  “absolute”  weapons.  To 
^  fm,  victorv  was  achieved  b\"  destruction  of  the  enetny's  armed  forces 
y  3  series  of  blows  and  conflicts  over  a  long  time,  during  which  the 
Permanent  factors,  especially'  the  forces  of  industrial  strength  and 
"^tional  morale,  would  be  decisive.  They  regarded  attacks  on  the 
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enemy’s  population,  cities,  or  industry  as  wasted  effort,  except  \\'here  these 
could  be  directly  linked  to  a  battle.  And  each  battle  w  ould  be  determineti 
by  a  balance  of  forces  from  all  branches  of  the  defense  services  pef' 
sistently  concentrating  on  the  enemy  forces  over  extensive  time  af*" 
space. 

In  this  outlook  there  was  no  place  for  the  nuclear  bomb,  for  strategi^^ 
air  attack,  or  for  twenty-four-hour  wars,  and,  accordingly,  the  American 
possession  of  the  A-bomb  was  largely^  ignored.  Protests  against  its  use,  and 
the  desire  to  outlaw  it,  were  undoubtedly  based  on  the  fact  that  it 
an  American  monopoly,  but  the  Russian  objection  to  city-bombing  or  to 
strategic  terror  of  the  \'-2  kind  as  ineffective  and  a  waste  of  resources  "'as 
undoubtedly  sincere. 

Soviet  efforts  to  get  the  A-bomb  and  the  H-bomb  and  to  build  up  a 
fleet  of  TU-4’s  were  partly  a  desire  to  possess  what  the  enemy  had,  partly 
based  on  a  desire  to  deter  our  use  of  SAC  against  Russia,  and  partl.V' 
derived  from  Stalin’s  astonishment  at  the  damage  our  strategic  bombers 
had  inflicted  on  Berlin.  But  none  of  these  had  much  influence  on  Soviet 
military  thinking. 

A  change  in  strategic  thinking  arose  in  1954  as  a  consequence  of  * 
debate  among  Soviet  military  leaders  over  the  role  of  surprise  in  militsty 
victory.  The  possibility  of  a  sudden  American  nuclear  attack  on  Russ'® 
from  the  air  had  to  be  examined.  As  a  consequence  of  this  disputC' 
the  role  of  surprise  w'as  considerably  increased,  although  there  was  "O 
general  feeling  that  it  could  be  decisiv'e  or  even  that  wars  might  be 
shortened  as  a  result  of  nuclear  wxapons.  To  this  day  the  Soviet  leaders 
still  believe  that  victory  will  go  to  their  country  after  a  long  w’ar  of  u'®*® 
forces  using  a  balance  of  all  arms  and  weapons.  But  they'  noyv  include 
in  this  balance  of  weapons  nuclear  arms  at  all  stages  and  ranges.  However, 
they  do  not  believe,  as  many  Americans  do,  that  strategic  bombing  can 
be  decisive.  It  is  simply  an  additional  arm  added  on  to  the  older  arsenal, 
and  will  be  used  in  yvar  against  military  objectives  primarily  because  wars 
are  fought  with  the  military  sectors  of  a  society. 

As  a  consequence  of  these  vieyvs,  the  Soviet  Union  has  no  idea  of 
being  able  to  achieve  military  victory  over  the  United  States,  simpl'' 
because  they  have  no  method  of  occupying  the  territory  of  the  Unite 
States  at  any-  stage  in  a  yvar.  They  hope  to  defeat  the  United  States  as  ® 
society  by  nonviolent  means:  propaganda,  subversion,  economic  collapse- 
and  diplomatic  isolation.  If  the  rivalry  yvith  the  United  States  comes  to 
the  violent  stage,  they  have  every  hope  that  the  Soviet  Union  itself 
not  be  directly  involved,  but  can  w-ear  the  United  States  down  bv  figbtit'^ 
through  third  parties,  as  in  Korea.  The  Russians  generally  reject  the  ide® 
of  mutual  annihilation  or  the  total  destruction  of  all  civilization  i" 
and  insist  that  any  war,  hoyvever  severe,  yvill  leave  some  remnant  of 
Soviet  Union  surviving  as  victor  on  the  field.  They  accept  the  pos-sihil'^)' 
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of  limited  war,  in  a  geographical  sense,  but  have  little  hope  of  any  war 
limited  to  nonnuclear  weapons,  because  this  would  be,  they  feel,  to 
their  advantage  and,  accordingly,  not  acceptable  to  us.  Thus  they  are 
Onlikely  to  use  nuclear  w'eapons  first,  although  fully  prepared  to  resort 
to  them  once  they  are  used  by  an  enemy. 

One  confusing  consequence  of  the  ^viet  discussion  of  the  role  of 
surprise  in  war  was  an  effort  to  distinguish  between  “preventive”  and 
preemptive”  war.  Because  the  generals,  planners,  and  staff  theorists  were 
convinced  that  the  West  must  be  aggressive  because  of  the  “contradic- 
tions”  of  the  capitalist  economic  system,  they  were  convinced  that  they 
"'ore  in  danger  of  a  surprise  attack  by  SAC.  Their  weakness  in  this 
aspect  of  war  made  it  unlikely  that  their  retaliatory  strike  would  be  of 
decisive  significance,  so  they  developed  a  theory  of  preemptive  strike; 
^his  said  that  they  would  countersurprise  our  surprise  attack  by  beating 
***  to  the  punch  with  a  nuclear  attack  of  their  own.  Such  a  “preemptive 
®tike”  would  be  justified  only  on  the  basis  of  conclusive  evidence  that 
Were  about  to  launch  a  surprise  attack,  since  our  retaliatory  strike 
®‘ter  their  preemptive  strike  would  still  be  very  damaging  to  them.  The 
Problem  arises,  however,  as  to  how  they  can  ever  be  sure  that  we  are 
“out  to  attack  them,  and,  failing  that,  how  does  such  a  “preemptive” 
differ  from  a  “preventive”  war,  which  the  Soviet  abjures  because  it 
**  onnecessarv  to  them.' 


Soviet  military  thinkers  have  been  very  reluctant  to  accept  any  theories 
nuclear  deterrence  or  of  limited  war  under  an  umbrella  of  nuclear 
^terrence.  Since  war  is  a  struggle  to  the  death  by  antipathetical  societies, 
oh  societies  will,  in  war,  use  any  weapons  they  have.  Accordingly,  the 
^let  Union  believes  that  any  general  wmr  involving  the  United  States 
d  themselves  would  be  a  nuclear  war  in  which  their  ground  forces, 
h  tactical  air  support  and  nuclear  weapons  of  all  sizes  and  ranges, 
Ulq  fight  its  way  overland,  against  nuclear  armed  enemies,  to  occupy 
of  Europe  and  possibly  Asia. 

^  hey  believe  that  there  are  three  defenses  against  tactical  nuclear 
( I )  dispersal  of  their  own  forces  as  widely  as  possible  until 
3st  moment  before  assault;  (2)  contact  as  rapidly  and  as  closely  as 
sible  with  the  enemy  in  order  to  deter  the  enemy  from  use  of  nuclear 
Qjr^^Pons  which  would  also  destroy  its  own  forces;  and  (3)  protection 
.j,  nian\-  of  their  troops  as  possible  under  cover,  usually  in  tanks. 


pons  which  would  also  destroy  its  own  forces;  and  (3)  protection 
many  of  their  troops  as  possible  under  cover,  usually  in  tanks. 
3nd  these  place  great  emphasis  on  rapid  mobility  of  troops, 

the  '^^ord  helps  to  provide  this.  Accordingly,  the  Russians  anticipate 
of  many  if  not  entirely  armored  forces  in  overrunning  Europe 


re  of  many  if  not  entirely  armored  forces  in  overrunning  Europe 
t'cry  e.xtensive  use  of  air  transport  of  troops  (with  conventional 
ttes,  gliders,  and  helicopters).  Such  mobility  will  allow  Europe  to  be 
»r  tapidly,  creating  a  situation  w  hich,  the\'  feel,  will  make  a  victory 
the  West  impossible,  while  our  strategic  attack  on  the  Soviet  Union 
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itself  will  be  reduced  and  eventually  ended  by  strong  defensive  measures 
and  retaliation. 

However,  such  a  war,  which  would  jeopardize  the  Communist  way 
of  life  bv  threatening  the  Soviet  Union,  its  only  accurate  embodiment,  is 
regarded  bv  the  Soviet  leaders  as  highly  undesirable,  and  to  be  avoided 
at  almost  any  cost,  while  they,  in  a  period  of  almost  endless  Cold  War, 
can  seek  to  destroy  “capitalist  society”  by  nonviolent  means  or  by  local 
violence  of  third  parties.  This  theory  of  “nibbling”  the  capitalist  world 
to  death  is  combined  with  a  tactic  which  would  resist  “capitalist  uu- 
perialism”  by  encouraging  “anticolonialism.”  Such  a  change  called  forth, 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  a  defensive  tactic  which  shifted  froi" 
Dulles’s  insistence  that  the  “uncommitted  nations”  must  join  the  VVest 
to  the  more  moderate  aim  of  keeping  them  from  becoming  Communist- 

This  shift  in  aims,  in  reference  to  the  “uncommitted  nations,”  occurred 
both  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  in  the  United  States  and  is  of  majd'’ 
importance  in  creating  the  contemporary  world.  Stalin  and  Dulles  saW 
the  world  largely  in  black-and-white  terms:  who  was  not  with  them  was 
obviously"  against  them.  Accordingly",  the  world  must  be  either  slave  or 
free,  each  man  apply"ing  the  former  adjective  to  his  opponent’s  side  ad 
the  more  favorable,  latter  term,  to  his  own  group.  They  were  enemies, 
but  they  agreed  basically  that  the  world  must  be  a  two-Power  sy^^im 
This  meant  that  each  was  aggressive  in  terms  of  the  “uncommitte^ 
nations”  because  each  insisted  these  must  either  join  his  own  side  or 
regarded  (and  treated)  as  an  enemy.  r 

The  great  change  which  occurred  in  the  middle  1950’s  was  that  both 
the  super-Powers  had 


d  to  recognize  that  most  of  the  “uncommitted  da 
k,  too  backward,  and  too  independent  to  be  rorc 


to  be  either  capitalist  or  Communist.  They  had  to  be  something  '  ^ 
ferent,  something  of  their  own.  This  view  was  forced  upon  the 
Powers,  with  perhaps  greater  difficulty  in  Washington  than  m 
Kremlin,  but  it  was  an  aspect  of  reality  which  had  to  be  recognm 
From  it  came  the  acceptance  of  neutralism  and  the  rise  of  the  hu 
Fringe. 

This  shift  was  a  double  one.  On  the  one  hand  it  meant  that  the 
Powers’  attitudes  toward  the  Buffer  Fringe  shifted  from  a  basically 
fensive  one  to  a  basically  defensive  one,  shifted  from  an  effort  to 
them  to  join  one’s  own  side  to  an  effort  to  keep  them  from  joining 
opponent’s  side.  And  at  the  same  time,  it  marked  the  first  beginiydgs^^^ 
true  wisdom  and  true  hope  for  the  world’s  future  in  the  recognition 
there  are  more  than  two  alternative  fashions  for  organizing  a 
economic,  social,  and  political  system.  In  the  long  run,  this  recog 
will  be  a  victory  for  the  West,  for  the  West  has  always,  in  its  real  nat 
recognized  that  reality  is  diverse  and  is  pluralist,  while  it  has  j, 

Russian  way  to  insist  that  reality  is  dualistic  with  each  extreme  n 
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sarily  monistic  and  uniform.  The  acceptance  of  diversity  and  of  pluralism, 
y  the  inevitable  failure  of  both  capitalism  and  Communism  in  the 
ttner  Fringe,  has  forced  the  West  to  accept  and  apply  its  own,  often- 
'^f'recognized,  traditions. 

Moreover,  the  forcing  of  this  recognition  upon  both  the  Soviet  Union 
^td  the  West,  in  respect  to  the  Buffer  Fringe,  mav  have  the  consequence, 
time,  of  forcing  each  of  these  to  accept  it  in  respect  to  their  internal 
systems.  Here  again  this  would  mark  a  great  victory  for  the  West,  be- 
cause  the  acceptance  of  diversity  and  pluralism  is  part  of  the  tradition 
the  West  and  is  not  acceptable  to  Russia  (whose  traditions  have  al- 
"'sys  been  basically  dualistic,  seeing  reality  as  a  contrast  between  an  unat¬ 
tainable  ideal  of  perfection  and  a  horrible,  sinful  morass  of  ordinary 
iving—the  imperfections  of  the  latter  being  acceptable  as  a  necessary 
^nnsequence  of  the  unattainability  of  the  former,  with  both  extremes 
eing  uniform  and  one).  Such  an  acceptance  will  reduce  the  tension  of 
Cold  War  by  allowing  each  polar  super-Power  to  develop  features 
a  mixed  system  which  will  make  them  approach  each  other  in  their 
^aracteristics  of  organization,  a  development  which  is,  of  course,  already 
apparent  to  an)^  unbiased  observer. 

The  shift  from  dualism  to  pluralism  and  from  uniformity  to  diversity 
forced  upon  the  Soviet  Union  in  its  most  critical  form  by  the  rise 
Titoism.  This,  of  course,  was  chiefly  evident  in  Europe,  where  condi- 
I'otts  of  industrial  development  make  it  more  reasonable  for  the  Kremlin 
aders  to  e.xpect  the  Soviet  example  to  be  followed  slavishly  by  non- 
^^pitalist  states.  The  same  lesson  should,  however,  have  been  learned, 
earlier,  in  Asia,  because  there  it  became  evident  to  many  observers 
^at  most  nations  were  neither  able  nor  willing  to  follow  either  the  Soviet 
nion  or  the  United  States.  This  observation,  however,  was  impossible 
lender  Stalin  because  his  false  theories  of  the  nature  of  both  capitalism  and 
''^Perialism  made  him  regard  the  two  as  identical  and  thus  to  regard 
^lonial  areas  as  being  parts  of  the  capitalist  system. 

a  consequence  of  these  intellectual  errors,  the  Kremlin  under 


Stalin 


was  prepared  to  see  the  fringes  of  Asia  either  continuing  as  colonial 


ns  or  breaking  au'ay  from  European  domination  to  become  Communist 
but  it  did  not  see  the  possibility  of  them  becoming  non-Communist 
°  iioncolonial  independent  states.  This  meant  that  where  Stalin  intef- 
^  lied  in  certain  areas  of  Asia  he  intervened  on  behalf  of  the  microscopic 
.  tiiiTiunist  parties  and  rebuffed  the  local  native,  nationalist,  anticolonial- 
groups.  Khrushchev,  as  we  shall  see,  did  the  opposite, 
ralin’s  policy  was  quite  bankrupt  even  before  his  death,  and  it  was 
^3irly  easy  for  his  successors  to  abandon  it  and  to  adopt  a  more 
j^^^'ble  policy  of  Communist  cooperation  with  local  anticolonial  (and 
but*  anti-Western)  forces  to  detach  them,  as  new,  independent, 

’^rill  non-Communist,  nations  from  the  West.  The  Soviet  assistance 
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to  such  new  nations  was  largely  economic,  although  the  limited 
ductivitv  of  the  Soviet  Union’s  own  economic  system,  especially  in  ’ 
made  any  substantial  foreign  aid  to  neutral  nations  a  considerable  bur  c 
on  the  ^viet  Union  itself.  For  this  reason  much  of  the  burden  of  suc 
foreign  aid  was  pushed  onto  the  Soviet  satellite  states,  especially  ° 
Slovakia.  ^  ^ 

This  shift  in  the  Soviet  attitude  toward  neutralism  was  helped  > 
Dulles’s  refusal  to  accept  the  e.xistence  of  neutralism.  His  rebuffs  ten 
to  drive  those  areas  which  wanted  to  be  neutral  into  the  arms  of 
because  the  new  nations  of  the  developing  Buffer  Fringe  valued  their 
independence  above  all  else.  The  Russian  acceptance  of  neutralism  m**.' 
he  dated  about  1954,  while  Dulles  still  felt  strongly  adverse  to  neiitrahsn’ 
four  or  even  five  years  later.  This  gave  the  Soviet  Union  a 
logical  advantage  which  served  in  some  small  degree  to  compensate 
its  many  disadvantages  in  the  basic  struggle  to  win  the  favor  of  t  ^ 
neutrals. 

While  these  changes  were  occurring,  the  strategic  debate  in  the  Sov 
Union  continued.  In  this  subject  also,  the  fact  that  the  Soviet  Unio 
...  .  I  .  .  -phe  de- 


was  straining  its  economic  resources  was  of  great  importance. 


mands  of  the  unsuccessful  Soviet  agricultural  program  made  it  necessaf) 
to  put  more  and  more  manpower  into  agriculture  at  the  very  time 
the  demands  of  the  defense  effort  and  the  civilian  economy  (and 
pant  waste  and  inefficiency  in  the  Soviet  system)  were  increasing 
demands  for  manpower  in  industry.  Moreover,  the  heavy  casualties 
the  period  1928-1945  from  purges  and  warfare  had  reduced  the 
tion  figures  and  the  birthrate  to  such  a  degree  that  the  Soviet  P°P.|^|^g 
tion  figures,  even  in  1970,  would  be  tens  of  millions  below  normal- 
only  source  from  which  such  demands  for  manpow  er  could  be  met  '  ‘ 
in  the  conventionally  -armed  units  of  the  Soviet  defense  forces. 

As  a  consequence  of  these  conditions,  the  Soviet  defense  strategy 
bate  from  1955  onw  ard  took  a  form  somewhat  parallel  to  that  going  n” 
the  United  States;  that  is,  some  of  the  political  leaders,  including 
shchev,  began  to  force  upon  the  Soviet  military  leaders  a  shift  in  emp 
from  mass  conventional  forces  toward  greater  reliance  upon 
bombers  and  missiles.  Khrushchev’s  version  of  the  Eisenhow  er  ^ 

Look,”  in  w  hich  the  latter’s  “Bigger  bang  for  a  buck”  w'as  -gj 

Soviet  version  of  “.More  rubble  for  a  ruble,”  was  adopted  by  - 
Chief  of  Staff  Marshal  Sokolovsky  and,  less  vigorously,  by  Defense 
Lster  .Marshal  .Malinovsky.  The  former’s 
book. 

t  the  military' 


icw  was  .stated  in  a 


s  quite 


Military  Strategy,  published  in  Moscow  in  September  ^ 

lite  clear  that  the  military  leaders  w'ere  prepared  to  yR‘'‘^^:.f 


iikclv 


to  Khrushchev  and  other  political  leaders.  The  net  result  seems  n 
be  a  mixed  one,  somewhat  similar  to  the  similar  .struggle  in  the  ^ 
*  Edited  by  V.  D.  Sokolovsky  and  published  by  Frederick  A.  Praeger,  h-cw 
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States.  The  chief  difference  is  that  Soviet  production  and  wealth  is  so 
tiuch  less  than  that  of  the  United  States  that  all  such  critical  decisions 
must  be  made  within  much  narrower  parameters. 

In  spite  of  these  limitations  of  resources  and  demonstrations  of  inexperi- 
^uce  and  lack  of  competence  parallel  to  that  of  the  United  States,  the  im¬ 
pact  of  the  super-Powers  was  tremendous,  especially  in  eastern  and  south- 
Asia  and  in  the  Near  East. 

The  Cold  War  in 
Eastern  and  Southern  Asia, 
1950-1957 


THE  FAR  EAST 


In  the  Far  East,  as  a  consequence  of  the  Yalta  Conference,  the  Soviet 
^nvernment  decided  that  the  chief  feature  of  its  policy  in  the  postwar 
Period  would  be  public  collaboration  with  the  Nationalist  government  of 
uiang  Kai-shek.  This  non-Communist  area  was  to  be  held  within  limits 
y  Soviet  control,  through  local  Communist  groups,  of  various  peripheral 
of  which  the  chief  would  be  Korea,  Outer  Mongolia,  Sinkiang,  pos- 
T  Manchuria,  and  some  portions  of  Southeast  Asia.  Soviet  control  of 
^urea  was  envisaged  as  a  threat  to  Japan  as  much  as  a  buffer  on 
China. 

^  nrs  Soviet  attitude  toward  China  was  reflected  in  the  Sino-Soviet 
reaty  of  August  14,  1945,  which  obtained  Chiang’s  consent  to  the  con- 
"’hich  had  been  made,  on  his  behalf,  by  Churchill  and  Roose- 
^  ut  Yalta.  The  most  significant  section  of  the  agreement  was  in 
otov’s  note  of  the  same  day  which  promised  that  the  Soviet  Union’s 
as°  h  material  support  “be  entirely  given  to  the  National  government 
u  central  government  of  China’’  and  promised  to  end  any  Soviet 
hon  of  tlie  Chinese  Communists  in  Sinkiang,  since  it  “has  no  inten- 
this  Interfering  in  the  internal  affairs  of  China.’’  As  implementation  of 
told  ^^^‘^^naent,  Stalin  summoned  the  Chinese  Communists  to  .Moscow, 
them  that  “the  uprising  in  China  had  no  prospects  and  that  the  Chinese 
tades  should  seek  a  modus  vivendi  with  Chiang  Kai-shek,  that  they 
Chi  ^  Chiang  government  and  dissolve  their  army.”  The 

Communists  agreed,  but  returned  to  China  to  continue  their 
^gfinst  the  Nationalist  government.  Only  when  that  struggle 
■iij  its  final  success,  four  years  later,  did  Stalin  accept  a  Com- 

of  1^'-  regime  in  China  and  seek  to  bring  it  under  his  influence  by  means 
c  Red  Chinese-Soviet  treaty  of  February  14,  1950. 
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The  lack  of  Soviet  support  for  the  Chinese  Communists  in  the  period 
of  their  final  victor^"  does  not  mean  that  the  Russians  were  completely 
loyal  to  their  commitments  with  Chiang  Kai-shek.  They  fully  expected 
him  to  remain  the  ruler  of  China,  but  they  wished  to  hem  him  in  so  that  he 
W'ould  find  it  difficult  to  cooperate  with  the  United  States  in  aoy 
anti-Soviet  policy  in  eastern  Asia.  Accordingly,  they  not  onl\-  expected 
the  Communists  to  remain  dominant  in  Sinkiang;  they  were  also  eager 
to  see  them  take  over  an  additional  zone  or  buffer  belt  in  northwestern 
China  and  in  Manchuria.  For  this  reason,  the  Soviet  forces,  in  violation 
of  the  treaty  of  1945,  yielded  parts  of  Manchuria  to  Communist  rather 
than  to  Nationalist  Chinese  forces  as  they  withdrew  from  that  province- 

Stalin’s  real  concern  in  the  Far  East  was  with  Japan,  which  he 
feared  might  become  an  aggressive  and  militarized  agent  of  the  Unite 
States.  He  wished  to  participate  in  the  military  administration  of 
but  was  excluded  by  the  imperious  MacArthur.  There  can  be  littk 
doubt  that  the  Kremlin  under  Stalin  was  much  more  concerned  xvkh 
getting  a  Communist  Japan  than  a  Communist  China,  and  hoped  to  see 
the  former  reduced  to  economic  and  social  chaos  as  a  step  on  the  'V'-iy 
to  a  Communist  Part}'  victory  there.  All  these  hopes  were  frustrated.  T  h® 
growing  prosperity  of  Japan,  and  especially  the  success  of  LadejinskyS 
agrarian  reforms,  steadily  reduced  the  influence  of  Communism,  with  the 
result  that  the  Communist  Party  of  Japan  obtained  less  than  3  percent  0 
the  vote  in  the  parliamentary  elections  of  October  1952  and  lost  all  of 
twentv-two  seats  in  the  Diet. 

As  protection  against  such  an  eventuality,  Stalin  insisted  on  the  toW 
demilitarization  of  Japan,  the  breakup  of  the  industrial  complexes  h ' 
Mitsui,  and  po.ssession  or  domination  of  surrounding  areas  such  as  sou 
Sakhalin  Island,  the  Kuriles,  and  Korea.  The  decartelization  of  Jap®'’ 
was  never  seriously  considered  bv  the  .MacArthur  regime,  and  the  ® 
militarization,  although  guaranteed  by  the  new  Japanese  constitution, 
abandoned  bv  .Mac.Arthur  in  the  name  of  Japanese  defense  needs,  beg>o 
ning  in  December  1950. 

These  defeats  in  Japan  made  it  all  the  more  urgent  that  Stalin  g^ 
control  of  all  of  Korea,  but  here  again  he  met  a  resounding  defeat  whic 
largely  destroyed  Soviet  prestige  in  the  Far  East.  The  vital  event  in  t 
process  was  the  need  for  Soviet-dominated  North  Korea  to  call  ^0^ 
Red  Chinese  help  to  bail  it  out  of  the  dangerous  situation  to  which  t  n- 
Moscow-encouraged  attack  on  South  Korea  had  brought  it. 

SOUTH  EAST  ASIA 

Stalin’s  disappointments  in  the  Far  East  w'ere  also  extended  to  Southeas 
Asia.  This  area  forms  the  triangle  between  the  great  land  ma.sses  of 
China,  and  Australia.  It  is  a  jumble  of  islands  and  peninsulas  occup 


NUCLEAR  RIVALRY  AND  THE  COLD  WAR;  195O-I957  IO41 
a  jumble  of  peoples  of  diverse  origins  and  cultures.  The  indigenous 
peoples  with  their  animistic  religions  have  been  subjected  to  cultural, 
’^eligious,  and  political  intrusions  of  very  diverse  characteristics.  The  chief 
these  intrusions  have  been  those  from  India  and  China,  a  somewhat 
(Muslim  influence  from  the  West,  and  finally,  in  recent  centuries, 
political  and  commercial  influence  of  Europe  and  America.  For  gen- 
^tations  there  has  been  persistent  Chinese  immigration  from  the  north. 

1939  there  was  only  one  independent  state  in  southeast  Asia:  Siam 
i Thailand),  left  as  a  buffer  between  the  British  areas  of  Burma  and  the 
^3lay  States  to  the  west  and  French  Indochina  in  the  eastern  portion  of 
Malay  Peninsula.  Southward  of  the  peninsula,  in  a  great  sweep  east- 
^ard  to  New  Guinea,  were  the  multitudinous  islands  of  Indonesia,  ruled 
y  the  Netherlands  from  Batavia  on  the  island  of  Java.  To  the  north  of 
®ae  islands  were  the  Philippines,  still  under  American  administration  in 
^939-  Between  Java  and  the  Philippines,  the  great  mass  of  the  island  of 
^otneo  had  a  fringe  of  British  dependencies  (Sarawak,  Brunei,  and  North 
orneo)  along  its  northern  coast,  while,  far  to  the  east,  the  eastern  half  of 
■luor  was  under  Portuguese  administration.  Thus  all  Southeast  Asia, 
^•''^cept  Thailand,  was  under  the  colonial  domination  of  five  Western 

*  he  interest  of  these  imperial  Powers  in  Southeast  Asia  w'as  chiefly 
^rategic  and  economic.  Strategically,  these  lands  lay  athwart  the  v'aters 
joining  the  Pacific  with  the  Indian  Ocean,  a  situation  symbolized  by  the 
British  naval  base  of  Singapore,  at  the  southern  tip  of  the  Malay 
Oiiinsula,  between  Sumatra  and  Borneo.  Economically  these  areas  pro- 
substantial  qualities  of  tin,  rubber,  petroleum,  bauxite,  and  other 
P^^ducts.  More  significant,  perhaps,  from  the  Chinese  point  of  view, 
'^'^ny  parts  of  the  .Malay  Peninsula  were  fertile,  were  substantially  under- 
r‘'Pnlated,  and  e.xported  great  quantities  of  rice  (especially  from  Burma). 

*  estern  prestige  in  Malaysia  was  irretrievably  damaged  by  the  Japanese 
“'^quests  of  the  Philippines,  the  Dutch  Indies,  and  Mala)"a  in  1942,  so 
the  reestablishment  of  the  colonial  Powers  after  the  Japanese  col- 
in  19,^5  was  very  difficult.  Burma  and  the  Philippines  were  granted 
*t  independence  by  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States,  respectively, 
after  the  war’s  end.  French  Indochina  emerged  from  the  Japanese 
^p^Pstion  as  the  three  states  of  V^ietnam,  Laos,  and  Cambodia,  each 
J'lniing  independence,  while  Java  claimed  sovereignty  over  the  whole 
^^^tnerlands  East  Indies  as  a  newly  independent  state  of  Indonesia.  Ef- 
rts  by  the  European  PoM^ers  to  restore  their  prew'ar  rule  led  to  violent 
3shes  with  the  supporters  of  independence.  These  struggles  \vere  brief 
j  successful  in  Burma  and  Indonesia,  but  were  very  protracted  in 
j  °chiua.  Burma  became  an  independent  state  in  1948,  followed  by 
.  “china  in  1949,  by  Malaya  in  1957,  and  by  Singapore  (under  a  spe- 
*'clationship)  in  1959.  Controversy  and  intermittent  fighting  between 
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Indonesia  and  the  Dutch  over  western  New  Guinea  continued  until 
when  American  pressure  persuaded  the  Netherlands  to  yield,  but  lei 
Indonesia,  led  by  Achmed  Sukarno,  unfriendly^  to  the  West. 

In  all  these  areas,  native  nationalists  were  inclined  to  the  political  Left* 
if  for  no  other  reason  than  the  fact  that  the  difficulties  of  capital  accumu¬ 
lation  and  investment  to  finance  economic  improvements  could  be 
achieved  only  under  state  control.  But  such  independent  Socialisui 
merged  into  other  points  of  view  which  were  clearly  Communist.  I" 
some  cases,  such  Communism  may-  have  been  ideological,  but  in  most 
cases  it  involved  little  more  than  the  desire  to  play  off  the  Soviet  UmoU 
or  Red  China  against  the  Western  imperialist  Powers. 

The  Communists  of  Southeast  Asia  were  thus  Communists  of  con¬ 
venience  and  tactical  maneuver,  and  originally  received  little  support  from 
the  Soviet  Union  because  of  Stalin’s  well-known  reluctance  to  engage  m 
political  adventures  in  areas  where  he  could  not  dominate  the  arme 
forces.  But  in  February  1948,  the  new  Cominform  sponsored  a 
east  Asia  youth  conference  at  Calcutta  where  armed  resistance  to  colom» ' 
ism  was  demanded.  A  Communist  revolt  in  the  Philippines  had  alrea  J 
begun  and  was  joined,  in  the  course  of  1948,  by  similar  uprising* 
Burma,  Indonesia,  and  .Malaya.  Most  of  these  revolts  took  the  form  0 
agrarian  agitations  and  armed  raids  by  Communist  guerrilla  1'^"^, 
fighters.  Since  these  guerrillas  operated  on  a  hit-and-run  basis  and  ba 
to  live  off  the  local  peasantry,  their  exploitation  of  peasant  life  eventua  7 
made  them  decreasingly  welcome  to  this  very  group  for  whom  they 
tended  to  be  fighting.  In  the  Philippines  the  Hukbalahap  rebels 
smashed  in  1953  by  the  energetic  and  efficient  government  of  Presm 
Ramon  Magsaysay.  In  Indonesia,  Sukarno  repressed  the  insurrection  a 
executed  its  leaders.  In  Malaya,  where  the  Communists  were  almost  e 
tirely  from  the  Chinese  minority,  these  rebels  were  systematically  hun 
down  and  destroyed  by  British  troops  in  long-drawn  jungle  combat- 
Burma,  the  long  Chinese  frontier  provided  a  refuge  for  the  rebels,  a 
they  were  not  eliminated  until  i960. 

The  real  problem  was  Indochina.  There  the  situation  was  compl^ii’ 
French  Armv  was  uncompromising,  and  Communist  leadership  aa'as 
ful.  As  a  result,  the  struggle  there  became  part  of  the  Cold  War  ^ 
contributed  to  a  world  crisis.  The  Malay  Peninsula  as  a  who 
dominated  by  a  series  of  mountain  ranges,  with  their  intervening 
running  southward  from  Chinese  Yunnan.  These  rivers  fan  out,  m 
south,  into  fertile  alluvial  deltas  which  have  attracted  invaders  of 
golian  type  from  the  less-hospitable  north  throughout  history- 
today  they  produce  surplus  food  for  undemanding  peoples.  From 
to  east  the  chief  rivers  are  the  Irrawaddy,  the  Salween,  the 
Mekong,  and  the  Red  River.  Following  this  geographical 
cal  units  have  tended  to  fall  into  similar  north-south  strips  with 
and  south-thrusting  .Malaya  in  the  west,  Thailand  in  the  center,  Laos 
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Cambodia  in  the  Mekong  drainage,  and  Tonkin  with  Annam  in  the 
east. 

Indochina  brought  considerable  wealth  to  France,  so  that  in  the 
I®te  i^jo’s  the  Banque  de  I’lndochine  spawned  in  France  an  influential 
political  group,  who  played  a  major  role  in  the  defeatism  of  1940  and  the 
^I>sequent  collaboration.  After  the  Japanese  withdrawal  in  1945,  the 
Paris  government  was  reluctant  to  see  this  wealth,  chiefly  from  the  tin 
'^nes,  fall  into  the  hands  of  Japanese-sponsored  native  groups,  and,  by 
*949)  decided  to  use  force  to  recover  the  area. 

Opposed  to  the  French  effort  was  Ho  Chi  .Minh,  a  member  of  the 
rench  Communist  Party  since  its  founding  in  1920,  who  had  subse- 
“luently  studied  in  Moscow  and  had  been  leader  of  the  anticolonial  agi- 
^2tions  of  the  Indochinese  Communist  Party  since  1931.  Ho  had  set  up  a 
Coalition  government  under  his  Viet  .Minh  Party  and  proclaimed  inde¬ 
pendence  for  Vietnam  (chiefly  Tonkin  and  Annam)  in  1945,  while 
•■ench  troops,  in  a  surprise  coup,  seized  Saigon  in  the  south.  Unfor- 
^nately  for  Ho,  he  obtained  no  support  from  the  Kremlin.  The  French 
onimunist  Party  was  at  that  time  a  major  element  in  the  French  coali- 
government,  with  its  leader,  .Maurice  Thorez,  holding  the  office  of 
''•ce-premier.  Stalin  had  no  wish  to  jeopardize  the  Communist  chances  to 
ake  over  France  by  his  support  for  a  remote  and  minor  Communist  like 
5*0  Chi  Minh.  In  fact,  Thorez  signed  the  order  for  military  action  against 
Republic  of  Vietnam.  At  first  Ho  sought  support  from  the  United 


States 

Chin: 


and  from  Chiang  Kai-shek,  but,  after  the  establishment  of  Red 
‘a  in  1949,  he  turned  to  that  new  Communist  state  for  help.  .Mao’s 
S^fernment  was  the  first  state  to  give  V'^ietnam  diplomatic  recognition 
Uanuary  1950),  and  at  once  began  to  send  military  supplies  and  guidance 
^  Ho  Chi  A'linh.  Since  the  United  States  was  granting  extensive  aid  to 
ranee,  the  struggle  in  V’ietnam  thus  became  a  struggle,  through  sur- 
^'*gatcs,  between  the  United  States  and  Red  China.  In  world  opinion  this 
"^^de  the  United  States  a  defender  of  European  imperialism  against 
^^ricolonial  native  nationalism. 

Paring  this  turmoil,  independent  neutralist  governments  came  into 
^^•stence  in  the  interior,  with  Laos  to  the  north  and  Cambodia  to  the 
Both  states  accepted  aid  from  whoever  would  give  it,  and  both 
ruled  by  an  unstable  balance  of  pro-Communists,  neutralists,  and 
Pro-Westerners.  The  balance  was  doubly  unstable  because  all  three 
had  ai-med  supporters.  On  the  whole,  the  neutralist  group  was 
^  largest,  and  the  pro-Western  was  the  smallest,  but  the  latter  could 
support  from  America’s  wealth.  The  decisive  influence  in  the 
’^50  s,  however,  was  that  the  Communists,  following  the  death  of  Stalin, 
prepared  to  accept  and  support  neutralism  \ears  before  Dulles 
get  himself  to  condone  it,  a  situation  which  gave  considerable 
^ntages  to  the  extreme  Left. 

‘he  intensity  of  the  struggle  in  A’ictnam  increased  fairly  steadily  in 
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the  years  follow  ing  1947.  The  creation  of  the  Cominform  and  the  subse¬ 
quent  Communist  u  ithdraw-al  from  the  coalition  governments  of  Europe^ 
including  France,  freed  the  Kremlin  to  support  anticolonial  movements 
in  Europe’s  overseas  territories.  At  the  same  time,  the  reestablisbe 
French  Army  was  left  with  a  w’ounded  pride  which  became,  in  some 
cases,  a  neurotic  drive  to  wipe  out  the  stains  of  1940-1942  bv  subsequent 
victories  in  colonial  wars.  The  growing  aggression  of  Communist  Chin* 
and  Dulles’s  fantasies  about  liberation  all  contributed  to  build  the  Indo¬ 
china  confusion  into  a  flaming  crisis.  The  final  step  came  from  the 
Korean  truce  of  1953  which  freed  Red  China’s  hands  for  more  vigorous 
action  in  the  southeast.  The  defeat  of  the  Communist  risings  of  >94® 
elsewhere  in  .Malavsia  turned  the  new  Chinese  activities  full  into  Indo¬ 
china,  which  had  an  open  frontier  for  passage  of  Chinese  Communist 
supplies  and  advisers. 

This  intensification  of  Chinese-supported  Communist  activities  10 
Vietnam  in  1953-1954  was  quite  contrary  to  the  desires  of  the  KreniliO' 
which  was  just  entering  the  post-Stalin  “thaw”  and  already  moving 
tow'ard  the  “Geneva  spirit”  of  1955.  At  the  same  time,  the  readiness  0 
Dulles  and  the  French  Army  to  force  a  showdown  in  Vietnam  'S'®* 
equally  unacceptable  to  the  British  and  to  many  persons  in  divide 
France.  Out  of  these  confusions  came,  on  February  18,  1954,  a  Soviet 
suggestion  for  a  conference  on  Indochina  to  be  held  at  Geneva  in  Apr*" 

By  the  early  months  of  1954,  the  Communist  guerrillas  w'ere  in  contr 
of  most  of  northern  Indochina,  were  threatening  Laos,  and  were  pi“ 
guing  the  villages  of  Cochin-China  as  far  south  as  Saigon.  Abo 
200,000  French  troops  and  300,000  Vietnamese  militia  w'ere  tied  in  k** 
by  about  335,000  V'iet  Minh  soldiers  and  guerrillas.  France 
bled  to  death,  both  literally  and  financially,  with  little  to  show  for  it, 
the  French  xArmy  W'as  obstinate  in  its  refusal  to  accept  another 

The  French  strong  point  at  Dien  Bien  Phu  was  invested  by  Viet  1 
on  March  13,  1954,  and  bv  the  end  of  the  month  its  outer  defenses 
crumbling.  The  French  chief  of  staff.  General  Ely,  flew  to  Washing*^®^ 
and  found  Dulles  willing  to  risk  an  all-out  war  with  Red  China 
authorizing  direct  American  interv-ention  in  Indochina.  As  usual, 
thought  that  wonders  could  be  achieved  by  an  air  strike  alone  ag 
the  besiegers  of  Dien  Bien  Phu,  where  the  conflict  increased  in  intc*  . 
daily.  For  a  few'  days  the  United  States,  at  Dulles’s  prodding, 

“on  the  brink  of  war.”  Dulles  proposed  “a  united  action  policy  ^ 
he  described  in  these  terms;  “If  Britain  would  join  the  U.S.  and 
would  agree  to  stand  firm,  .  .  .  the  three  Western  states  could 
with  friendly  Asian  nations  to  oppose  Communist  forces  on  the  gm 
just  as  the  U.N.  stepped  in  against  the  North  Korean  aggression  in 
.  .  .  and  if  the  Chinese  Communists  intervene  openly,  their  staging 
in  south  China  [will]  be  destroyed  by  U.S.  air  pow^er.  .  .  .” 
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President  Eisenhower  ngreed,  but  his  calls  to  Churchill  and  Eden 
found  the  British  government  opposed  to  the  adventure.  The  foreign 
^^cretarv  hastened  to  point  out  that  the  Sino-Soviet  Treaty  of  1950 
f'ound  Russia  to  come  to  the  assistance  of  China  if  it  were  attacked  by 


United  States  as  Dulles  contemplated.  Discussion  at  Geneva,  said 
must  precede  any  such  drastic  action. 

Pew  international  conferences  have  taken  place  amid  such  external 
furmoil  as  the  Far  Eastern  Geneva  Conference  of  April  25-July  10,  1954. 
f'Uring  it,  two  American  aircraft  carriers,  loaded  with  atomic  weapons, 
^ere  cruising  the  South  China  Sea,  awaiting  orders  from  Washington 
hurl  their  deadly  bombs  at  the  Communist  forces  besieging  the  15,000 
exhausted  troops  trapped  in  Dien  Bien  Phu.  In  Washington,  Admiral 
Radford  was  vigorously  advocating  such  aggressive  action  on  a  gen- 
etally  reluctant  government.  In  Paris,  public  outrage  was  rising  over 
''dochina  w  here  the  French  had  expended  19,000  lives  and  $8  billion 
''’ithout  improving  matters  a  particle.  At  Geneva,  delegates  from  nine- 
nations  w  ere  talking  and  stalling  to  gain  as  much  as  possible  wdth- 
°yt  open  warfare.  The  fall  of  Dien  Bien  Phu  on  May  7th  opened  a 
''^gorous  debate  in  the  French  Assembly  and  led  to  the  fall  of  Premier 
Joseph  Laniel’s  government,  the  eighteenth  time  a  Cabinet  had  been 
°^’orturned  since  the  end  of  World  War  II  in  1945.  The  new  prime 
f^'^ister,  Pierre  Mendes-France,  promised  a  cease-fire  in  Indochina  or 
IS  own  retirement  wdthin  thirty  days.  He  barely  made  the  deadline. 
"Phe  Indochinese  settlement  of  July  20,  1954  was  basically  a  com¬ 
promise,  some  of  w'hose  elements  did  not  appear  in  the  agreement  itself. 
Communist  North  \rietnam  state,  wuth  its  capital  at  Hanoi  (Tonkin), 
recognized  north  of  the  17th  parallel  of  latitude,  and  the  rest  of 
p  ochina  was  left  in  three  states  which  remained  associated  with  the 
rench  Union  (Laos,  Cambodia,  and  South  Vietnam). 

The  new  state  system  of  Southeast  Asia  was  brought  within  the 
netw'ork  of  trip-wire  pacts  on  September  8,  1954,  when  eight 
•'^rions  of  the  area  signed  an  agreement  at  Manila  establishing  a  South- 
Asia  Treat)'-  Organization  (SEATO).  The  eight  (United  States, 
^tain,  France,  Australia,  New'  Zealand,  Pakistan,  Thailand,  and  the 
^“•Ppines)  made  no  specific  commitments,  but  set  up  a  council,  to  meet 
Bangkok  and  operate  on  a  unanimous  basis  for  economic,  social,  and 
’’’utary  cooperation  in  the  area.  By  special  protocol  they  extended  their 
Pr^ection  to  Laos,  South  Vietnam,  and  Cambodia. 

.  mre  Geneva  agreement,  in  effect,  was  to  neutralize  the  states  of 
Bochina,  but  neutrality  w'as  apparently  not  acceptable  to  the  Dulles 
brothers,  and  any  possible  stability  in  the  area  was  soon  destroyed  by 
activities,  especially  through  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
'I  A)  seeking  to  subveit  the  neutrality  of  Laos  and  South  Vietnam, 
tvas  done  by  channeling  millions  in  American  funds  to  Right-wing 
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army  officers,  building  up  large  (and  totally  unreliable)  military  forces 
led  by  these  Rightist  generals,  rigging  elections,  and,  when  it  seerne 
necessary,  backing  reactionary  coup{^  ^’etat.  These  techniques  mig*’*- 
have  been  justified,  in  the  eyes  of  the  CIA,  if  they  had  been  successful, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  they  alienated  the  mass  of  the  natives  in  the  area, 
brought  numerous  recruits  to  the  Left,  gave  justification  for  Comniuni^ 
intervention  from  North  Vietnam,  disgusted  our  allies  in  Britain  an 
France,  as  well  as  many  of  our  friends  in  Burma,  India,  and  elsewhere, 
and  by  1962  had  almost  destroyed  the  American  image  and  the  Amer¬ 
ican  position  in  the  area. 

In  Laos  the  chief  political  figure  was  Prince  Souvanna  Phouma,  leads'^ 
of  the  neutralist  group,  who  tried  to  keep  a  balance  between  tn 
Communist-supported  Pathet  Lao  on  his  Left  and  the  American-subsi¬ 
dized  politicians  and  militarists  led  by  General  Phoumi  Nosavan  on  his 
Right.  American  aid  was  about  $40  million  a  year,  of  which  about  ?3 
million  went  to  the  army.  This  was  used,  under  American  influence,  a® 
an  antineutralist  rather  than  an  anti-Leftist  influence  culminating  m 
bungled  army  attack  on  two  Pathet  Lao  battalions  in  May  i959> 
openly  rigged  elections  in  which  all  the  Assembly  seats  were  won  y 
Right-wing  candidates  in  April  i960.  In  August  >960,  an  open  revo* 
in  behalf  of  the  neutralist  Souvanna  Phouma  by  Captain  Kong  Le  g^^® 
rise  to  a  Right-wing  revolution  led  by  General  Phoumi  Nosavan.  T 
drove  the  neutralists  into  the  arms  of  the  Pathet  Lao  and  to  seek  direct 
Soviet  intervention.  The  SEATO  Council  refused  to  support  the  Amen 
can  position,  the  Laotian  Army  was  reluctant  to  fight,  and  the  Americ^u 
military  mission  was  soon  involved  in  the  confused  fighting  direct  y- 

The  American  bungle  in  Laos  was  repeated,  with  variations,  elsew  e^ 
in  southern  and  southeastern  Asia.  In  South  Vietnam,  American  a  ’ 
largely  military,  amounted  to  about  two-thirds  of  the  country’s 
and  by  1962,  when  it  was  running  at  about  $400  million  a  year,  it 
reached  a  total  of  $2  billion.  Such  aid,  which  provided  little  benefit  0 
the  people,  corrupted  the  government,  weakened  the  swollen 
forces,  and  set  up  a  chasm  between  rulers  and  people  which  drove 
best  of  the  latter  Leftward,  in  spite  of  the  e.xploitative  violence  01 
Communist  guerrillas.  A  plebiscite  in  1955  was  so  rigged  that  the 
can-supported  Right-wing  candidate  won  over  98  percent  of  the  vo^^ 
The  election  of  i960  was  similarly  managed,  e.scept  in  Saigon,  the  capi  j 
w'here  many  people  refused  to  vote.  As  might  have  been  expected,  . 
of  a  fair  ballot  led  to  efforts  to  assassinate  the  American-supported 
dent,  Ngo  Dinh  Diem,  and  gave  rise  to  widespread  discontent 
made  it  possible  for  the  Communist  guerrillas  to  operate  thioug 
the  country.  The  American-sponsored  military  response  drove 
to  a  high  sustained  figure  by  1962  and  was  uprooting  the 
throughout  the  country  in  an  effort  to  establish  fortified  villages  ^ 
the  Britisli  had  introduced,  with  success,  in  Malaya. 
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These  errors  of  American  policy,  which  were  repeated  in  other 
places,  arose  very  largely  from  two  factors:  ( i )  American  ignorance  of 
local  conditions  which  were  passed  over  in  the  American  animosity 
against  Russia  and  China,  and  (2)  American  insistence  on  using  military 
force  to  overcome  local  neutralism  which  the  mass  of  Asiatic  peoples 
Ranted.  7'he  ignorance  of  local  conditions  was  well  shown  in  the  Amer- 
'can  bungling  in  Cambodia  and  in  Pakistan. 

In  Cambodia  a  neutralist  regime  was  primarily  concerned  with  main¬ 
taining  its  independence  between  its  two  hereditary  enemies,  the  Thai 
to  the  west  and  the  V^ietnamese  to  the  east.  The  American  militarization 
pf  both  Thailand  and  South  Vietnam  was  used  by  these  countries  to 
increase  pressure  on  Cambodia,  which,  in  spite  of  its  pro-Western  de¬ 
sires,  Was  driven  to  seek  support  for  its  independence  from  China  and 
Russia.  This  opened  a  wedge  bv  which  Communist  pressure  from  North 
Vietnam  could  move  across  Laos  and  southward  into  Cambodia,  be- 
^een  Thailand  and  South  Vietnam,  a  possibility  which  would  never 
arisen  if  United  States  aid  had  not  been  used  to  corrupt  and  to 
^ilitarize  the  two  exterior  states  in  the  trio.  At  the  same  time.  North 
''letnam,  with  a  greater  population  than  South  Vietnam  (16  million 
14  million  in  i960),  has  a  deficiency  of  food,  while  South  Vietnam, 
all  the  delta  areas,  is  a  zone  of  rice  surplus  and  thus  a  shining  target 
North  \  Vietnamese  aggression,  especially  when  the  agricultural  col- 
®pse  of  Communist  China  made  any  food  supply  from  the  north  almost 
hopeless. 

fn  the  west,  where  Burma  is  also  an  area  of  rice  surplus,  with  much 
the  population  dependent  upon  the  export  of  this  commodity  at  a 
Remunerative  price,  this  factor  alone  was  sufficient  to  tie  Burma  into 
^  e  Communist  bloc.  The  collapse  of  the  world  price  of  rice  at  the  end 
the  Korean  War  left  Burma  with  an  unsellable  surplus  of  almost  twm 
pillion  tons.  Within  the  nexT  three  years  (1954-1957)  Burma  signed 
®tter  agreements  with  Red  China  and  Soviet  Europe  by  which  Burma 
S'^t  rid  of  o\-er  a  third  of  its  surplus  each  year  in  return  for  Communist 
Spods  and  technical  assistance.  These  returns  were  so  poor  in  quality, 
gh  in  price,  and  poorly  shipped  and  handled  that  Burma  refused  to 
the  agreements  in  1958. 


arther  west,  in  southern  Asia  (the  correctly  called  Middle  East, 
^  ^tiding  from  the  Persian  Gulf  to  Burma)  American  bungling  also 
Pened  many  opportunities  for  Soviet  penetration  which  the  Commu- 
Re\v  failed  to  exploit  with  sufficient  skill  to  earn  any  significant 

American  error  in  southern  Asia  can  be  expressed  very  simply: 
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the  key  to  that  area  was  India;  the  United  States  acted  as  if  it  were 
Pakistan.  The  reason  for  this  was  equally  simple,  but  should  have  been 
sternly  resisted,  and  might  have  been  except  for  Dulles.  India  was  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  neutral;  Pakistan  was  willing  to  be  an  ally  of  the  United 
States.  Dulles  tried  to  make  Pakistan  the  key  because  he  preferred  any 
kind  of  ally,  even  a  weak  one,  to  a  neutral,  however  strong.  But  the 
choice  undermined  any  possible  stability  in  the  area  and  opened  it  to 
Soviet  penetration. 

From  the  broadest  point  of  view  the  situation  was  this;  The  rivalry 
betu'een  the  two  super-Powers  could  be  balanced  and  its  tensions  re¬ 
duced  onlv  by  the  coming  into  existence  of  another  Great  Power  on 
the  land  mass  of  Eurasia.  There  were  three  possibilities  of  this:  a  feder¬ 
ated  and  prosperous  western  Europe,  India,  or  China.  The  first  was 
essential;  one  of  the  others  was  highly  desirable;  and  possibly  all  three 
might  be  achievable,  but  in  no  case  was  it  essential,  or  even  desirabki 
for  the  new  Great  Power  to  be  allied  with  the  United  States.  A  strong 
and  prosperous  neutral  in  at  least  two  of  the  three  positions  would  box 
in  the  Soviet  Union  and  force  it  to  seek  its  needs  in  an  intensive  rather 
than  extensive  expansion,  and  in  an  economic  rather  than  a  militiity 
direction.  A  Soviet  Union  which  was  not  boxed  in  would  expa" 
outward  e.\'tensively,  and  by  military  means  as  much  as  any  others, 
would  seek  its  needs,  as  it  had  done  in  eastern  Europe  in  i945"'94°’ 
by  bringing  more  resources,  including  manpower,  under  its  control  as 
satellite  areas. 

If  the  Soviet  Union  were  boxed  in  by  allies  of  the  United  States,  i 
would  feel  threatened  by  the  United  States,  and  would  seek  security 
by  more  intensive  e.xploitation  of  its  resources  in  a  military  directioU) 
with  a  natural  increase  in  world  tension.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  t 
Soviet  Union  tvere  boxed  in  by  at  least  two  great  neutral  Powers, 
could  be  kept  from  e.vtensive  e.\pansion  by  (i)  the  initial  strength  o^ 
such  great  Powers  and  (2)  the  possibility  that  these  Powers  wou 
all)"  with  the  United  States  if  the  Soviet  Union  put  pressure  on  . 
On  the  other  hand,  in  such  a  situation,  the  Soviet  Union  would 
to  turn  to  intensive  e.\pansion  within  these  boundaries  in  economic 
social  directions,  not  only  from  the  demand  witltin  the  Soviet  un 
but  also  because  of  its  own  increased  feeling  of  security  from  the  e. 
tence  of  buffer  Powers  between  the  United  States  and  itself. 

Some  solution  such  as  this  had  been  directly  seen  by 
Acheson  in  regard  to  China  in  1948-1950  but  had  been  destroys 
the  aggressive  Stalinism  of  Mao’s  China  and  the  errors  leading  to 
Korean  War.  In  the  west  the  possibility  had  been  destroyed  by 
immediacy  of  Soviet  pressure  which  had  sliifted  American 
from  European  Union  to  American  alliance  with  Europe  and  to 
economic  revival  there  to  NATO.  And  in  southern  Asia  the  pos.sibi  1 . 
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'’Sd  been  lost  by  Stalin’s  early  pressure  on  Iran  which  led  Dulles  to 
^^gard  Pakistan  instead  of  India  as  the  key  to  the  area. 

^he  necessity  for  choice  between  these  two  arose  from  the  partition 
India  before  independence  in  1947.  In  India,  as  in  Palestine  and  earlier 
Ireland,  partition  before  independence  received  a  strong  impetus 
roni  the  Round  Table  Group,  and  in  all  three  cases  it  led  to  horrors 
violence.  The  cause,  in  all,  was  the  same:  lines  which  seem  to  divide 
•herent  peoples  on  the  map  often  do  not  do  so  on  the  ground,  because 
Peoples  are  intermingled  with  each  other,  there  are  always  third  or  even 
ourth  groups  which  belong  to  neither,  and  their  positions  are  often 
'^3rked  by  separation  in  levels  in  a  social  hierarchv'^  rather  than  by 
^paration  side  by  side  in  geography. 

Ifi  India’s  case,  the  partition  was  a  butchery  rather  than  a  surgical 
P'^ocess.  Imposed  by  the  British,  it  cut  off  two  areas  in  northwestern 
northeastern  India  to  form  a  new  Muslim  state  of  Pakistan  (cutting 
through  the  Sikhs  in  the  process).  The  founders  of  the  two  states, 
andhi  in  India  and  Jinnah  in  Pakistan,  both  died  in  1948,  the  former 
®^ssinated  by  a  Hindu  religious  fanatic,  so  that  the  two  new  nations 
®gan  under  new  leaders.  In  the  postpartition  confusion,  minorities  on 
®  Wrong  side  of  the  lines  sought  to  flee,  as  refugees,  to  India  or  Paki- 
while  the  Sikhs  sought  to  establish  a  new  homeland  for  themselves 
y  exterminating  the  Muslims  in  East  Punjab.  In  a  few  weeks,  at  least 
j|°o,ooo  were  killed  and  twelve  million  were  forced  to  flee  as  refugees, 
'tiost  cases  with  almost  no  possessions.  An  additional  problem  arose 
om  the  Indian  princely  states.  Most  of  these  joined  the  dominion  en- 
osing  their  territory,  but  two  acute  problems  arose:  in  Hyderabad, 
here  a  Muslim  prince  ruled  over  a  Hindu  majority,  and  in  Kashmir, 
here  a  Hindu  prince  ruled  over  a  Muslim  majority.  Hyderabad  was 
med  when  Indian  troops  invaded  and  took  over  the  area,  but  Kashmir, 
h  the  border  of  Pakistan  itself,  could  not  be  settled  in  such  a  summary 
wion  without  precipitating  war  between  the  two  dominions.  Fighting 
he  out,  but  was  eventually  suppressed  by  a  United  Nations  cease-fire 
writing,  Kashmir  still  remains  a  cause  of  enmity  and  contro- 
Unjoined  to  either  state. 

*he  death  of  Jinnah  in  1948  left  Pakistan,  which  was  so  largely  his 
‘^hon,  in  confusion.  Its  two  sections  were  separated  from  each  other 
^  bioo  miles  of  India  territory,  its  boundaries  were  irrational,  its 
ial  foundations  were  torn  to  shreds  by  the  partition,  raw  mater- 

s  Were  left  separated  from  their  processing  plants  in  India,  irrigation 
"als  separated  from  their  reservoirs,  herds  separated  from  their  pastur- 
ports  cut  off  from  hinterland,  and  traders  from  their  markets.  Pakis- 
^  looked  with  yearning  on  Kashmir,  but  at  the  same  time  feared  the 
size  and  population  of  India;  forced  by  its  insecurity  to  regard 
^  arniy  as  the  chief  representation  of  the  state,  it  built  its  unifying 


1050  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

ideology  on  Islam  at  a  time  when  belief  in  Muhammad’s  teachings  was 
dwindling  everywhere.  It  had  no  recognized  capital  city,  but  began 
administration  from  Karachi,  and  could  not  agree  on  a  constitution  un 
Februarv'  1956.  By  that  time  Pakistan  was  filled  with  corruption  an 
unrest.  Its  first  Five-Year  Plan  for  economic  development  was  breaking 
down,  foreign  e.xchange  was  lacking,  and  inflation  with  food-hoarding 
threatened.  The  Five-Year  Plan  ( 1955-1960)  failed  to  make  any  improve* 
ment  in  living  conditions,  since  its  disappointing  2-percent-a-year  increase 
in  production  was  absorbed  by  an  increase  of  similar  size  in  population- 
In  October  1958,  martial  law  was  established  and  the  commander  in 
chief.  General  Muhammad  Ayub  Khan,  became  president  and  qnasi* 
dictator  as  martial-law  administrator. 

In  the  next  four  years  (October  1958-June  1962),  under  military  ru  e, 
Pakistan  was  put  on  a  more  hopeful  course.  A  sweeping  land-reforni 
program  restricted  owners  to  500  acres  of  irrigated,  or  1,000  acres  0 
nonirrigated,  land,  with  the  surplus  distributed  to  existing  tenants  or  other 
peasants.  Former  landlords  received  compensation  for  lost  lands  in  long 
term  bonds.  Extensive  efforts  were  made  to  establish  cooperative  village* 
copied  from  those  of  Yugoslavia,  and  to  reduce  the  birthrate.  The  sec 
ond  Five-Year  Plan  (1960-1965)  got  off  to  a  good  start  with  extensi'® 
foreign  aid,  including  that  of  the  World  Bank,  the  United  States,  a 
pean  consortium,  and  increasing  help  from  the  Soviet  Union.  In  Marc 
1962  a  new  constitution  with  a  strong  presidency  (reserved  for  three 
years  to  Aymb  Khan)  was  announced,  martial  law  ended,  and  elections 
were  held.  But  the  precarious  international  position  of  the  country, 
going  back  to  its  original  rejection  of  neutrality^  continued. 

This  rejection  of  neutrality  was  based  on  a  mixture  of  resentme 
toward  India  and  Afghanistan,  a  vague  feeling  of  fellowship  with  ot 
Muslim  states  of  the  Near  East,  and  a  basic  instability  of  political  1 
These  impelled  Pakistan  toward  a  more  dynamic  foreign  policy  t 
India  and  led  it  to  involvement  in  the  Dulles  network  of  treaties,  1 
eluding  SEATO  and  CENTRO. 

This  network  of  treaties  in  Dulles’s  eyes  was  aimed  at  the  Sov 
Union,  but  in  Karachi  it  w’as  much  more  likely  to  be  viewed  in  ter 
of  Pakistan’s  enmities  with  Afghanistan  and  India.  This,  in  turn,  ten 
to  increase  Soviet  influence  in  Kabul  and  in  Delhi.  The  Kremlin  rna 
vigorous  protests  against  the  Pakistan-Turkish  Treaty  of  Coopernti  ^ 
of  April  1954,  Pakistan-lraqi  alliance  of  January  1955.  the 
States-Pakistan  negotiations  for  mihtary  cooperation  of  1954-1955.  ’ 

above  all,  against  the  Baghdad  Pact  of  November  1955.  The 
militarization  of  Pakistan,  not  only  from  its  domestic  instability  but  tr 
the  advent  of  American  arms,  led  to  a  growing  Indian  concentra 
of  its  military  forces  in  the  west.  This  in  turn  was  interpreted  in 
tan  as  a  threat  to  Kashmir,  and  drove  tension  upward.  At  the  same  n 
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A^fghanistan,  whose  independence  of  Russian  influence  had  been  guar¬ 
anteed  by  the  British  position  in  India  for  over  a  century,  found  itself, 
the  British  vdthdrav’al,  exposed  to  increasing  pressure  both  from  the 
Soviet  Union  and  from  Pakistan.  The  nature  of  these  pressures  may  be 
seen  in  the  fact  that  a  concession  to  France  to  e.xplore  Afghanistan  for 
in  1952  had  to  be  canceled  because  of  Russian  protests.  On  the  other 
nwd,  American  military  aid  to  Pakistan  was  protested  by  Kabul,  and 
‘ed  it  to  accept  Soviet  aid  agreements  in  1954. 

Afghanistan  was  a  multinational,  or  rather  multitribal,  state  in  which 
chief  group  was  the  Pushtu.  The  creation  of  Pakistan  in  1948  left 
®lniost  half  of  this  language  group  in  Pakistan,  and  Afghanistan  at  once 
to  agitate  for  self-determination  for  the  Pushtu.  Success  in  this 
endeavor  would  create  a  new  Pushtunistan  state  which  would  absorb 
•^uch  of  western  Pakistan  and  would  e.xtend  from  Soviet  Central  Asia 
the  Arabian  Sea.  The  Russians  naturally  supported  these  claims,  to 
*'etaliate  against  Pakistan  cooperation  with  the  United  States  and  to 
'^Pen  a  Russian  outlet  to  the  southern  ocean.  In  counterretaliation,  in 
'9SS,  Pakistan  tightened  its  control  over  its  Pushtu  areas  and  closed  the 
Afghan  border,  stopping  all  Afghan  commerce  to  the  south  and  leaving 
^ghanistan  almost  completely  dependent  on  Soviet  outlets.  This  opened 
Way  to  a  great  increase  in  Communist  influence,  including  that  of 
^yiet  satellites,  in  Afghanistan.  These  relations  were  sealed  by  a  state 
''lat  of  Khrushchev  and  Bulganin  to  Kabul  in  November  1955.  From 
came  a  Soviet  loan  of  $100  million  (of  w'hich  $40  million  for  arms) 
2  percent  interest  over  thirty  years.  Large  amounts  of  Soviet  arms 
hundreds  of  Czech  technicians  began  to  move  into  Afghanistan, 
the  Soviet  Union  the  critical  area  in  Asia  was  that  on  either  side 
"^f  the  Caspian  Sea.  That  was  the  only  frontier  where  no  buffer  state 
^^ood  betw'een  the  Western  bloc  and  the  Soviet  Union  itself.  This  was  a 
'^^^^equence  of  Stalin’s  aggressive  threats  to  Iran  and  Turkey  in  1946, 
y'hich  had  driven  them  into  alliance  with  the  West,  but  it  went  far 
in  history  to  the  old  Russian  ambitions  to  reach  the  Persian  Gulf 
®’'d  the  Aegean  Sea.  Because  of  the  danger  to  the  Soviet  Union  in  that 
especially  to  the  Soviet  oil  fields  of  the  Caucasus,  the  Kremlin 
'''as  for  a  long  time  reluctant  to  bypass  the  Turkish-Iran-Pakistan  barrier 
°  seek  to  intervene  in  the  troubled  conditions  of  the  Arab  Near  East. 
“°se  conditions  obviously  provided  ample  opportunities  for  Soviet 
^'^onomic,  ideological,  and  political  disturbances  which  could  be  in- 
to  the  West,  especially  to  western  Europe,  which  was  so  de- 
P^'ident  upon  Middle  East  petroleum  supplies.  Stalin  never  was  willing 
intervene  in  any  area  which  could  not  be  directly  accessible  to  Soviet 
^J''’ps,  and,  once  his  territorial  ambitions  in  northeast  Turkey  and  north- 
^st  Iran  were  defeated  in  1946-1947,  he  left  the  v'hole  Near  East  rela- 
alone. 
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This  condition  continued  almost  unchanged,  in  spite  of  domestic  dis¬ 
turbances  of  a  major  character  in  Iran  and  among  the  Arab  StateSi 
particularly  Egypt.  It  was  not  until  the  summer  of  1955 
Khrushchev  effort  to  exploit  the  troubles  of  the  Near  East  in  order  w 
build  up  local  nationalism  against  the  West  was  made  possible  by 
growing  instability  of  conditions  in  the  area  and  was  called  forth  by 
Dulles’s  persistent  efforts  to  organize  the  area  on  an  anti-Soviet  basis.  Thus 
in  this  area,  as  in  southeastern  and  southern  Asia  earlier,  the  American 
insistence  on  the  noncommitted  nations  adopting  anti-Soviet  lines  openeo 
the  way  for  the  Soviet  to  pose  as  the  friend  of  such  nations  by  sup¬ 
porting  their  neutralism. 

In  Iran  and  Turkey,  already  burned  by  Soviet  fire,  this  effort  was  a 
failure,  but  south  of  this  barrier  the  situation  in  the  Arab  world  was, 
from  .Moscow’s  point  of  vie-w,  far  more  promising.  There  is  little  doubt 
that  the  Soviet  decision  to  upset  the  apple  cart  in  the  Near  East  by 
selling  arms  to  the  Arab  States  was  a  reprisal  for  Dulles’s  long-drawn 
efforts  to  get  the  northern  tier  of  Near  Eastern  states  (Turkey,  Iran, 
and  Pakistan)  into  the  Western  bloc. 

Tiiese  efforts  began  as  far  back  as  May  25,  1950,  when  the  Western 
Powers  offered  to  sell  arms  to  the  Near  Eastern  states  themselves,  1 
the  recipients  would  guarantee  not  to  use  such  arms  for  aggression- 
Fortunately,  nothing  came  from  this  foolish  offer,  because  the  Ara 
states  refused  to  promise  not  to  use  any  arms  against  Israel.  In  fact,  t 
were  very  definite  that  they  would  do  just  that  as  soon  as  they  cou 
untangle  their  own  intra-Arab  squabbles.  In  the  interval,  Iran  and  EgyP^ 
had  domestic  disturbances  which  created  severe  international  repetcus 

Until  recent  years  Iran  remained  a  fairly  typical  underdevelop^^^'I 
Muslim  country,  but  with  distinctive  features  of  its  own  from  the 
that  it  was  not  an  Arab  but  an  Indo-European  country  and  ha 


ancient  heroic  cultural  tradition  of  Persian  origin  which  was 


different  from  the  Arab  traditions  of  the  Near  East.  It  shared, 
the  tribal,  patriarchal,  pastoral,  and  poverty-stricken  nature  o 
Near  East,  and  was  included  in  a  common  geographic  pattern  by 
aridity,  emphasis  on  animal  husbandry,  survival  of  nomadic  life, 
fact  that  its  chief  natural  resource  was  oil.  . 

Although  most  of  Iran’s  inhabitants  are  Muslim,  only  about  one  m 
speaks  Arabic  as  his  primary  language,  while  over  half  speak  er 
The  rest  speak  a  variety  of  dialects  of  w-hich  about  a  fifth  are 
Only  about  one  person  in  seven  is  literate,  usually  in  Persian, 
Arabic  script.  .Most  persons  know  more  than  one  language,  an 
not  uncommon  to  speak  one  language  in  the  family,  write  a  i 
language,  and  pray  in  a  third.  .  -qH 

At  the  end  of’  World  War  II  about  80  percent  of  the  pop«‘ 
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'•vere  peasants,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  geographic  and  social  conditions 
■nade  agriculture  a  most  difficult  way  of  life.  Only  about  one-tenth  of 
fhe  land  was  tilled  (and  only  half  of  that  at  anv  one  time),  while  another 
tenth  Was  used  for  grazing.  The  rest,  amounting  to  four-fifths,  was 
almost  entirely  useless,  being  either  mountainous  or  arid.  Moreover,  the 
peasants  who  tilled  the  land  were  much  oppressed  bv  heavy  rents  to 
absentee  landlords  who  also  controlled,  as  separate  rights,  essential  access 
to  Mater.  Only  about  a  seventh  of  the  land  was  owned  by  the  peasants 
"  ho  worked  it,  and  that  was  either  more  remote  or  of  poorer  quality. 
These  burdens  on  the  land  were  often  so  heavv  that  peasants  retained 
*ttle  more  than  a  fifth  of  what  they  produced.  In  consequence  many 
peasants  had  to  supplement  their  incomes  bv^  work  as  laborers,  as  small 
traders,  or  by  \-iilage  handicrafts.  Generally  the  rigid  categories  of 
economic  activities  in  which  we  think  did  not  c.xist  in  Iran,  so  that  most 
people  had  a  variety  of  activities  as  peasants,  herdsmen,  traders,  govern- 
tiient  employees,  laborers,  and  soldiers  moving  seasonally  or  intermit¬ 
tently  from'  one  activity  to  another.  Even  the  landlords  were,  as  often 
not,  government  employees,  moneylenders,  traders,  or  all  combined. 
This  fluidity  of  economic  functions  was  more  than  canceled  out  by 
Social  rigidity.  Family  and  personal  relationships  were  rigid  and  hierarch¬ 
ical,  and  the  former  were  often  tribal  in  nature.  The  whole  of  Iranian 
ne  Was  imprinted  with  leader-follower  characteristics  of  a  very  personal 
^haracter,  with  loyalty  and  honor  two  of  the  outstanding  features  of  all 
‘^"man  relationships.  Where  these  did  not  operate,  human  relationships 
precarious  and  filled  with  suspicion,  so  that  many  of  the  patterns 
of  life  w  hich  form  the  modern  world,  such  as  political  or  public  relation- 
*oips  and  impersonal  business  relationships,  were  very  weak,  and,  without 
^able  principles,  fell  readily  into  nepotism  and  corruption. 

This  “leadership”  principle  in  Iranian  social  life  supported  a  privileged 
*^ling  group,  or  elite,  which  dominated  the  country.  Made  up  of  land- 
0"'ners  and  gentry,  with  substantial  interests  in  business  (especially 
government  contracts),  it  was  also  the  chief  source  of  high  government 
officials  and  of  army  officers.  The  members  of  this  elite,  mostly  resident 
1^  Tehran,  have,  in  mo.st  cases,  powerful  local  interests  of  an  economic, 
sinily,  and  social  kind  in  various  provinces  and  are  usually  the  leaders 
"f  these  districts.  Between  this  elite  and  the  peasantry  is  a  small  middle 
(jf  businessmen,  professional  persons,  bureaucrats,  and  educated 
P^^ople  who  generally  differ  from  the  elite  because  they  are  less  wealthy, 
^ave  few  if  any  personal  followers,  and,  lacking  personal  support  in 
and  or  famil\%  are  much  less  likely  to  be  associated  w'ith  local  districts, 
bis  middle  class  is  the  principal  source  of  nationalist  feeling;  one  of 
^  chief  features  of  recent  Persian  life  has  been  the  wav  in  w  hich  the 
^ah  has  shifted  the  basis  of  his  support  from  the  elite  landed  group  to 
growing  middle  class  and  to  those  w'hose  social  position  is  based 
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on  know-how  and  training  rather  than  on  wealth  and  family-  Chief 
que^^ion  played  by  the  army  and  the  'agrarian 

A  century  ago,  political  power  in  Iran  was  concentrated  in  the  hands 
ot  the  autocratic  shah  supported  by  the  interlocking  elite  of  landlords 
and  army  ofHcers.  At  that  time  the  shah,  in  fact,  was  not  Persian,  but 
Turkic,  the  Qajar  dynasty  of  1796-1925.  It  was  a  period  in  which 
^ersia  uas  a  zone  of  political  conflict  between  the  imperialism  of  czarist 
ussia  an  that  of  Victorian  Britain.  On  two  occasions,  in  1907  and 
again  m  1942,  these  two  Powers  made  agreements  setting  up  spheres  of 
influence  in  Iran.  Since  these  agreements  were  reached  because  of  their 
common  enmity  toward  Germany,  it  was  almost  inevitable  that  these 
^reements  would  break  down  and  rivalry  be  resumed  on  the  defeat  of 
l^emany  in  1918  and  again  in  1945.  It' was  almost  equally  inevitable 
at  Iran  should  seek  support  from  some  outside  Power  'against  the 
joint  or  parallel  Anglo-Russian  pressure,  as  it  did  from  Germam^  before 
1914,  before  1941,  and  from  the  United  States  since  1946. 

Iran  s  ability  to  resist  any  outside  pressure  was  reduced  by  the  general 
weakneK  and  confusion  of  its  own  governmental  system.  This  was  a 
personal  royal  autocracy  resting  upon  a  feudalized  substructure  of  tribal 
cmets,  great  landlords,  and  religious  leaders,  even  after  the  establishment 
or  a  constitutional  government  and  a  National  Assembly  (the  iMajUs) 
m  1906  The  strong  role  played  by  personal  influence,  especially  that  of 
the  shah  prevents  the  formation  of  real  political  parties  or  the  function¬ 
ing  of  the  governmental  structure  as  a  system  of  principles,  laws,  con¬ 
ventions,  and  established  relationships. 

In  the  days  of  his  autocratic  power,  before  1914,  the  shah  sought  to 
raise  tunds  for  his  personal  use  by  selling  concessions  and  monopolies 
to  toreign  groups.  Most  of  these,  such  as  those  on  tobacco  or  sugar,  were 
exploitative  of  the  Iranian  peoples  and  were  very  unpopular.  Of  these 
conce^ions  the  most  significant  was  one  granted  in  1901  to  VViHiani 
no.x  U  Arcy  for  the  e.xclusive  right  to  e.xploit  all  stages  of  the  petroleum 
usine^  in  all  Iran  except  the  five  provinces  bordering  on  Russia.  The 
control  of  this  concession  shuffled  from  one  corporate  entity  to  another 
until,  m  1909,  It  came  into  possession  of  the  new  Anglo-Persian  Oil 
Company.  This  company  established  the  world’s  largest  refinery  at 
Abadan  on  the  Persian  Gulf  and,  by  1914,  signed  an  agreement  with  the 
British  government  which  made  it  the  chief  source  of  fuel  for  the  British 
iSav  v  It  gradually  e.xtended  its  activities,  through  a  myriad  of  subsidiary 
coiporations,  throughout  the  world  and  simultaneously  came  to  be  cou- 
*A  ^  u  rough  secret  stock  ownership,  by  the  British  government. 

At  the  end  of  World  W  ar  I,  Iran  was  a 'battleground  between  Russia" 
an  British  armed  forces.  By  1920  the  withdrawal  of  British  forces  and 
the  Bolshevization  of  Russia  left  the  anti-Bolshevik  Russian  Cossack 
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Brigade  as  the  only  significant  military  force  in  the  country.  The  chief 
Iranian  officer  in  that  force,  Reza  Pahlavi,  in  the  course  of  1921-1925, 
gradualh’  took  over  control  of  the  government  and  eventually  deposed 
file  incompetent,  twentv-eight-year-old  Shah  Ahmad. 

Reza  Shah  Pahlavi  followed  the  pattern  of  modernization  established 
Kemal  Atatiirk  in  Turkey  but  was  constantly  hampered  by  inade- 
iluate  financial  resources,  by  the  underdeveloped  economic  system,  and 
Iiy  the  backward  social  development  of  the  area.  Nevertheless,  he  did 
*  great  deal  of  uncoordinated  modernization,  especially  in  education, 
I^'v,  and  communications.  His  chief  aim  was  to  break  dowm  tribalism 
localism  and  to  establish  national  loyalty  to  a  unified  Iran.  To  this 
end  he  defeated  the  autonomous  tribes,  settled  nomadic  groups  in  vil¬ 
lages,  shifted  provincial  boundaries  to  break  up  local  lov^alties,  created  a 
national  civil  service  and  police  force,  established  a  national  registration 
"nth  identit)-  cards  for  all,  and  used  universal  conscription  to  mingle 
''arious  groups  in  a  national  army.  One  of  his  chief  efforts,  to  improve 
Communications  and  transportation,  culminated  in  the  Trans-Iranian 
Railway  from  the  Persian  Gulf  to  the  Caspian  Sea,  built  in  eleven  years 
(‘929-1940)  at  a  cost  of  about  $150  million.  Roads  were  constructed 
'''Bere  only  local  paths  had  e.visted  before,  and  some  effort  w'as  made 
establish  industries  to  provide  work  for  a  new'  urban  class. 

.  All  these  projects  required  money,  which  w'as  very  difficult  to  find 
a  country  of  limited  natural  resources.  The  chief  resource,  oil,  was 
bed  up  completely  in  the  concession  held  by  the  Anglo-Persian  Oil 
Company  (later  called  Anglo-Iranian  or  AIOC),  w'ith  the  inevitable 
result  that  it  became  the  target  of  the  Iranian  nationalist  desire  for  ad¬ 
ditional  development  funds.  In  this  struggle  the  older  elite  of  Iranian 
including  the  shah,  the  army,  and  the  landlords  would  have  been 
satisfied  with  a  renegotiated  deal'  w'ith  AIOC  yielding  additional  funds 
‘c  Iran,  but  the  new'Cr  urban  groups  of  professional  and  commercial 
Origin  combined  w'ith  the  religious  agitators  to  demand  the  complete 
removal  of  foreign  economic  influence  by  nationalization  of  the  petro- 
eum  industry. 

^  In  this  division  w'ithin  Iran,  control  of  the  situation  gradually  moved 
roni  the  older  elite  to  the  new'er  nationalist  groups  for  a  variety  of 
reasons.  The  years  of  the  w  orld  depression,  the  financial  crisis,  and  the 
eond  World  War  greatly  intensified  all  the  objectionable  features  of 
^  AIOC  system  and,  at  the  same  time,  seemed  to  show'  that  no  new 
^Sreement  with  the  company  could  remedy  these  objections.  Such  a 
new'  agreement  had  been  made  in  1933,  but  the  situation  became  w'orse 
rom  the  Iranian  nationalist  point  of  view').  Accordingly',  when  the 
&®"ernment  in  1950  tried  to  obtain  a  new'  supplemental  agreement, 
‘onalist  feeling  rose  quickly  against  it  and  demanded  complete  na- 
““alization  of  the  oil  business  instead.  In  June  1950,  the  shah  put  in  as 
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prime  minister  his  man.  General  Ali  Razmara,  formerly  chief  of 
General  Staff,  to  force  through  the  supplemental  agreement.  Opposing 
groups  introduced  nationalization  bills  in  opposition  to  the  government' 

Gradually  the  nationalization  forces  began  to  coalesce  about  ■' 
strange  figure.  Or.  .Muhammad  .Mossadegh  of  an  old,  wealthy,  landed 
family  hich  had  served  the  Qajar  dynasty  as  ministers  of  finance 
since  the  eighteenth  century.  .Mossadegh  was  a  Westernizer  with  an 
earned  doctorate  in  economics  from  a  Swiss  univensity,  a  man  of 
personal  courage  and  few  personal  ambitions  or  desires,  who  was  con¬ 
vinced  that  national  independence  could  be  established  and  the  obvious 
corruption  of  Iranian  political  life  eliminated  only  by  the  recovery  n 
Iranian  control  of  its  own  economic  life  by  nationalization  of  AlO^‘ 
Politically  he  was  a  moderate,  but  his  strong  emotional  appeal  to  Iranian 
nationalism  encouraged  extremist  reactions  among  his  followers. 

Long  and  fruitless  discussions  between  AIOC  and  the  Iranian  govern¬ 
ment,  with  constant  interference  by  the  British  government  led 
stalemate.  The  company  insisted  that  its  status  was  based  on  a  contrac¬ 
tual  agreement  xvhich  could  not  be  modified  without  its  consent,  wm® 
the  British  government  maintained  that  the  agreement  was  a  matter  0 
international  public  law,  like  a  treaty,  which  it  had  a  right  to  enforce' 
The  Iranian  government  declared  that  it  had  the  right  as  a  soverei^ 
state  to  nationalize  an  Iranian  corporation  operating  under  its  law  on 
territory,  subject  only  to  adequate  compensation  and  assumption  of 
contractual  obligations. 

The  Iranian  nationalist  arguments  against  the  company  were  nurner 
ous  and  detailed; 

I.  It  had  promised  to  train  Iranians  for  all  positions  possible, 
instead  had  used  these  only  in  menial  tasks,  trained  few  natives,  a 
employed  many  foreigners. 

:.  It  had  reduced  its  payments  to  Iran,  which  were  based  on 
profits,  by  reducing  the  amount  of  its  profits  by  bookkeeping  , 
For  example,  it  sold  oil  at  very  low  prices  to  wholly  owned  subsichj' 
outside  Iran  or  to  the  British  Navy,  allowing  the  former  to  rese  ^ 
world  prices  so  that  AIOC  made  small  profits,  while  the 
made  very  large  profits  not  subject  to  Iranian  royalty  obligations. 
believed  that  the  profits  of  such  wholly  owned  subsidiaries  were  rc 
part  of  AIOC  and  .should  fall  under  the  consolidated  balance 
AIOC  and  thus  make  payments  to  Iran,  but  as  late  as  1950  AlO 
mitted  that  the  accounts  of  59  such  dummy  corporations  were  not 
eluded  in  the  AIOC  accounts. 

3.  AIOC  generally  refused  to  pay  Iranian  taxes,  especially 
but  paid  such  taxes  to  Britain;  at  the  same  time,  it  calculated  the 
profit  royalties  after  such  taxes,  so  that  the  higher  British  taxes  ' 
the  less  the  Iranian  pay  ment  became.  In  effect,  thus,  Iran  paid  mc 
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to  Britain.  In  1933  AIOC  paid  ^305,418  in  British  taxation  and 
^274,412  in  Iranian  taxes;  in  1948  the  two  figures  were  ^^28, 3 10,353 
^>,3*59,328. 

4-  The  payment  to  Iran  was  also  reduced  by  putting  profits  into 
resert'es  or  into  company  investments  outside  Iran,  often  in  subsidiaries, 
and  calculating  the  Iranian  share  only  on  the  profits  distributed  as 
f^ividends.  Thus  in  1947,  when  profits  were  really  ;^40.5  million,  almost 
^>4-9  million  went  to  British  income  tax,  /11.5  million  went  to  re- 
®^rves,  over  ,^7.1  million  went  to  stockholders  (of  which  ^3.3  million 
to  the  British  government),  and  only  ;^7.i  million  to  Iran.  If  the  pay¬ 
ment  to  Iran  had  been  calculated  before  taxes  and  reserves,  it  would 
have  been  at  least  £  6  million  more  that  year. 

5-  Moreover,  AIOC  was  exempt  from  Iranian  customs  tariffs  on  goods 
^'scessary  to  its  operation  brought  into  the  country.  Since  it  considered 
everything  it  brought  in,  whatever  it  was,  to  be  necessar)%  it  deprived 
*ran  of  about  ^6  million  a  year  by  this. 

.  <5.  The  company  paid  only  a  very  small  portion  of  the  social  costs  of 
operations  in  Persia,  drawing  many  persons  to  arid  and  uninhabited 
portions  of  the  country  and  then  providing  very  little  of  the  costs  of 
housing,  education,  or  "health. 

7-  The  AIOC,  as  a  member  of  the  international  petroleum  cartel,  re¬ 
duced  its  oil  production  in  Iran  and  thus  reduced  Iran’s  royalties. 

The  AIOC  continued  to  calculate  its  payments  to  Iran  in  gold  at 
^S.ioj.  per  ounce  for  years  after  the  world  gold  price  had  risen  to  ;^i3 
ounce,  while  the  American  corporation,  Aramco,  in  Saudi  Arabia  raised 
gold  price  on  demand. 

9-  The  AIOC’s  monopoly  on  oil  export  from  Iran  prevented  develop¬ 
ment  of  other  Iranian  oil  fields  in  areas  outside  the  AIOC  concession. 

a  consequence  of  all  these  activities,  the  Iranian  nationalists  of 
*9S2  felt  angered  to  think  that  Iran  had  given  up  300  million  tons  of 
ml  Over  fiftv  years  and  received  £  105  million,  while  Britain  had  in- 
'’^sted  only  £10  million  and  obtained  about  million  in  profits. 

The  Iranian  opposition  to  nationalization  was  broken  in  March  1951, 
"'hen  the  prime  minister,  Ali  Razmara,  and  his  minister  of  education 

'^te  assassinated  within  a  space  of  two  weeks.  The  nationalization  law 
passed  the  following  month  and,  at  the  same  time,  at  the  request 
of  the  .Majlis,  the  shah  appointed  Mossadegh  prime  minister  to  carry  it 
This  was  done  with  considerable  turmoil,  which  included  strikes  by 
y*OC  workers  against  mistimed  British  wage  cuts,  anti-British  street 
^tots,  and  the  arrival  of  British  gunboats  at  the  head  of  the  Persian  Gulf, 
"father  than  give  up  the  enterprise  or  operate  it  for  the  Iranian  govern¬ 
ment,  AIOC  began  to  curtail  operations  and  ship  home  its  engineers. 
'^0  May  25,  1951,  it  appealed  to  the  International  Court  of  Justice  in 
^P'te  of  Iranian  protests  that  the  case  was  a  domestic  one,  not  inter- 
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national.  Only  on  July  22,  1952,  did  the  court’s  decision  uphold  Ira^s 
contention  by  refusing  jurisdiction. 

At  first  the  United  States,  and  especially  its  ambassador  in  Tehran 
supported  the  Iranian  position.  It  feared  that  British  recalcitrance  wou 
drive  Iran  toward  Russia,  and  was  especially  alarmed  at  the  possibilit) 
of  any  landing  of  British  forces,  since  this  would  allow  the  Soviet  Union 
to  invade  the  North  Iranian  provinces  as  jirovided  in  the  Soviet-Inm 
Treaty  of  1921.  However,  it  soon  became  evident  that  the  Soviet  Union, 
while  supporting  Iran’s  position,  was  not  going  to  interfere.  The 
ican  position  then  became  increasingly  pro-British  and  anti-Mossadegn- 
This  was  intensified  by  the  shift  in  administration  from  Truman 
Eisenhower  early  in  1953,  and  by  the  pressures  on  the  American  govern¬ 
ment  by  the  international  petroleum  cartel.  At  the  same  time,  t 
American  oil  companies,  which  had  briefly  hoped  that  they  might  replace 
AIOC  in  the  Persian  area,  decided  that  their  united  front  with  AIU 
in  the  world  cartel  was  more  valuable  to  them. 

This  world  oil  cartel  had  developed  from  a  tripartite  agreement 
signed  on  September  17,  1928  by  Royal  Dutch-Shell,  Anglo-Iranian’ 
and  Standard  Oil.  The  three  signers  were  Sir  Henri  Deterding  of  She  , 
Sir  John  (later  Lord)  Cadman  of  AIOC,  and  Walter  C.  Tcagle  of  Esso- 
These  agreed  to  manage  oil  prices  on  the  world  market  by  charging  “ 
agreed  fixed  price  plus  freight  costs,  and  to  store  surplus  oil  which  mign 
w'eaken  the  fixed  price  level.  By  1949  the  cartel  had  as  members  t 
seven  greatest  oil  companies  of  the  world  (Anglo-Iranian,  Royal 
Shell,  Esso,  Calso,  Socony- Vacuum,  Gulf,  and  Texaco).  Excluding  t  ^ 
United  States  domestic  market,  the  Soviet  Union,  and  Me.xico,  it  con 
trolled  92  percent  of  the  world’s  reserves  of  oil,  88  percent  of  the  wor 
production,  77  percent  of  the  world’s  refining  capacity,  and  70  pet'^ 
of  the  world’s  tonnage  in  ocean  tankers. 

As  soon  as  Britain  lost  its  case  in  the  International  Court  of  Justice  a 
it  became  clear  that  Iran  would  go  ahead  with  its  nationalization,  mi 
put  into  effect  a  series  of  reprisals  against  Iran  which  rapidly 
the  country.  Iranian  funds  in  Britain  were  blocked;  its  purchases 
British-controlled  markets  were  interrupted;  and  its  efforts  to  sell 
abroad  were  frustrated  by  a  combination  of  the  British  Navy  and 
world  oil  cartel  (which  closed  its  sales  and  distribution  facilities 
Iranian  oil).  These  cut  off  a  substantial  portion  of  the  Iranian 
ment’s  revenues  and  forced  a  drastic  curtailment  of  government  expen 
tures.  j 

To  deal  with  this  situation,  especially  to  cut  the  military  bu  g^’ 
Mossadegh,  in  July  1952,  asked  for  full  powers  from  the 
He  w'as  refused  and  resigned,  but  the  Ahmad  Ghavam 
which  replaced  him  lasted  only  six  days,  resigning  under  pressure 
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pro-A'Iossadegh  street  riots.  Back  in  office,  Mossadegh  obtained  dicta¬ 
torial  power  for  sLx  months.  He  broke  off  diplomatic  relations  with  the 
British,  closed  down  nine  British  consular  offices,  deported  various 
British  economic  and  cultural  groups,  and  dismissed  both  the  Senate 
the  Iranian  Supreme  Court,  which  were  beginning  to  question  his 
motions. 

By  that  time  (summer,  1953)  almost  irresistible  forces  were  building 
ttp  against  Mossadegh,  since  lack  of  Soviet  interference  gave  the  West 
full  freedom  of  action.  The  British,  the  AIOC,  the  world  petroleum 
^srtel,  the  American  government,  and  the  older  Iranian  elite  led  by  the 
shah  combined  to  crush  Mossadegh.  The  chief  effort  came  from  the 
American  supersecret  intelligence  agency  (CIA)  under  the  personal 
direction  of  its  director,  Allen  W.  Dulles,  brother  of  the  secretary  of 
*^ate.  Dulles,  as  a  former  director  of  the  Schroeder  Bank  in  New  York, 
an  old  associate  of  Frank  C.  Tiarks,  a  partner  in  the  Schroeder  Bank 
London  since  1902,  and  a  director  of  the  Bank  of  England  in  1912- 
‘94S<  as  well  as  Lazard  Brothers  Bank,  and  the  AIOC.  It  will  be  recalled 


that  the  Schroeder  Bank  in  Cologne  helped  to  arrange  Hitler’s  accession 
power  as  chancellor  in  January  1933. 

Managing  Mossadegh’s  fall  in  August,  1953,  was  considerably  easier, 
**tice  he  left  his  defense  wide  open  by  an  attack  on  the  prerogatives  of 
'■he  Iranian  Army,  apparently  in  the  belief  that  the  army  would  be 
prevented  from  moving  against  him  by  his  influence  over  the  mobs  in 
he  -streets  of  Tehran.  But  throughout  the  Near  East,  street  mobs  are 
easily  roused  and  directed  by  those  who  are  willing  to  pay,  and  Dulles 
the  unlimited  secret  funds  of  the  CIA.  From  these  he  gave  $10 
'hillion  to  Colonel  H.  Norman  Schwartzkopf,  former  head  of  the  New 
^rsey  State  Police,  who  was  in  charge  of  training  the  Imperial  Iranian 
endarmeric,  and  this  was  judiciously  applied  in  ways  wdiich  changed 
^  mobs’  tune  considerably  from  July  to  August  1953.  ^he  whole 
'Operation  was  directed  by  Dulles  himself  from  Switzerland  where  he 
visited  by  Schwartzkopf,  the  American  ambassador  to  Tehran,  Loy 
^  enderson,  and  messengers  from  the  shah  in  the  second  week  of  August 

Mossadegh  purged  the  army  of  opposition  elements  without  complete 
in  the  spring  of  1953,  going  so  far  as  to  arrest  the  chief  of  staff 
March  1st.  In  July  he  sought  to  bypass  the  Assembly  and  demon- 
his  irresistible  popular  support  by  having  all  his  supporters  resign 
°m  the  Majlis  (thus  paralyzing  its  operations),  and  held  a  plebiscite  in 
^^^gust  to  approve  his  policies.  The  official  vote  in  the  plebiscite  was 
*^"’0  million  approvals  against  twelve  hundred  disapprovals,  but 
^^ossadegh’s  days  were  numbered.  On  August  13th  the  shah  precipitated 
®  planned  anti-Mossadegh  coup  by  naming  General  Fazlollah  Zahedi 
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as  prime  minister,  and  sent  a  messenger  dismi.ssing  Mossadegh.  The  latter 
refused  to  yield,  and  called  his  supporters  into  the  streets,  where  thev 
rioted  against  the  shah,  who  fled  with  his  family  to  Rome.  Two  days 
later,  anti-.Mossadegh  mobs,  supported  by  the  army,  defeated  Mossa¬ 
degh’s  supporters  in  Tehran,  killing  several  hundred.  A'lossadegh  'va* 
forced  out  of  office  and  replaced  by  General  Zahedi.  The  shah  returned 
from  Itah’  on  August  22nd. 

The  fall  of  Mossadegh  ended  the  period  of  confusions  which  na 
ensued  since  the  forced  abdication  of  Reza  Shah  in  1941.  From  i95j 
on,  the  shah  and  the  army,  backed  by  the  conservative  elite,  controHe 
the  country  and  the  docile  Majlis.  Two  weeks  after  the  shah’s  counter¬ 
coup,  the  United  States  gave  Iran  an  emergency  grant  of  S45  miH'o'^' 
increased  its  annual  economic  aid  payment  to  $23  million,  and  began  W 
pay  Sy  million  a  month  in  Mutual  Security  Funds.  These  paymer>rs 
reached  a  total  of  a  quarter  of  a  billion  dollars  over  five  V'ears.  In  return 
Iran  became  a  firm  member  of  the  Western  bloc,  joined  the  Bagnda 
Pact  (Central  Treaty  Organization)  in  1955,  and  provided  a  close  base 
for  surreptitious  actions  (such  as  U-2  overflights)  against  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  Communist-controlled  Tudeh  Party,  the  only  political  pai'k'' 
in  Iran  with  the  established  doctrine  and  organized  structure  of  such  a 
party  in  the  M’estern  sense,  had  been  officially  banned  in  1949  but  n 
supported  .Mossadegh  from  underground,  where  it  was  relentless) 
pursued  after  1953. 

i960  the  shah  felt  his  position  sufficiently  strong  to  tr)"  to  pursue 
policy  of  his  own,  and  began  to  shift  his  alignment  from  the  older  e  1^^ 
group  of  landlords  and  army  toward  the  more  progressive  groups 
urban  middle-class  professional  peoples  which  had  supported 
The  chief  evidence  of  this  was  an  effort  to  adopt,  more  or  less  as 
personal  policy,  a  program  of  agrarian  reform  which  sought  to  res 
each  landlord's  holdings  to  a  single  village,  taking  all  excess  lands  ov 
for  government  payments  spread  over  ten  years  and  granting  the  la 
to  the  peasants  who  worked  them  in  return  for  payments  spread  ov 
fifteen  years.  The  shah’s  own  estates  were  among  the  first  to  be 
buted,  but  by  the  end  of  1962  over  five  thousand  other  villages  had 
been  granted  to  their  peasants. 

In  the  meantime  the  oil  dispute  was  settled  by  a  compromi.se 
tober  1954.  The  exploitation  and  marketing  of  Iran’s  oil  was  taken  0 
by  a  consortium  of  existing  petroleum  companies  from  the  world  car^^ 
and  some  American  “independents,”  with  a  40  percent  interest  lie 
AIOC  itself.  The  previous  disputes  were  compromised  without 

-  ■  “  ■  ■  -  ■  .r  both  sides  had  a  coniinon 


much  difficulty  once  it  was  recognized  that  both  sides  had  a  c 


,  order 


interest  in  preserving  the  world  structure  of  managed  oil  prices  m 
to  ensure  substantial  incomes  to  both.  The  incomes  to  Iran  were 
siderablv  increased,  averaging  about  $250  million  or  more  a  year. 
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THE  NEAR  EAST 

The  oil  crisis  in  Iran  was  limited  in  scope  and  duration.  Neither  of 
these  can  be  said  of  the  great  and  continuing  crisis  experienced  by  the 
Arabic  Near  East  in  the  twentieth  century-  The  crisis  of  these  countries 
'Vas  a  crisis  of  the  system  itself,  the  collapse  of  Islamic  civilization  culmi- 
tiating  in  the  disappearance  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  which  ruled  over  it 
tt  Its  later  stages.  The  Near  East  today  is  the  wreckage  of  that  civili¬ 
sation,  and  as  such  presents  problems  far  greater  than  the  simple  one  of 
inadequate  natural  resources.  Rather,  the  problem  is  a  triple  one  of 
tesources,  of  creating  a  workable  and  viable  social  organization,  and  of 
'developing 

patterns  of  belief,  outlook,  and  feelings  which  have  some 
Constructive  value  for  human  survival. 

dn  this  colossal  problem  the  influence  of  the  Soviet  Union,  or  of  the 
yestern  Powers,  or  even  of  the  Cold  War  conflict  itself  are  relatively 
minor  matters  which  could  be  reduced  to  much  less  significance  if  the 
peoples  of  the  area  could  get  themselves  organized,  both  externally  and 
nitcrnally,  into  some  viable  arrangement  of  living  patterns.  The  same 
problem  is  being  faced  throughout  the  broad  band  of  countries  from 
Indonesia  and  Japan,  across  China  and  India,  throughout  Africa,  to  Latin 
Arnerica;  but  almost  nowhere  is  the  problem  more  acute,  and  apparently 
more  hopeless,  than  in  the  Near  East.  This  arises  from  the  area’s  strategic 
importance  between  Asia,  Africa,  and  Europe,  its  nearness  to  the  Soviet 
ynion,  its  central  position  in  the  air  routes  and  the  water  communica¬ 
tions  of  the  world  (symbolized  by  the  Suez  Canal),  and  its  great  signifi- 
cance  in  the  tx^orld’s  petroleum  supplies. 

The  broadest  aspects  of  the  Near  East’s  problems  must  be  reserved 
^  2  later  discussion  dealing  with  the  general  problems  of  the  Buffer 
tinge  and  the  underdeveloped  areas.  At  the  moment  we  must  concen- 
Tate  on  the  tw  o  most  acute  and  immediate  problems  of  the  area.  These 
Israel  and  Egypt. 

These  tw'o  problems  are  working  within  a  background  of  five  signifi¬ 
cant  factors.  First  is  the  continuing  Soviet-American  rivalry,  which 
^nefits  no  one  in  the  Near  East.  Second  is  the  sordid  and  grinding 
P'iVerty  of  Near  Eastern  life,  a  poverty  made  up,  in  almost  equal  parts, 
poor  natural  resources  (especially  water  shortages),  wasteful  and 
mrational  social  organization,  and  hopelessly  uncooperative  and  spiteful 
Personality  patterns.  Third  is  the  shifting  but  perpetual  dynastic  and 
P'^litical  rivalries  of  the  area  among  the  Arab  countries  themselves, 
ourth  is  the  almost  incredibly  misdirected  interferences  from  the 
'Western  Powers,  especially  the  United  States.  And  fifth  is  the  dominant 
played  by  the  armed  forces  in  Near  Eastern  life, 
these  five  background  factors,  only  the  last  requires  any  amplifi- 
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cation  here.  Wherever  a  modem  state  structure  appears  in  an  impover 
ished  environment,  the  possession  of  arms  is  restricted  to  a  small  gro'^P 
and  tends  to  bring  control  of  the  whole  society  under  the  influence  o 
those  who  possess  the  arms.  This  problem  becomes  particularly  acute  i'’ 
areas  where  other  countervailing  factors,  such  as  religion,  family  i’’ 
fluence,  or  traditional  organizations  are  weak  and  where  the  social  values 
of  the  society  place  a  high  esteem  on  military  prowess  or  violence.  Tli® 


•enth 

This 


Arabs  had  always  been  warlike;  by  adopting  Islam  in  the  seV 
century’,  they  acquired  a  religion  which  intensified  this  tendency- 
was  clearly  shown  in  the  Saracen  conquests  of  the  Near  East,  Nort 
Africa,  and  southwestern  Europe  within  a  century  of  iMuhamm^id  s 
death.  Certain  restraints,  however,  were  placed  upon  this  militarism  by 


the 


other  factors,  such  as  the  religious  elements  in  Islam  and  the  powei 
influence  of  family  and  tribal  loyalties.  By  the  twentieth  century  ^ 
steady  dwindling  of  these  alternative  influences  and  finally  tlic  totJ 
disintegration  of  Islamic  society  left  militarism  in  a  much  more  domina^'- 
position.  This  situation  is  evident  wherever  Arabic  influence  spread, 
including  North  Africa,  Spain,  and  Latin  America,  so  that  today  m® 
army  is  the  chief  political  force  all  the  way  from  the  Persian  Gulf  to 
Peru.  We  have  already  seen  the  chief  e.xample  of  this  in  Spain. 

The  situation  is  roughly  the  same  throughout  the  Arabic  Near  East- 
This  dominance  by  the  armed  forces  would  not  be  so  objectionable  were 
it  not  that  their  leaders  are  (i)  ignorant,  (2)  selfish,  (3)  outstanding  oo' 
Stacies  to  any  progressive  reorganization  of  the  community,  especially  by 
their  diversion  of  the  limited  wealth  available  for  social  or  economic  in¬ 
vestment,  and  (4)  are  so  lacking  in  military  morale  or  competence  that 
they  provide  almost  no  protection  for  the  areas  which  they  are  presum¬ 
ably  supposed  to  defend.  Certainly  any  area  needs  some  organized  fm^^® 
of  arms-bearing  persons  to  maintain  public  order  and  to  protect  t 
area  from  e.xtemal  interference,  but  the  incompetence  of  the  existing 
armed  forces  from  Kuwait  to  Bolivia  is  so  great  that  a  superior  degree 
of  public  order  and  defense  could  have  been  achieved  with  a  greater 
degree  of  stability  from  a  simple  gendarmerie  equipped  with  motor 
cars  and  hand  guns  than  from  the  expensive  arrays  of  complicated  an 
misused  equipment  which  have  been  provided  for,  or  forced  upon,  t 
armies  of  this  great  area  from  the  United  States,  the  West  European  PoW 
ers,  or.  (since  1955)  the  Communist  bloc. 

Although  parliamentar)’  regimes,  in  imitation  of  Britain  and  France, 
had  been  established  throughout  the  Near  East,  as  in  much  of  the  w’or  > 
they  never  functioned  as  democratic  or  even  constitutional  systems  be^ 
cause  of  the  lack  of  organized  political  parties  and  of  an\’  traditions  0 
civil  and  personal  rights.  Political  parties  remained  largely  personal 
lowings  or  blocs,  and  political  power,  based  on  the  arl)itrary  autocracy 
of  Semitic  patriarchal  family  life,  was  also  personal,  and  never  took  on  t 
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'nipersonal  characteristics  associated  with  Western  rule  of  law  and  con- 
situtional  practices.  The  weakness  of  any  conception  of  rules,  and  of 
material  benefits  which  help  rules  to  sur\'ive,  made  it  impossible  for 
the  Near  East  to  grasp  the  conventions  associated  with  cooperation  in 
opposition  found  in  the  Western  two-party  s\'stem,  parliamentary  prac¬ 
tices,  and  spons. 

The  whole  range  of  human  and  universal  relations  of  the  Arabs  was 
ttionistic,  personal,  and  e.vtralegal,  in  contrast  to  that  of  the  West,  which 
teas  pluralistic,  impersonal,  and  subject  to  rules.  As  a  result,  constitutional 
and  tM'o-partv  politics  were  incomprehensible  to  the  Near  East,  and  the 
parliainentarv  system,  where  it  e.xisted,  was  only  a  facade  for  an  auto¬ 
cratic  system  of  personal  intrigues.  It  is  no  accident  that  tw  o-party  pol- 
’’^ics  functioned  in  the  Near  East  only  briefly  and  in  two  non-Arabic,  if 
'^'luslim,  countries:  Turkey  and  the  Sudan,  it  is  also  no  accident  that  in 
•^cst  of  the  Near  East,  the  chief  method  for  changing  a  government  w'as 
^.V  assassination  and  that  such  actions  usuallv'  took  place  in  the  most 
Cowardly  fashion  (to  Western  eyes)  such  as  shooting  in  the  back. 

^he  growth  of  militarism  in  the  Near  East  modified  these  political 
practices  to  some  extent  but  without  changing  them  in  any  fundamental 
The  parliament  was  ignored  or  abolished,  political  groups  and  blocs 
''’ere  eliminated  or  outlawed,  often  being  replaced  by  a  single  amorphous 
meaningless  party  whose  sole  purpose  w'as  propaganda;  and  military 
^^ministration  generally  replaced  civil  parliamentary  government.  Most 
deviously,  perhaps,  changes  of  regime  now  take  place  by  military  coups 
Instead  of  by  rigged  elections  or  by  assassinations.  Even  the  Sudan  and 
Turkey  had  their  tw  o-party  parliamentary  regimes  overturned  by  military 
d'etat  in  1958  and  in  i960.  Elsew'here  factions  within  the  officers’ 
'^^^ps  have  replaced  parliamentary  political  parties  as  the  significant  units 
^  political  conflict.  Thus  Iraq  had  military  coups  in  1936,  1941,  1958,  and 
‘9*53.  Similar  events  w  ere  frequent  in  Syria,  notably  in  1949,  1951,  1961, 
1962. 

That  the  poverty,  chaos,  and  disunity  of  the  Arab  w  orld  w'as  a  con- 
/I'lence  of  organizational  and  morale  factors  rather  than  of  such  objec- 
obstacles  as  limited  natural  resources  is  clear  from  the  case  of  Israel. 
^'‘0,  in  less  than  eight  thousand  square  miles  with  no  significant  re- 
“'^tces  and  hampered  by  endless  e.xternal  obstacles,  the  Zionist  move- 
Cut  has  constructed  the  strongest,  most  stable,  most  progressive,  most 
^^mocratic,  and  most  hopeful  state  in  the  Near  East.  This  was  possible 
, of  the  morale  of  the  Israeli,  which  w’as  based  on  outlooks  anti- 
s  attitudes  of  the  Arabs.  The  Israeli  were  full  of  self-sacrifice, 

'discipline,  social  solidarity,  readiness  to  work,  cooperation,  and  hopes 
^5  future.  Their  ideology  was  largeh"  Western,  wdth  a  devmtion  to 
^  *^nce,  democracy,  individual  respect,  technology,  and  the  future  which 
d  match  or  exceed  the  best  periods  of  the  Western  past.  All  these 


things  made  them  anathema  to  the  Arabs,  whose  hysterical  hatred  "’as 
not  really  aimed  at  the  loss  of  Palestine  as  a  land  but  at  the  presence  oi 
the  Israeli,  whose  qualities  were  a  refutation  of  generations  of  Arab  self' 
deceptions  and  pretenses. 

The  precarious  balance  the  British  had  tried  to  keep  in  Palestine  he- 
tueen  their  promises  to  the  Zionists  and  their  efforts  to  placate  the 
Arabs  were  destroyed  by  Hitler’s  determination  to  annihilate  the  Je"'* 
of  Europe  and  the  conditions  of  World  War  II  which  made  it  seem  that 
he  u  ould  be  successful.  The  Jews,  their  supporters,  and  allies  tried  to 
smuggle  in  any  Jews  who  could  be  saved  from  Europe.  Since  there 
nowhere  else  thev  could  go,  many  were  smuggled  into  Palestine.  Bnt' 
ish  efforts  to  prevent  this,  in  fulfillment  of  their  obligations  to  the  Arabs 
under  the  League  of  Nations  .Mandate,  led  to  a  kind  of  guerrilla  warfare 
between  Jews  and  British,  with  the  Arabs  attacking  the  former  intet' 
mittently.  This  problem  reached  acute  form  when  the  conquest  of  Ger¬ 
many  opened  the  doors  for  surviving  Jews  to  escape  from  the  horrors 
of  Nazism.  In  August  1945,  President  Truman  asked  British  permission' 
to  admit  100,000  European  Jews  into  Palestine,  but  his  repeated  requests 
were  refused.  Ignoring  such  permission,  large-scale  efforts  were  made  to 
smuggle  Jewish  refugees  into  Palestine,  where  they  could  be  cared  fo 
by  Jewish  groups.  .Many  of  these  were  transported  under  frightful  con 
ditions  in  overcrowded,  leaky  ships,  which  were  often  intercepted  by  t 
British,  who  took  their  passengers  to  concentration  camps  in  Cyptn^®' 
From  such  actions  came  reprisals  and  counter-reprisals. 

The  Zionist  settlement  in  Palestine  was  largely  agricultural,  the  iif 
migrants  being  senled  in  close-knit  village  communities  on  lands,  ^ 
semiarid  lands,  purchased  bv  funds  raised  by  tlie  W’orld  Zionist  con 
ence  or  its  friends  and  administered  under  the  Jewish  Agency  for  P^ 
tine.  These  organizations  gave  the  Zionist  groups,  over  several  oeca  ’ 
the  political  and  administrative  e.xperience  and  the  patterns  of  self-sacn 
for  a  common  cause  which  provided  tlie  functioning  political 
for  the  state  of  Israel  as  the  British  mandate  for  Palestine  was  ende 
1948.  The  Zionist  communal  villages,  under  constant  danger  of  attac  y 
Arab  raiders,  developed  a  mentality  somewhat  like  that  of  early  ^  ^ 

ican  frontier  settlements  amid  hostile  Indians.  Each  village  devolopc^^^ 
force  of  trained  defense  fighters,  its  Haganah.  with  arms  hidden  m 
village,  or  in  a  regional  center,  for  the  day  in  which  they  must  figb*: 
their  continued  e.vistence.  This  Haganah  organization  subsequent  > 
came  the  Armv  of  Israel. 

British  raids  on  Zionist  centers  to  arrest  illegal  immigrants  or  to 
hidden  arms,  and  Arab  attacks  upon  incautious  Zionist  settlements, 
led  to  reprisals  and  counter-reprisals  and  to  the  creation  of  violent 
bitter  splinter  groups  within  the  Zionist  effort.  The  Jewish  Ageucy 
not  have  absolute  control  over  the  Haganah  and  had  decreasmgi) 
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a  number  of  minute  reprisal  groups  of  which  the  chief  were  the 
^^treniist  Irgun  Zvai  Le’umi,  with  several  thousand  members,  or  the 
'terrorist  “Stern  Gang”  of  less  than  two  hundred.  The  latter  group  had 
'iHirdered  the  British  high  commissioner.  Lord  Moyne,  in  November 
'944'  :ind  later  assassinated  the  United  Nations  mediator,  Count  Folke 
“ernadotte  of  Sweden,  in  September  1948. 

During  the  years  1945-1948,  the  Jewish  Agency  sought  to  establish  a 
Jewish  state  in  Palestine,  to  remove  the  rigid  British  restrictions  on  Jew¬ 
ish  immigration  and  Jeu'ish  land  purchases,  and  to  obtain  an  international 
to  finance  its  Jewish  settlement  policies.  These  were  resisted,  not 
e^ily  because  of  Britain’s  desires  to  remain  on  amicable  relations  with  the 
■^•■ab  states,  but  also  from  the  obvious  lack  of  sympathy  for  the  Zionist 
Cause  within  the  British  government,  especially  after  Churchill’s  National 
8o'’ernment  was  replaced  by  a  Labour  Party  regime  in  1945.  The  im¬ 
mediate  demand  for  admission  of  100,000  Jewish  refugees  from  Europe 
'yas  rejected  by  the  British,  and  efforts  to  smuggle  some  of  these  in  gave 
hse  to  conditions  of  quasi- warfare  between  Britain  and  the  Zionist  groups. 
^  League  of  the  neighboring  Arab  states  which  had  been  formed  under 
fitish  sponsorship  in  March  1945  took  as  its  chief  aim  the  destruction 
^  Che  Zionist  plans,  and  sought  to  block  Jewish  immigration  or  use  up 
'^®ganah  arms  by  sneak  raids  on  Zionist  frontier  settlements. 

When  the  Labour  government  in  June  1946  refused  the  Zionist  re- 
cjiiest  for  admission  of  the  100,000  refugees,  and,  instead,  sought  to  arrest 
members  of  the  Jewish  Agency,  the  Irgun  Zvai  Le’umi  in  reprisal 
^•'^ploded  500  pounds  of  TNT  under  the  British  headquarters  in  the  east 
)'’mg  of  the  lu.vurious  King  David  Hotel  in  Jerusalem,  killing  almost  a 
^cidred  persons.  The  World  Zionist  Congress  elections  of  December 
mowed  decreasing  support  for  more  moderate  figures  like  Dr.  Chaim 
'  cizniann  and  David  Ben-Gurion.  The  former  won  reelection  as  presi- 
of  tile  World  Zionist  Movement  by  a  bare  majority,  and  refused 
offer  his  name  for  reelection  as  president  of  the  Jewish  Agency.  This 
mercase  in  the  e.vtremist  influence  within  the  Zionist  movement  made  it 
to  Britain  that  peace  in  Palestine  could  be  maintained  only  at  a 
great  cost  which  the  Labour  government  was  unable  and  unwilling  to 
Support  for  the  mandate  from  the  United  States  was  unobtainable, 
^nce  Washington  generally  tended  to  favor  the  Jewish  side,  while  the 
cccish,  in  spite  of  their  valiant  efforts  to  appear  impartial,  clearly  fa- 
^oted  the  Arabs.  Death  sentences  on  Jewish  terrorists,  first  carried  out 
y  the  British  in  1947,  merely  intensified  the  violence,  with  the  British 
^tilled  forces  suffering  about  three  casualties  a  week,  one-third  fatal. 

Jee  April  1947,  the  British  sought  to  escape  from  the  situation  by  ap- 
Pi^aling  to  the  United  Nations,  which  voted  in  November  to  partition 
,^‘Estine  into  two  intemvining  Jewish  and  Arab  zones,  with  an  interna- 
honal  zone  in  Jerusalem.  The  Arab  League  rejected  partition,  and  its 
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members  swore  to  resist  it  by  force,  by  a  “relentless  war,”  according  t** 
a  Cairo  newspaper.  This  war  opened  with  Arab  riots  in  Palestine  against 
the  UN  vote  at  the  very  time  that  the  Jews  were  welcoming  it.  Arab 
irregulars  began  to  enter  Palestine  from  Syria  and  Egypt  as  the  British 
began  to  withdraw  from  their  long  effort  to  administer  the  country- 

This  British  wthdrawal  from  Palestine  was  but  one  aspect  of  the  gen- 
eral  withdrawal  of  Britain  from  its  prewar  world  and  imperial  position- 
It  was  a  consequence  of  the  general  political  weakening  of  Great  BritaiOi 
its  acute  economic  and  financial  position  in  the  postwar  period  and,  above 
all,  by  the  grow'ing  preference  of  the  ordinary  British  voter  for  socia 
welfare  and  higher  living  standards  at  home  over  the  remote  and  inip^^^' 
sonal  glories  of  imperial  prestige  abroad. 

On  September  26,  1947,  the  British  announced  they  would  withdra'*^ 
from  Palestine  and  that  failure  to  obtain  a  United  Nations  admimstra' 
tion  or  anv  accepted  Arab-Zionist  partition  would  not  delay  this  process- 
However,  the  British  w'ere  determined  not  to  hand  over  the  administva' 
tion  to  the  only  organization  available  which  was  capable  of  handing 
the  job,  the  Jewish  Agency,  and  as  a  result  simply  abandoned  or  close 
down  many  public  services  and  destroyed  or  left  many  essential  admin 
istrative  records.  This  created  a  chaotic  situation  in  which  the  Ara 
League  was  unable  to  rule,  the  United  Nations  and  Britain  were  unwilling 
to  rule,  and  the  Jewish  Agency  was  prevented  from  taking  over  by  ^ 
retiring  British  forces.  , 

At  the  beginning  of  April  1948,  small  forces  from  Syria,  Iraq,  ^ 
Egypt  entered  Palestine  to  support  the  local  Arabs’  efforts  to  prevent  t^  ^ 
Jewish  Agency  taking  control  of  the  country.  They  were  followed 
the  Arab  Legion  of  Transjordan,  under  British  officers,  which  came  m 
soon  as  the  British  mandate  ended  on  May  14,  1948.  Although  the  Zion 
ists  W'ere  outnumbered  and  had  inferior  equipment,  their  courage,  tenaci 
and  persistence,  combined  with  the  mutual  rivalries  and  divisions  awo  e 
the  five  Arab  groups,  allowed  the  Israeli  to  establish  and  consolidate 
Zionist  government  in  several  areas  of  Palestine.  During  the 
financial  support  from  American  sympathizers  allowed  the  Zionists 
rectify  the  arms  disequilibrium,  chiefly  by  purchases  from  Czecno 
vakia,  which  had  just  joined  the  Iron  Curtain  bloc  in  March. 

As  early  as  January,  many  Arab  families  had  begun  to  flee  from  “  . 

tine,  and  by  June  this  became  a  flood.  Many  left  voluntarily, 
by  the  unrealistic  promises  of  the  Arab  League  to  return  them  as 
querors  after  the  total  defeat  of  Zionism,  but  a  substantial  number  ' 
uprooted  and  e.xpelled  by  Zionist  retaliatory  actions.  Eventually,  in 
of  the  Jewish  Agency’s  promise  that  Arabs  would  be  w'elcome  to 
tinue  to  live  in  Israel  if  they  did  not  act  to  subvert  the  new 
number  of  refugees  reached  an  estimated  6^2,000  persons.  .Most  or 
were  settled  in  camps  along  the  frontiers  in  Jordan  and  in  EgyP*" 
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'''ere  maintained  by  international  charity  administered  under  the  United 
Nations. 

Efforts  to  resettle  these  unfortunates  within  the  Arab  States  of  the 
Near  East  were  blocked  by  these  states,  which  refused  to  cooperate  in 
^ny  such  recognition  of  the  changed  situation  in  Palestine  and  which 
"'elcomed  refugee  discontent  as  an  instrument  for  stirring  up  hatred  of 
Israel  and  the  West  among  their  own  citizens.  Large  numbers  of  the 
refugees  eventually  left  these  camps  and  integrated  themselves  by  their 
<)\vn  efforts  into  the  life  of  the  Arab  States  of  the  Near  East,  but  birth¬ 
rates  in  the  camps  were  so  high  that  the  total  number  in  the  camps  de- 
r^reased  ver)'  slowlv.  In  Jordan  the  refugees  who  became  assimilated  were 
numerous  and  so  bitter  that  they  came  to  dominate  that  precarious 
^^re,  were  a  constant  threat  to  the  stability  of  its  government,  forced  it 
ro  destroy  its  friendly  relations  with  Britain,  which  had  founded  it,  and 


remained  as  an  explosive  threat  against  Israel. 

The  new  state  of  Israel  was  proclaimed  by  Ben-Gurion  on  May  14, 
’948,  and  was  recognized  by  President  Truman  sixteen  minutes  later,  in 
®  race  to  beat  the  Soviet  Union  (whose  recognition  came  on  May  17th). 
Efforts  by  both  to  use  tiie  United  Nations  machinery  to  stop  the  Israeli- 
war  in  Palestine  were  frustrated  by  conflicting  opinions  and  es¬ 
pecially  by  British  efforts  to  restrict  Israeli  acquisition  of  arms  and  immi- 
Sration  without  placing  comparable  restrictions  on  the  surrounding 
^rab  States. 

^  truce  imposed  by  the  UN  on  June  nth  was  violated  by  both  sides 
broke  down  with  a  resumption  of  fighting  in  July,  but  by  that  time 
.  e  Arab  states  were  squabbling  bitterly  among  themselves,  and  were 
Hicreasingly  involved  in  embarrassment  because  tiieir  propaganda  falsc- 
'^tids  to  their  own  peoples  about  their  glorious  victories  over  Zionism 
tould  not  be  sustained  in  the  face  of  the  precipitous  retreats  of  their  forces 
^''der  Israeli  attacks.  Some  of  the  Arab  states  tried  to  e.xcuse  their  de- 
's  as  resulting  from  Transjordanian  “treason.”  Ten  days  of  renewed 
Shting  from  July  8-18,  1948,  mostly  favorable  to  Israel,  were  ended  by 
‘irec-day  UN  ultimatum  threatening  sanctions  against  any  state  which 
''tinued  fighting.  This  curtailment  of  Israeli  successes  by  United  Na- 
actions  and  the  UN  mediator’s  suggestion  that  Jerusalem  be  given 
^  the  Arabs  led  directly  to  Iiis  assassination  by  Israeli  e.xtremists  in  Sep- 

'ember.  ■  ■ 

jj  9*^  September  20th  the  Grand  .Mufti  of  Jerusalem,  chief  Muslim  re- 
S'ous  leader  of  the  Levant  and  a  v'artime  collaborator  with  the  Nazis, 
j,  ^‘^laimed  an  “Arab  Government  of  All  Palestine,”  which  was  at  once 
^  °gnized  by  all  the  Arab  states  except  Jordan  and  was  set  up  at 
Palestine  territory  occupied  by  Egypt.  Israel  in  return  launched 
^  cessful  and  successive  week-long  attacks  on  Egypt  and  Lebanon  which 
stopped  by  UN  truces  on  October  31,  1948.  Belated  recognition 
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of  the  truth  about  Egvpt’s  weakness,  if  not  its  corruption,  led  to  street 
riots  in  Cairo  and  assassination  of  the  Egv'ptian  prime  minister. 

British  efforts  to  invoke  its  1936  alliance  w'ith  Egvpt  to  justify  British 
military  action  against  Israel  were  blocked  bv  Egvpt’s  refusal  to  allo'*' 
such  a  public  display  of  Egypt’s  helplessness.  Five  British  planes  which 
“attacked”  Israel  were  promptly  shot  down  ( January'  7,  1949).  This  Ich 
to  Britain’s  de  facto  recognition  of  Israel  on  January  29th  and  the  gray 
ual  release  of  Jewish  immigrants  imprisoned  on  Cy'prus.  A  series  of  arinJ' 
srice  agreements  were  negotiated  in  tlie  spring  of  1949.  These  1“ 
v'arious  forces  in  appro.ximately  the  positions  they'  held,  but  were  ac¬ 
companied  by  e.vplicit  refusals  by  the  Arab  states  to  make  peace 
Israel,  to  recognize  its  e.xistence,  or  to  allow  any  steps  to  be  taken  to 
remedy  the  plight  of  Arab  refugees  outside  Palestine.  To  this  day  these 
problems  remain,  with  the  Arab  states  still  at  war  with  Israel  and  pno' 
licly  sworn  to  e.xterminate  it. 

Egypt’s  defeat  in  the  Israeli  war  brought  to  a  head  persistent  Egyp^^*^ 
discontent,  especially  its  hatred  for  the  corrupt  and  lecherous 
Farouk.  Eg\'pt’s  plight,  however,  was  far  deeper  and  more  ancient  chan 
Israel,  and  Farouk’s  blame,  in  spite  of  his  total  failure  as  a  ruler,  was  Ic®* 
than  tiiat  of  his  great-great-grandfather,  .Muhammad  Ali,  who  had  been 
Khedive  of  Egypt  under  the  Ottoman  sultan  in  1811-1848.  Until  Muharn 
mad  All’s  time,  Egypt  continued  its  ancient  practice  of  raising  a  ^ 
crop  of  food  from  each  annual  flooding  of  the  Nile  Valley.  Muharntna 
Ali,  in  order  to  finance  his  plans  to  conquer  the  whole  Near  East,  m 
over  state  ownership  of  all  the  land  and  built  a  great  netw'ork  of  img* 
tion  canals  which  permitted  perennial  cultivation  of  the  land  with 
to  four  crops  a  year.  He  also  established  state  monopolies  of  industn 
enterprises  to  equip  his  armed  forces. 

Muhammad  All’s  successors,  especially  his  grandson,  Ismail,  ended  sta 
ow'nership  of  land  and  industry,  allowing  both  to  fall  into  private  na 
where  they  retained  much  of  their  monopolistic  character.  At  the  s® 
time,  they  burdened  the  country  with  enormous  debts  to  Europ 
bankers  for  public-works  projects  of  irrigation,  railroads,  and  the  ^ 
Canal.  In  the  same  period,  the  demand  for  Egyptian  long-lint  co 
became  so  great  during  the  world  cotton  shortage  caused  by  the 
ican  Civil  IVar  that  it  became  the  favorite  crop  of  the  landlord  class  a^_^ 
the  chief  source  of  foreign  exchange  to  pay  off  Egypt’s  debts. 
meant  that  Egy'pt’s  prosperity  became  linked  to  the  uncontrolled 
tuations  of  prices  on  the  Liverpool  cotton  market. 

The  results  of  all  this  were  to  create  the  Egypt  of  1936,  the  first  y 
of  Farouk’s  reign.  Irrigation,  with  its  perpetual-motion  farming, 
increased  the  output  of  food,  and  alloyved  an  increase  in  population  ^ 

3.2  million  in  1821  to  6.8  million  in  1892  to  12.5  million  in  1914- 
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^3nie  time  European  science,  by  its  control  of  epidemic  diseases,  reduced 
infant  mortality  rate.  The  rise  in  population  began  to  outstrip  the 
'^crease  in  food  suppK^  by  a  wide  margin,  especially  when  the  small 
group  of  large  landowners  insisted  that  the  land  be  used  for  exported 
Cotton  rather  than  for  home-consumed  food. 

In  1914,  production  of  cereals  was  3.5  million  tons  for  12.5  million 
2;g.Vptians;  by  1940  there  was  only  4  million  tons  for  17  million  persons, 
he  output  of  food  continued  to  crawl  upward,  following  the  great 
^3ps  in  population.  By  i960  the  population  was  increasing  at.  the  rate 
one  person  a  minute,  over  half  a  million  a  year,  and  had  already  passed 
million.  Moreover,  as  a  result  of  perennial  irrigation,  the  population 
>940  was  much  less  healthy  than  that  of  1840,  since  it  was  infected 
\vith  debilitating,  chronic,  water-borne,  infectious  diseases  like  malaria, 
■lharzia,  ancylostomiasis,  and  irritating  eye  infections. 

Moreover,  unlike  the  ancient  cultivation  based  on  annual  flooding 
'''hich  replaced  the  fertility  of  the  soil,  the  perennial  irrigation  of  today 
requires  artificial  fertilizers  (which  the  harassed  peasant  cannot  afford)  to 
'■stain  the  productivity  of  the  soil.  Thus  by  1950  an  enormously  increased 
population,  worn  down  by  anemia  and  malnutrition,  was  crowded  in  a 
harrow  valley  under  the  greatest  population  density  in  the  world,  with 
"either  land  nor  work  for  idle  millions,  their  miserable  fates  entirely  in 
hs  hands  of  the  small  ruling  elite  of  landlords,  commercial  monopolists, 
®hd  political  exploiters  of  world  economic  changes. 

Until  1952  monopolization  of  land,  although  less  complete  than  in 
hther  Near  Eastern  countries,  was  nevertheless  extreme,  since  3  percent 
the  landowners  held  55  percent  of  the  agricultural  land  and  28  percent 
hf  the  owners  held  87  percent  of  the  land.  The  remaining  72  percent  of 
andowners  with  13  percent  of  the  land  were  too  poor  to  exploit  their 
plots  effectively  since  they  could  not  afford  fertilizer,  choice  seed,  or 
^'^etjuate  tools,  and  in  most  cases  had  to  supplement  their  work  on  the 
and  by  other  activities  or  bv  renting  plots  from  other  owners. 

Since  the  great  owners  did  not  work  their  lands  themselves,  most 
^Syptian  soil  was  worked  by  renters  and  sharecroppers,  often  removed 
mrn  the  real  owner  by  a  series  of  intermediaries  and  subleasers.  In  addi- 
of  course,  millions  without  land  of  their  own  had  to  work  for  about 
American  cents  an  hour  on  the  lands  of  others,  and  a  third  group 
out  an  existence  entirely  from  rented  land  in  which  the  rents  were 
^^ual  to  about  three-quarters  of  the  net  yield.  The  burden  of  population 
""  the  land  (about  1,500  persons  per  square  mile  compared  to  about 
'fo  in  France)  left  everyone  drastically  underemployed,  with  at  least 
the  rural  population  merely  sitting  around  in  the  dust  or  napping 
tlay.  Because  children  were  more  healthy  than  their  diseased-sapped 
P^ents,  they  were  more  energetic  and  often  were  skillful  and  could  be 
tained  for  wages  less  than  half  that  of  men  (about  twenty  American 
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cents  for  a  day  of  ten  or  twelve  hours  in  1956),  much  of  the  agricultur 
work,  especially  in  cotton,  was  done  by  children. 

The  pressure  of  population,  the  productivity  of  the  land  from  mulap 
cropping  (average  annual  yields  about  twice  those  in  Europe),  and 
nopolized  landownership  drove  land  prices  and  rents  upward  just  as  the) 
drove  wages  downward.  This  gave  rise  to  a  steady  increase  of  renting 
and  sharecropping  before  1952.  By  1948  the  cash  rental  of  land 
was  about  30  percent  higher  than  the  average  net  income  per  acre.  T  n 
the  situation  in  the  rural  economy  was  explosive. 

These  problems  reached  this  critical  level  under  the  shield  of  t J 
artificial  prosperity  of  Egypt  during  the  war.  As  the  chief  base  for  t 
•  Allied  war  effort  in  the  Near  East  and  the  center  of  the  British  resistance 
to  Rommel’s  Afrika  Korps,  Allied  supplies  and  money  had  poured 
Egypt  and  provided  wages  and  a  higher  standard  of  living  for  all. 
over,  high  wartime  prices  for  cotton  had  created  a  temporary  boom-  . 
1947  all  this  collapsed,  and  hundreds  of  thousands  who  had  been  sup 
ported  by  British  spending  during  the  war  were  wandering  the  alk) 
of  Cairo  without  money,  work,  or  hope.  , 

In  sharp  contrast  with  the  poverty  of  millions,  about  400  families  na 
made  immense  fortunes  from  the  land  since  1850.  In  1952,  when  25° 
acres  brought  its  owner  an  income  of  about  $20,000  a  year,  the  roy 
family^  had  close  to  200,000  acres,  and  the  few  hundred  landlord  fam' ' 
held  over  a  million  acres.  Little  of  these  incomes  was  devoted  to  an) 
constructive  purpose,  although  few  of  their  possessors  lived  such  1 
solute  and  wasteful  existences  as  Farouk. 

These  economic  discontents  were  capped  by  jjolitical  unrest. 
had  been  granted  its  independence  by  Great  Britain  in  1922,  but  t 
latter  continued  to  interfere  in  the  governing  of  the  country  by 
tory  notes  or  even  ultimatums  (as  in  1924  and  1938).  Submission  by 
monarchy  or  the  government  to  such  pressure  roused  great  animosity 
the  Assembly%  which  was  generally  dominated  by  the  irresponsible  na 
tionalist  party,  the  Wafd  (led  successively  by  Saad  Zaghlul  and  Musta  ^ 
Nahas).  Relations  with  Britain  were  finally  regulated  by  a  treaty  in  '93^ 
which  established  a  twenty-year  alliance,  granted  Britain  continued  poS 
session  of  the  naval  base  at  Alexandria  until  1944,  and  allowed  it  to  keep 
a  force  of  10,000  men  in  the  Canal  Zone.  Other  British  forces  were  wit  ^ 
drawn,  and  the  disputed  question  of  conflicting  British  and  EgVp^* 
rights  in  the  Sudan  were  compromised  to  allow  limited  Egyptian  nugt® 
tion  and  limited  use  of  Egyptian  troops  in  that  area. 

The  most  significant  result  of  the  Anglo-Egyptian  Tre.ity  of  193'^" 
a  double  one.  By  providing  for  withdrawal  of  British  troops  from 
proper,  it  made  it  necessary  for  Egypt  to  establish  its  own  army;  at 
same  time,  it  established  two  political  issues  (British  troops  in  the  .^n 
Canal  Zone  and  incomplete  Egyptian  control  of  the  Sudan)  on  vv 
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that  new  army  could  agitate.  Most  significant  of  all,  Mustafa  Nahas’s 
decree  of  1936  establishing  the  Military  Academy  to  train  officers  for 
the  new  army  opened  this  career  to  any  Eg\^tian,  independent  of  class 
or  economic  status.  This  created  the  opening  by  which  ambitious  and 
relatively  poor  young  men  could  work  their  way  upward  in  power  and 
"ealth.  It  was  the  first  essential  step  toward  the  Nasser  government  of 
the  1960’s  and,  for  the  first  time  in  thousands  of  years,  made  it  possible 
for  Egypt  to  be  ruled  by  Egyptians  (the  Muhammad  Ali  dynasty  of 
1811-1952  was  of  Albanian  origin).  The  first  class  of  the  Military  Acad¬ 
emy  to  graduate  after  the  Treaty  of  1936  was  the  class  of  1938,  whose 
itiembers,  led  bv  Nasser,  made  the  revolution  of  1952.  Most  of  the  lead- 
ors  of  that  revolt  were  either  the  sons  or  grandsons  of  poor  peasants. 
The  chief  aims  of  their  revolt  were  agrarian  reform,  elimination  of  waste, 
inefficiency,  and  corruption  from  the  Egyptian  government,  and  the 
i^ompletion  of  independence  by  the  withdrawal  of  British  influence  from 
*he  Canal  Zone  and,  if  possible,  the  Sudan. 

The  revolt  moved  forward  under  the  impetus  of  increasing  shame  and 
*i3tred  for  the  Farouk  monarchy.  In  this  process  two  chief  steps  were 
•^he  British  ultimatum  of  1942  and  the  defeat  by  Israel  in  1948,  since  these 
opened  an  unbridgeable  gap  between  the  dynasty  and  the  officers’  group. 

The  conspiracies  of  the  class  of  1938  began  almost  immediately  upon 
heir  graduation  from  the  Military  Academy,  when  Gamal  Abdel  Nasser 
]oined  a  group  which  exchanged  secret  oaths  to  reform  Egypt  by  ex- 
Pelling  the  British.  By  1939  most  of  this  group  were  in  contact  with  the 
‘Muslim  Brotherhood,”  a  secret  band  of  fanatics  founded  in  1929  to  es- 
^®blish  (by  assassination  and  violence,  if  necessary)  a  political  regime 
°unded  on  purely  Muslim  principles.  Many  of  both  groups  were  in¬ 
volved  in  the  anti-British  and  pro-Nazi  agitations  throughout  the  Near 
of  1938-1942.  These  centered  around  the  fanatical  Mufti  of  Jeru- 
^  oni  and  culminated  in  the  pro-Nazi  revolt  of  Rashid  Ali  al-Kilani  in 
during  Hitler’s  conquest  of  Crete  in  April  1941.  Britain  used  force 
°  overthrow  the  new  pro-Hitler  government  in  Iraq,  but  the  anti-British 
.  Citations  continued  throughout  the  Arab  world.  When  they  became  acute 
in  February  1942,  the  British  ambassador,  accompanied  by 
^Wlsh  tanks,  visited  King  Farouk  in  the  Abdin  Palace  and  gave  him  a 
oice  between  cooperation  with  Britain  or  deposition.  The  king  yielded 
once,  but  many  of  the  younger  officers  were  outraged  at  this  affront 
Egyptian  dignity,  and  Lieutenant  Colonel  Muhammad  Naguib  re- 
itf^^^  1*1®  commission  in  protest  at  an  army  which  was  “unable  to  protect 

of^'^  yo3rs  later,  when  Farouk’s  disgraceful  behavior  had  alienated  most 
^  ffie  army  and  disquieted  much  of  the  world,  this  same  Napuib,  by  then 
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^  :roic  general  who  had  been  wounded  three  times  in  the  war  of  1948 
*•^0  Israel,  was  the  nominal  head  of  the  revolt. 
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This  revolt  was  engineered  by  a  small  group  of  five  officers  whose  real 
leader  was  Nasser,  although  the  latter,  who  had  been  conspiring  against 
one  thing  or  another  since  his  schooldays,  was  virtually  unknown  to  the 
police  until  the  revolt  had  already  started. 

Like  most  revolts,  that  of  1952  started  from  an  event  which  had  little 
to  do  with  the  conspirators’  plans.  In  October  1951,  Mustafa  Nahas> 
who  had  signed  the  Anglo-Egyptian  Treaty  of  1936,  enacted  a  law  to 
abrogate  it.  Shortly  afterward,  guerrilla  attacks  on  the  British  military 
installations  in  the  Canal  Zone  drove  the  British  forces  to  seek  to  disarm 
the  Egyptian  police  nearby.  In  the  resulting  fight  about  fifty  Egyptians 
were  killed  and  a  hundred  wounded.  The  next  day  (January  26,  195*^ 
riots  in  Cairo  burned  down  about  four  hundred  buildings,  including  the 
famous  Shepheard’s  Hotel,  the  center  of  British  tourist  life  in  Egyp*-' 
Damage  ran  to  over  $60  million,  but  the  real  destruction  was  to  the 
Egyptian  political  system. 

Police  and  army  both  refused  to  fire  upon  the  incendiaries  of  January 
26th.  Farouk,  who  had  no  wish  to  alienate  the  British,  dismissed  Prirn® 
Minister  Nahas  for  the  Cabinet’s  inadequate  efforts  to  suppress  the  di®' 
turbances.  But  no  successor  could  be  found  capable  of  winning  the  con¬ 
fidence  of  the  diverse  groups  who  sought  to  exploit  the  miseries 
Egypt. 

On  the  night  of  July  22nd,  eight  young  officers  seized  control  of  tn 
army  headquarters,  the  radio  stations,  and  the  government,  and  force 
Farouk  to  make  General  Naguib  head  of  the  army.  Only  two  soldiers 
were  killed  in  the  process.  Four  days  later,  with  tanks  surrounding  the 
palace,  Farouk  was  forced  to  abdicate  and  was  sent  into  exile.  ^ 

The  new  revolution  had  neither  doctrine  nor  program,  and  continue 
to  improvise  year  after  year.  A  civilian  prime  minister  was  replaced  / 
General  Naguib  on  September  7th,  and  he  was  replaced  by  Nasser  0 
February  25,  1954.  Most  decrees,  with  the  exception  of  the 
Law  of  1952  and  its  subsequent  revisions,  were  concerned  with  the  0 
ficers’  junta’s  efforts  to  consolidate  itself  in  power.  Opposition 
from  all  parts  of  the  political  spectrum  were  arrested,  usually  imprisoi^^^ 
wdthout  trial,  and  sometimes  tortured.  Some  were  tried  and  executed, 
political  parties  were  dissolved  and  their  assets  confiscated  “for  the 
pie.”  A  rather  vague  pro-junta  party,  called  the  National  Libera 
Rally,  was  established  to  support  the  new  regime,  but  without  any  r 
program.  The  Communists,  the  .Muslim  Brotherhood,  and  striking  w 
unions  were  persecuted,  and  most  of  the  wealthy  elite  were  cut  down 
wealth  and  influence. 

The  source  of  these  authoritarian  moves  was  Nasser,  even  in  the  p^ 
w'hen  Naguib  was  both  president  of  the  republic  (June  1953  to 
ber  1954)  and  prime  minister  (September  1952  to  February  1954)-  ^ 
w  ho  replaced  Naguib  as  prime  minister  in  February  1954,  replacet 
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president  as  well  in  November  of  that  year.  The  general  issue  on  which 
^  'ey  broke  w  as  Nasser’s  autocracy,  but  the  specific  issue  was  his  outlaw¬ 
ing  of  the  Muslim  Brotherhood.  Nasser  won  out  in  the  struggle  because 
e  Was  concerned  only  with  the  reality  of  power  and  was  prepared  to 
Cooperate  with  any  group,  to  adopt  any  program,  or  to  sacrifice  any 
'lend  if  doing  so  would  strengthen  his  control  of  Egypt.  Originally  his 
personal  sympathies  were  with  the  peasant  masses  and  with  the  West, 
there  is  no  evidence  that  he  was  possessed  of  the  pleasure-loving  in- 
olent  characteristics  which  weaken  so  many  ambitious  Arabs.  He  con- 
'•"ued  to  regard  himself  as  a  man  of  the  people,  but  his  insatiable  thirst 
"'as  for  personal  power. 

The  Agrarian  Law  of  September  1952  determined  much  of  the  sub¬ 
sequent  political  and  economic  policy  of  the  regime.  It  sought  to  allevi- 
the  plight  of  the  peasant  and  to  force  the  landlord  group,  the  center 
cf  Egyptian  wealth,  to  shift  their  holdings  from  land  to  investment  in 
'"dustry  and  commerce.  This  was  expected  to  create  jobs  for  the  numer- 
“"s  unemployed  of  the  cities  and  to  increase  the  Egyptian  sector  in 
''ade,  which  was  still  largely  in  foreign  hands.  The  original  law  set  a 
"'aximum  of  landownership  of  315  acres  for  each  family,  with  210  for 
he  head  of  the  family  and  a  quarter  as  much  for  each  of  the  first  two 
Children.  Land  beyond  this  amount  had  to  be  sold  to  the  peasants  who 
^ere  actually  working  it,  at  a  price  seventy  times  the  annual  land  tax, 
h'  plots  of  2  to  5  acres.  If  not  sold  thus  in  six  weeks,  the  surplus  was 
^aken  by  the  state  in  return  for  thirty-year  3  percent  bonds  and  was 
hen  sold  to  the  peasants  on  long-term  payments  by  the  state.  Since  the 
peasants’  cultivation,  whether  as  laborer,  renter,  or  sharecropper,  had 
previously  been  strictly  regulated  by  the  owner,  this  regulatory  function 
""as,  under  the  new  law,  taken  over  by  cooperative  societies  which  were 
h'ade  compulsory  in  each  district.  These  societies  also  act  as  purchasing, 
Marketing,  and  training  cooperatives.  The  law  also  enacted  a  reduction 
|h  rents  for  peasants  who  rented  land.  Several  years  later  the  maximum 
""it  for  landownership  was  reduced  to  52.5  acres  per  person. 

The  agrarian  reform  undoubtedly  helped  the  peasants  who  obtained 
"'vnership  of  plots  or  those  whose  rents  were  reduced,  but  it  did  nothing 
about  the  landless  laborers  or  the  growing  mass  of  persons  with  no  eco¬ 
nomic  role  %\  ho  were  multiplying  so  rapidly  from  the  population  explo- 
The  older  landlord  class,  even  on  a  fifty-acre  maximum,  was 
®'i''quately  provided  for,  but  the  method  of  compensation  for  the'r  con- 
^''ated  lands  did  not  give  them  the  free  capital  which  it  had  been  hoped 
^ould  expand  industry  and  trade.  Moreover,  few  had  sufficient  con- 
o^'ice  in  the  economic  future  of  Egypt  or  the  regime  itself  to  put  much 
of  their  current  incomes  into  such  activities,  especially  as  the  Nasser 
Sovernment  took  over  many  of  the  largest  and  most  prosperous  industrial 
^"terprises.  As  a  result,  the  government  itself  had  increasingly  to  create 
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new  enterprises  from  government  funds,  and  the  system,  although  coni- 
mitted  to  a  “mixed  economy,”  increasingly  had  to  move  toward  SociS' 

It  was  clear  from  the  beginning  that  the  only  remedy  for  the  popub' 
tion  explosion  was  additional  land,  and  it  was  equally  clear  that  t  * 
could  be  achieved  only  if  the  waters  of  the  Nile  were  spread  widely  a*’ 
more  effectively  over  the  uncultivated  periphery  of  the  Nile  Valley- 
this  purpose  the  Nasser  government  proposed  a  High  Dam  three  mi^ 
south  of  Aswan  between  the  First  Cataract  of  the  Nile  and  the  Suda 
frontier.  The  project  was  technically  feasible  but  enormously  expensive- 
and  involved  complex  political  problems. 

The  proposed  dam,  three  miles  long  and  1 20  yards  high,  would  bac 
up  a  reservoir  of  about  1 30  billion  cubic  meters  of  water,  much  of  it  d' 
Sudan  territory,  and  displacing  60,000  inhabitants  as  well  as  submergi”? 
many  archaeological  treasures.  The  project,  originally  estimated  to  cost 
over  a  billion  dollars,  would  increase  Egypt’s  farm  lands  by  about  3° 
percent,  or  two  million  acres,  and,  by  equalizing  the  flow  of  the  N* 
throughout  the  year,  would  steady  the  country’s  whole  system  of 
cultural  production.  If  the  flow  of  water  from  the  reservoir  were  hat 
nessed  to  generate  electricity,  it  could  yield  10,000  million  kilowatt-houts- 
but  this  would  drive  the  total  cost  up  to  about  $4  billion  over 
years.  Such  a  project  could  not  possibly  be  financed  by  Egypt  ‘tse  ’ 
and  could  not  be  built  without  previous  agreement  with  the  Sudan.  Sn 
an  agreement  must  modify  an  earlier  compromise  of  1929  which 
Egypt  48,000  million  cubic  meters  of  water  and  the  Sudan  only  4-^ 
million  cubic  meters  out  of  the  total  Nile  flow  of  84,000  million  cu  1 
meters,  leaving  32,000  million  cubic  meters  which  previously  flowed 
the  sea  to  be  divided  from  the  new  High  Dam  reservoir. 

From  the  beginning  it  should  have  been  clear  to  Nasser  that  his  regwy 
would  be  a  success  only  if  he  found  a  solution  to  Egypt’s  econo 
plight  and  that  the  most  substantial  contribution  to  such  a 
would  come  from  the  High  Dam.  Such  a  dam  could  be  built  only 
the  financial  assistance  of  the  West,  since  the  Soviet  bloc  lacked  the  r 
resources  or  the  psychological  outlook  to  do  the  job,  and  a  dam  of  t 
size,  seventeen  times  the  mass  of  the  pyramid  of  Cheops,  could  not 
built  by  Egypt’s  own  resources  soon  enough  to  alleviate  Egypt’s  ec 
omy.  If  Nasser  had  concentrated  on  this  problem  and  determine 
retain  relations  with  the  United  States  sufficiently  amicable  to  obtain 
necessary  American  aid,  some  progressive  solution  of  the  problems 
Egypt  and  the  Near  East  might  have  been  possible. 

However,  Nasser  allowed  himself  to  be  distracted  by  all  kinds  of 
tional  upheavals  of  an  unconstructive  kind.  He  maintained  a  cons 
state  of  hatred  and  tension  toward  Israel;  he  insisted  on  heavy 
Egypt  neither  needed  nor  could  afford  and  which  Egyptians  lacke 
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skill  and  the  morale  to  use;  he  kept  Egyptians  and  the  whole  Arab  world 
an  uproar  by  his  incendiary  speeches  and  actions  and  his  continual 
political  intrigues  and  interventions  in  a  fantastic  and  needless  effort  to 
^ske  himself  the  leader  of  Arab  political  movements  all  the  way  from 
l^orocco  and  Lake  Chad  to  the  Persian  Gulf  and  Alexandretta;  and  he 
'nsisted  on  demonstrating  his  independence  of  the  West  by  constant  at- 
^®cks  and  insults  directed  at  the  United  States. 

The  United  States,  in  the  Dulles  era,  contributed  to  this  confusion  by 
mistaken  idea  that  the  Soviet  Union  was  actively  engaging  in  efforts 
^0  take  over  the  Near  East  and  by  Dulles’s  efforts  to  force  all  the  coun- 
^nes  of  the  area  into  a  single  defensive  pact,  like  the  Baghdad  Pact. 
Dulles’s  contribution  to  the  confusions  of  the  Near  East,  as  elsewhere, 
"’as  that  he  refused  to  see  that  the  problems  of  primary  concern  to  the 
ocal  peoples  were  local  problems  and  that  these  w'ere  merely  worsened 
by  his  insistence  that  the  only  problem  in  any  area  was  the  Cold  War 
etween  the  West  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

^hen  the  United  States  rejected  Nasser’s  tentative  requests  for  heavy 
!  ""Capons,  Nasser  went  to  the  Soviet  bloc  with  his  demands  and  obtained 
^  large  part  of  his  requests  (far  beyond  his  real  needs)  but  on  a  barter 
^'Tangement  -which  tied  up  the  Egvpt’.sn  cotton  crop  for  years  in  the 
and  removed  this  major  prop  ol  Egypt’s  economy  out  of  the 
^onomic  picture.  Without  cotton  to  sell  for  foreign  exchange,  Nasser 
'^ould  not  hope  to  ameliorate  Egypt’s  immediate  economic  problems.  At 
®  same  time,  while  filling  the  air  with  denunciations  of  the  United 
^®tes  and  threats  to  Israel,  Nasser  opened  his  discussions  for  the  financial 
^stance  necessary  to  construct  the  High  Dam.  When  the  International 
®*^k,  as  well  as  the  American  govermnent,  agreed  to  contribute  to  the 
Project  in  principle  but  insisted  on  certain  necessary  precautions,  such 
file  right  to  scrutinize  the  accounts,  Nasser  tried  to  blackmail  them 
y  playing  off  the  United  States  against  Soviet  Russia  by  circulating 
^'^ories  of  Soviet  offers  to  build  the  project. 

b  the  meantime,  Nasser  was  engaged  in  intensive  intrigues  against 
e  three  Arab  dynasties  of  Iraq,  Jordan,  and  Saudi  Arabia,  all  of  whom 
linked  with  the  West.  To  increase  their  local  popular  support  these 
.  had  to  adopt  policies  more  independent  of  the  West,  or  even 

I  ^^^j'^estern,  in  order  to  avoid  the  subversive  influence  on  their  subjects 
passer’s  wild  talk  about  independence  from  the  West.  Most  of  these 
,  ^*'^cstern  actions  took  the  form  of  anti-British  actions.  One  of  the 
Sir^^  ’^hese  was  the  dismissal  by  King  Hussein  of  Jordan  of  General 
b'  John  Glubb  (so-called  “Glubb  Pasha”),  who  had  trained  and  com- 
Yj  Jordanian  “Arab  Legion”  for  many  years.  This  dismissal,  in 

’956,  left  Jordan  in  a  state  of  semidissolution  and  in  grave  danger 
J  *^ing  partitioned  by  its  Arab  neighbors  (Iraq,  Egypt,  Arabia),  since 
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the  Arab  Legion  \\  as  one  of  the  chief  supports  of  the  dynasty.  It 
gravely  jeopardized  British  influence  in  Jordan. 

To  counteract  this,  the  British  tried  to  shift  Iraqi  troops  from  lr*>‘l' 
where  the  government  of  N'uri  al  Said  was  still  friendly  to  Britain,  to 
Jordan  u  here  they  could  he  used  to  support  King  Hussein  and  perhaps 
be  used  to  prevent  the  anticipated  pro-Nasser  and  anti-British  outcome 
of  the  Jordan  election  of  October  1956.  For  the  same  reason,  the  British 
prime  minister,  Sir  Anthonv  Eden,  adopted  an  increasingly  anti-Isra^h 
attitude,  which  culminated  late  in  1955  when  he  suggested  that  the 
raeli  frontier  be  redrawn  to  give  some  disputed  areas  to  Jordan.  Sinco 
Israel  was  alreadv  under  great  threat  from  both  Eg\'pt  and  Jordan,  't 
continued  to  rearm  in  1956,  and  made  perfectly  clear  that  it  would  op¬ 
pose  in  any  way  it  could  any  union  of  the  Arab  states  and  especially 
any  move  to  unite  the  Iraq  and  Jordan  armed  forces  or  to  put  them  un¬ 
der  Eg}’ptian  command. 

In  this  tense  situation  Dulles  suddenly  upset  the  balance  by  wirlidra"j' 
ing  the  United  States  offer  of  financial  aid  for  the  Aswan  Dam.  Th’^ 
decision  of  July  19,  1956,  was  answered  on  July  26th,  fourth  anniversary 
of  the  e.xpulsion  of  King  Farouk,  by  Nasser  with  the  sudden  nationally*' 
tion  of  the  Suez  Canal  Company  so  that  its  profits  could  be  used  by 
Egypt  to  finance  the  High  Dam. 

July  to  October  1956  was  a  period  of  inountmg  crisis  in  the  Ne***' 
East  as  all  the  principal  states  concerned  mishandled  the  difficult  situa 
tion  with  gross  incompetence.  ^ 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Egypt  had  the  right  to  nationalize  a 
Egyptian  corporation  such  as  the  Suez  Canal  Company,  and  the  01^.^ 
concern  of  the  outside  world  was  the  twofold  on  that  the  owners 
record  be  adequately  compensated  and  that  the  transi:  operations  thro  g 
the  Canal  be  efficiently  conducted  for  all  shipping.  From  the  beginir*J*e 
the  British  took  their  stand  on  other  grounds,  maintaining,  incorrec 
that  the  company  was  not  an  Egyptian  corporation  but  an  rriternation^^ 
organization,  that  the  Egy  ptians  could  not  operate  it  at  all, 


that  the  company  was  not  an  Egyptian  corporation  but  an  rriternation^^ 
organization,  that  the  Egy  ptians  could  not  operate  it  at  all,  ^nd 
Britain  would  use  force,  if  necessary,  to  prevent  Nasser  from 
control  of  the  Canal.  France  supported  Britain,  chiefly  because  it 
to  strike  at  Nasser  for  his  assistance  to  tlie  anti-French  rebels  (the 
in  Algeria.  Israel  supported  these  two,  while  following  a  comply 
independent  policyq  because  it  was  increasingly  convinced  that  its  su 
as  a  state  depended  on  its  ability  to  break  out  of  the  growing  encn 
ment  of  the  Arab  states. 

Dulles,  having  precipitated  the  crisis,  sought  to  placate  both  si^ 
refusing  to  support  Britain’s  arguments  yet  untvilling  to  abandon  1 
public.  Accordingly^  as  usual,  Dulles  spent  most  of  his  efforts  tty*  . 
find  some  verbal  formula  which  would  gloss  over  the  differences, 
he  refused  to  support  Britain  and  France  for  fear  this  would  drive 
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toward  Moscow,  he  was  unable  to  support  the  Arab  states  because  he 
needed  France  and  Britain  in  the  American  struggle  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  As  a  result,  his  ambivalent  and  changeable  actions  and  statements 
alienated  both  sides. 

While  the  controversy  raged,  in  public,  in  secret  conferences,  and  at 
tile  United  Nations,  the  Canal  continued  to  operate  with  about  a  third 
the  dues  (including  those  of  American  ships)  being  paid  to  the  new 
Egyptian  Canal  authority  and  the  rest  going  to  the  old  company.  The 
Ebtish  insisted  that  the  Egyptians  were  incapable  of  operating  the  Canal, 
and  to  prove  the  point  recalled  all  British-controlled  pilots  and  technical 
'operators  on  September  15,  1956,  and  at  the  same  time  challenged  the 
<^ffectiveness  of  the  new  administration  by  presenting  a  large  number  of 
yf^glish  and  French  ships  for  passage.  This  attempt  was  based  on  biased 
'''formation  accepted  by  Whitehall  from  the  old  Suez  Company.  It 
proved,  in  fact,  to  be  wide  of  the  mark,  for  the  remaining  “Egyptian” 
pilots  successfully  conducted  fifty  ships  through  the  Canal  in  one  day. 
Substitute  pilots  were  obtained  at  very  high  wages  by  advertising 
throughout  the  world. 

The  solution  of  this  technical  problem  left  only  the  second  problem— 
Compensation  to  the  former  owners.  Because  Egypt  had  the  funds  to 
payment,  the  practical  and  legal  crisis  should  have  been  ended.  But 
“ritain  and  France  were  still  determined  to  force  Egypt  to  accept  some 
type  of  international  control  of  the  Canal,  and  many  in  both  countries 
"'cre  determined  to  humiliate  Nasser  and  bring  about  his  downfall  in 
order  to  end  his  intriguing  against  the  two  former  imperial  Powers  in  the 
Arab  world,  especially  in  the  oil-rich  Near  East  and  in  Algeria.  For  this 
teason  the  two  old  allies  continued  to  press  for  an  international  Canal 
authority  and  to  prepare  their  own  armed  forces  in  the  Near  East  to 
Compel  internationalization.  While  conferences  were  still  going  on,  in 
^Ee  United  Nations  and  elsewhere,  the  showdown  was  precipitated,  some- 
'vhat  earlier  than  London  and  perhaps  Paris  had  expected,  by  Israel. 

Uuring  the  Suez  crisis,  the  quite  separate  problem  of  Israel  had  become 
''^ore  intense,  with  increasingly  frequent  Arab  raids  on  Israel  and  more 
''lolent  Israeli  reprisals.  The  situation  was  made  more  complex  by  French 
^"Pport  and  rearmament  for  Israel,  in  the  face  of  continued  British  sup¬ 
port  for  Jordan  and  Iraq.  Israel  felt  certain  that  a  complete  victory  for 
^ssser  in  the  Canal  crisis  would  encourage  him  to  organize  a  general 
^3b  attack  on  Israel.  Nasser’s  troublemaking  proclivities,  even  during 
c  Canal  crisis,  were  revealed  when  the  French  captured  an  Egyptian 
^'P  smuggling  seventy  tons  of  arms  to  the  Algerian  rebels  on  October 
'8th.  Two  days  before,  a  secret  Anglo-French  conference  in  Paris  dis- 
'^"ssed  the  situation  and  probably  decided  that  the  two  Great  Powers 
,  ''^ould  intervene  by  an  attack  on  Egypt,  under  the  pretext  of  restoring 
I  urder^  if  an  Arab-Israeli  war  began.  They  probably  expected  this  move- 
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merit  some  time  in  November,  and  were  not  fully  ready  when  it  bega>’ 
on  October  29th. 

The  Jordan  election  of  October  21,  1956,  was  a  victory  for  the  ant> 
Western,  pro-Nasser  activist  parties  pledged  to  revise  the  Anglo-Jorda 
alliance.  Two  davs  later,  Egyptian  and  Syrian  military  missions  arrived 
Jordan  and  at  once  set  up  a  joint  Egyptian-Jordanian-Syrian  milita^'y 
command  with  an  Egyptian  designated  as  commander  in  chief  for  a^y 
future  hostilities  \yith  Israel.  On  the  same  day  began  the  Soviet  arnie 
intervention  in  Hungary  to  repress  the  Budapest  insurrection.  On  t 
following  day  Egyptian  raiders  began  to  penetrate  into  Israel,  and  Israe 
mobilization  began.  Four  days  later,  on  the  29th,  Israel  attacked  EgVP^’ 
and  at  once  began  a  spectacular  advance  across  the  Sinai  Desert  towar 
the  Suez  Canal  and  Cairo. 

The  nine-day  Israeli  Sinai  campaign  was  a  brilliant  military  success- 
individual  Egyptians  and  small  units  often  fought  fiercely,  but  the  com 
mand  was  incompetent,  morale  vyas  almost  totally  absent,  and  trainm? 
was  equally  bad.  Whole  units  fled  like  sheep,  and  much  of  the  nev  y 
acquired  heavy  equipment  was  abandoned  unused.  On  October  30th  a 
joint  Anglo-French  ultimatum  w'as  sent  to  Israel  and  Egypt,  ordering 
them  to  stop  all  warlike  action,  to  withdraw  their  forces  at  least 
miles  from  the  Canal,  and  to  permit  a  temporary  occupation  of  three 
Canal  points.  Port  Said,  Ismailia,  and  Suez,  by  Anglo-French  forces- 
Israel  accepted  the  ultimatum  until  it  w'as  clear  that  Egypt  would  not- 
The  latter  was  attacked  by  British  planes  shortly  after  the  ultimatum  ex 
pired  on  October  31st,  but  Allied  paratroops  did  not  drop  before 
yember  5th,  and  the  seaborne  Anglo-French  invasion  of  Egypt  did  no 
begin  until  November  6th. 

The  United  States  Department  of  State  was  wild  with  rage  at 
it  regarded  as  British  perfidy  and  Anglo-Israeli  collusion  to  engage 
war  outside  the  Western  alliance  and  collective  security  system  (acti 
which  had  always  seemed  acceptable  to  Dulles  if  applied  by  the  Em 
States  to  the  Formosa  Strait  or  other  areas  of  primary  American  co 
cern).  On  October  30th  Dulles  tried  to  force  through  the  Security  Coun^ 
cil  of  the  United  Nations  a  resolution  condemning  Israel  and  asking 
United  Nations  members  to  cut  off  military,  economic,  or  financial 
sistance  to  Israel.  This  was  killed  by  Anglo-French  vetoes,  7-2-  ’ 

the  Commonwealth,  and  the  London  Cabinet  itself  were  badly  sp  ’ 
while  world  opinion  w'as  strongly^  against  the  use  of  force  by  any  s  * 

In  London  two  ministers  resigned,  and  others  threatened  to  do  so. 

On  November  2nd  the  Assembly^  of  the  United  Nations,  by  its  wtg 
majority  to  date,  accepted,  by  a  vote  of  64-5,  a  Dulles  resolution  ca  6 
for  an  immediate  cease-fire  in  the  Near  East.  Egypt  and  Israel 
on  November  5th,  while  the  Anglo-French  forces  stopped  their  adva 
the  following  day,  twenty-three  miles  south  of  Port  Said.  Tlie  sr 
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forces  were  already  across  Sinai.  Of  more  permanent  significance,  the 
petroleum  pipelines  and  pumping  stations  bringing  oil  to  l.e\  antine  sea¬ 
ports  across  Sr'ria  were  destroyed,  and  a  number  of  blockships  sunk  by 
Egypt  in  the  Canal  had  cut  off  all  Near  Eastern  oil  supplies  to  western 
Europe  by  the  direct  routes.  .Most  important  of  all,  the  parallel  American- 
Soviet  threats  to  France  and  England  and  the  simultaneous  Soviet  attack 
00  Hungarv  had  made  permanent  splits  in  the  two  great  super-Power 
blocs  and  had  given  a  greatly  increased  impetus  to  the  grfiwth  of  an 
independent  third  bloc  between  them.  This  development  of  an  increas¬ 
ingly  independent  Buffer  Fringe  between  the  two  disintegrating  super¬ 
power  blocs  became  the  outstanding  feature  of  the  next  seven  years  of 
i^'orld  history  under  the  awesome  canop\'  of  the  Sovict-American  missile 
®nd  space  race  (1956-1963). 

Liquidation  of  the  Suez  crisis  was  not  completed  until  the  end  of  1958, 
but  in  the  interval  the  continued  confusions  of  the  whole  Near  East 
almost  totally  concealed  the  process  of  liquidation.  Much  of  this  confu¬ 
sion  arose  from  inept  handling  by  the  Western  Powers  of  the  very  real 
problems  of  the  area.  These  problems  were  four  in  number;  ( i )  the 
economic  poverty  of  the  area,  especially  the  food  crisis  in  Egypt;  ( 2 )  the 
fsrael  issue;  (3)  the  decline  of  British  power  leading  to  political  instabil¬ 
ity;  and  (4)  the  challenge  to  the  F'rench  position  in  .Muslim  North 
•^rica,  especially  in  Algeria.  The  decline  in  British  and  French  influence 
'vas  a  consequence  of  World  War  II  and  especially  of  the  decisions  of 
rhe  British  and  French  peoples  to  devote  their  wealth  to  social  w'elfare 
rather  than  to  efforts  to  retain  their  imperial  positions.  This  left  a  power 
'’scuum,  as  the  Arab  states  were  obviously  unable  to  maintain  order  in 
area  or  even  to  govern  themselves,  and  neither  the  United  States  nor 
be  Soviet  Union  was  willing  to  move  into  the  almost  insoluble  problem 
^  maintaining  political  stability  in  the  area  or  to  allow  the  other  super- 
ower  to  make  the  effort  to  do  so.  Britain  made  feeble  efforts  to  retain 
'rs  influence  in  Jordan,  Iraq,  southern  Arabia,  and  the  Persian  Gulf.  In 
be  case  of  Jordan  and  Iraq,  at  least,  this  was  not  worth  the  effort,  and 
doomed  to  failure,  as  became  clear  with  the  expulsion  of  Glubb 
asha  in  March  1956,  and  the  overthrow  of  the  Iraqi  monarchy  and  of 
bff  al  Said  in  July  1958. 

^tnerican  policy  in  the  Near  East  was  based  on  a  series  of  assumptions 
^  bich  were  so  remote  from  the  truth  that  no  successful  poliev  could  be 
ased  on  them.  These  were:  (i)  that  the  Near  East  was  an  area  in  w’hich 
®  Soviet  Union  had  plans  for  immediate  penetration  and  subversion  in 
®rder  to  communize  it;  (2)  that  the  Arab  world  was  a  unified  bloc,  with 
Snificant  intrinsic  power  of  its  own,  which  would  join  the  Soviet  bloc 
at  least  contribute  to  increase  its  strength)  if  not  constantly  placated 
Concessions;  (3)  that  no  policy  of  neutralism  of  the  Near  East  was 
casible  or  acceptable  to  the  West;  (4)  that  the  public  opinion  of  the 
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masses  of  Arab  peoples 


s  of  some  significance  in  the  formulation  o 


policy  in  the  Arab  states;  and  {5)  that  the  arming  of  the  Arab  states 
would  contribute  to  their  ability  to  resist  Soviet  penetration  and  to  the 
political  stability  of  the  area. 

All  five  of  these  assumptions  were  untrue.  The  Soviet  Union  had  no 
significant  plans  to  communize,  to  subvert,  or  to  penetrate  the  Neat 
East  after  1948,  and  was  eager  to  see  it  become  a  stable  and  neutral  area 
in  order  to  deprive  the  United  States  of  any  e.xcuse  to  intervene  the^'®' 
Moreover,  the  Arab  states  were  neither  united  nor  strong,  but  vvere 
diverse,  filled  udth  mutual  hatreds  and  petty  jealousies,  and  almost  total ) 
incapable  of  acting  as  a  bloc  even  when  their  primary  interests  "'or^ 
threatened.  In  fact,  their  only  common  interests  were  hatred  of 
desire  to  be  independent  and  neutral,  and  the  desire  for  economic  han 
outs  (without  any  accompanying  political  commitments)  from  anyo”^ 
who  would  give  them.  The  public  opinion  of  the  Arab  peoples,  describe 
in  the  previous  sentence,  was  of  little  influence  in  the  face  of  the  con¬ 
centration  of  local  political  power  in  the  hands  of  the  local  armed  forces, 
which  were,  with  perhaps  the  e.vception  of  Nasser  himself,  corruptible.  E  ' 
forts  to  arm  these  forces  against  a  none.\istent  Soviet  armed  threat  con 
tributed  nothing  to  their  ability  to  defend  the  area  itself,  and  merey 
increased  their  corruption,  their  economic  burden  on  the  people, 
the  political  instability  of  the  area  by  increasing  their  abilities  to  threaten 
each  other  or  Israel.  ^ 

Dulles’s  policies  in  the  Near  East  vvere  consistently  the  opposite  0 
what  they  should  have  been.  No  possible  alliance  or  rearming  of  the  Ara 
states  could  have  contributed  anything  to  the  area’s  ability  to  resist  Coin 
munism,  nor  could  the  Arab  states  have  contributed  anything  but  hea 
aches  to  the  Kremlin  if  Washington’s  policies  had  “driven  them 
arms  of  Russia.”  Over-all  defense  of  the  area  should  have  been  based 
Ethiopia,  Israel,  and  Turkey;  the  Arab  states  should  have  been  gn’ 
the  independence,  neutrality,  and  economic  aid  they  wanted.  The  la 
should  have  concentrated  on  the  Aswan  Dam  and  a  Jordan  ^  ® 
Authority  (similar  to  TVA)  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  Jordan,  Israel,  an 
Syria,  in  return  for  the  Arab  states’  acceptance  of  ( i )  a  peace  trea 
w'ith  Israel  and  (2)  resettlement  of  the  Arab  refugees  from  the 
w'ar  on  the  new^  agricultural  lands  provided  by  the  Jordan  Valley 
And,  finally,  the  United  States  should  have  declared  unilaterally 
it  would  use  any  force  necessarv'^  to  prevent  any  Soviet  intrusion  1 
the  Near  East  or  any  attack  on  the  independence  of  Israel.  As  a  supp 
mentarv,  but  probably  unachievable,  project  the  United  States  sho 
have  sought  a  pooling  of  the  enormous  oil  revenues  of  the  whole  ^ 
East  to  provide  funds  for  the  economic  reconstruction  of  the 
whole  within  the  framework  of  an  Arab  economic  community  base 
free  trade  and  free  immigration  within  the  Arab  world. 
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Instead  of  some  such  progressive  solution  of  the  Near  East  problem 
3nd  the  Suez  crisis,  the  United  States,  acting  through  the  United  Na- 
hons,  sought  to  restore  the  basicall)"  precarious  status  quo  ante  helium 
'Without  any  guarantees.  The  real  difficulty  was  Israel,  which  refused  for 
^veral  months  to  yield  up  the  areas  it  had  occupied  without  obtaining  in 
return  some  solution  of  its  grievances.  These  grievances  were:  (i)  the 
refusal  of  the  Arab  states  to  make  a  peace  treaty  or  to  accept  the  ex- 
’srence  of  Israel  by  ending  the  1948  war,  (z)  the  Arab  economic,  social, 
2nd  political  blockade  of  Israel,  which  included  boycotts  of  all  world 
usiness  firms  which  did  business  with  Israel,  (3)  the  denial  of  the  Suez 
Canal  to  Israeli  ships  or  identifiable  Israeli  goods  since  1948,  (4)  constant 
narassment  of  Israeli  shipping  or  fishing  on  the  Gulf  of  Aqaba  and  the 
Jordan  River,  and  (5)  the  use  of  the  Gaza  Strip,  non-Egyptian  territory 
Occupied  by  Egvpt  under  the  1948  armistice,  as  a  basis  for  guerrilla  raids 
on  Israel. 

Eventually  American  pressure  and  world  public  opinion  acting  through 
United  Nations  forced  Israel  to  give  up  the  territory  it  had  captured, 
•deluding  the  Gaza  Strip  and  the  Gulf  of  Aqaba  shores,  without  any 
®gnificant  guarantees.  A  UN  Emergency  Force  (UNEF)  was  sent  to 
®Opervise  the  evacuation  of  Egyptian  territory  and  the  Gaza  Strip,  under 
pressure  of  severe  economic  and  financial  threats  of  an  unofficial  nature 
‘rom  Washington.  The  effectiveness  of  such  threats  rested  on  the  fact 
ffiat  the  whole  Israeli  economy  was  dependent  on  the  flow  of  private 
'Unds  from  the  United  States,  while  the  British  attack  on  Egypt  had  been 
abandoned  verv  largelv  as  a  consequence  of  the  drain  on  British  dollar 
2nd  gold  reserves,  which  fell  {410  million  in  September-November  1956. 
^he  American  threats  of  sanctions  against  its  own  friends  and  allies 
Egypt  at  the  very  time  when  it  was  doing  nothing  to  impose  sanc- 
hons  for  the  Soviet  attack  on  Hungary,  and  its  refusal  to  cooperate  with 
ne  Soviet  Union  in  stabilizing  the  Near  East  because  of  Hungary,  pre- 
^nted  a  strange  picture  of  political  fantasy  as  1956  ended.  One  of  the 
niethods  of  pressure  used  by  the  United  States  against  the  Western  Pow- 
Was  support  of  Egypt’s  refusal  to  allow  any  clearance  of  the  Suez 
'-anal  until  the  withdrawal  of  troops  from  Egypt.  This,  of  course,  in- 
^^nsified  the  shortage  of  Near  Eastern  fuel  oil  in  Europe  as  winter  deep¬ 
ened.  The  evacuation  of  Anglo-French  forces  on  December  22,  1956, 
2nd  of  Israeli  forces  on  March  8,  1957,  permitted  clearing  of  the  Canal 
2nd  the  reimposition  of  Egyptian  blockade  pressures  on  Israel.  In  the 
'nterval  the  American  position,  ignoring  all  the  real  problems  of  the 
was  stated  in  the  form  of  the  so-called  Eisenhower  Doctrine  in 
.  nu.iry  1957.  Regarding  the  problem  solelv  in  terms  of  military  opposi- 
bon  to  Communism,  this  doctrine  attacked  the  Soviet  Union  and  threat- 
^'^^d  to  use  the  armed  forces  of  the  United  States  to  defend  any  “free- 
nni-loving  nations  of  the  area  .  .  .  requesting  such  aid  against  overt 
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armed  aggression  from  any  nation  controlled  by  international  conwi’U' 
nism.  .  . 

In  reply  to  this  unconstnictive  promise  the  Soviet  Union,  in  February 
1957,  suggested  a  joint  effort  by  four  Powers  (Russia,  the  United  States, 
Britain,  and  France)  to  reorganize  the  Near  East  on  the  basis  of 
principles;  (i)  peaceful  settlement  of  all  disputes  there,  (z)  noninter- 
ference  in  internal  affairs,  (3)  renunciation  of  all  efforts  to  incorporate 
Near  Eastern  countries  into  military  blocs  of  the  Great  Powers,  (4) 
moval  of  foreign  military  bases  from  the  area  and  the  troops  based  on 
them,  (5)  a  reciprocal  ban  on  arms  deliveries,  and  (6)  promotion  0 
economic  development  without  political  or  military  entanglements. 

This  promising  Soviet  offer,  which  might  have  been  negotiated  into 
some  settlement  of  the  Near  East’s  real  problems,  was  rebuffed  by 
United  States;  instead,  the  Eisenhower  Doctrine,  in  spite  of  the  clear  lao 
of  any  overt  Communist  threat,  was  used  against  Egypt  and  Syria  in  to- 
gard  to  Jordan  and  Lebanon. 

The  Jordan  monarchy  was  completely  dependent  upon  the  arni}' 
which  was,  in  turn,  completely  dependent  upon  the  financial  subsw.v 
from  Britain.  This  subsidy  (amounting  to  / 12  million  a  year)  was  ende 
by  the  new  Parliament  elected  in  October  1956.  Syria  and  Saudi  Arab)®' 
which  already  had  troops  on  Jordanian  soil,  joined  with  Egypt  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  subsidy.  To  escape  from  growing  Egyptian  and  Soviet  infl'' 
ence.  King  Hussein  dismissed  his  prime  minister  and  sought  aid  fr®'’’ 
Washington.  Rioting  from  opposition  groups  led  to  martial  la^v,  a  I'*’ 
million  grant  under  the  Eisenhower  Doctrine,  and  movement  of  t  c 
American  Sixth  Fleet  to  the  Levant  to  support  Hussein  (April  '957b 

The  rivalry  between  Saudi  Arabia  and  Egypt  for  influence  in  t 
other  Arab  countries  was  marked  by  an  Egypt-Syria  economic  unW 
in  September  1957,  a  $112  million  loan  to  Syria  from  the  Soviet  blo<^ 
and  (in  February  1958)  the  union  of  these  two  countries  into  a  Unite 
Arab  Republic.  Iraq  and  Jordan  responded  to  this  with  a  very  ephemera 
Arab  Federation.  By  the  spring  of  1958,  Nasser  was  engaged  in  contro 
versies  with  all  his  neighboring  states  except  Syria.  A  military  coup  n, 
pro-Nasser  officers  in  Iraq  in  July  abolished  the  monarchy  and  a® 
sassinated  Nuri  al  Said  and  his  chief  supporters  and  threatened  to 
throw  the  insecure  government  of  President  Chemoun  of  Lebanon, 
prevent  this,  American  forces  were  landed  in  Lebanon  in  the  same  'V® 
(July  15-17)  in  which  a  United  Nations  commission  on  the  spot 
ported  a  total  lack  of  evidence  of  any  outside  forces  trying  to  suin'  ^ 
Lebanon.  On  the  following  day,  Hussein  of  Jordan  asked,  and  obtaine 
a  British  parachute  brigade  to  protect  his  position.  , . 

Once  again  Khrushchev  appealed  for  a  Great  Power  conference  ( 
time  to  include  India)  on  the  Near  East,  but  was  met  by  a  series 
sions  and  legalistic  obstacles  from  Washington.  The  United  States  refu 
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to  act  outside  the  United  Nations,  and  the  suggestion  finally  ended  in  a 
series  of  recriminatory  letters  in  August.  A  special  session  of  the  United 
Nations  Assembly  sent  Secretary  General  Dag  Hammarskjold  on  a  mis¬ 
sion  to  the  Near  East  ^^’hich  was  able  to  evacuate  the  troops  from  Lebanon 
3nd  Jordan  by  November  1958. 

This  turmoil  in  the  Muslim  states  continued  during  the  subsequent 
period  of  Soviet-American  missile  rivalry  (1956-1963).  The  United 
Arab  Republic  of  Egypt  and  Syria,  established  in  February  1958,  w'as 
''roken  by  Syria  after  a  military  coup  had  overturned  the  Syrian  govern- 
'"ent  in  September  1961.  .\nother  Syrian  military  revolt  early  in  1963 
announced  its  reestablishment,  but  internal  opposition,  chiefly  from  the 
fia’ath  Party,  prevented  this.  In  Iraq  the  military  revolt  of  July  1958,  led 
General  Abdul  Karim  Qassim,  remained  in  power  on  a  relatively  pro- 
Communist  and  anti-Nasser  basis  until  it  was  overthrown  in  a  bloody  mili- 
*^3ry  upheaval  on  February  8-9,  1963. 
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Thk  decade  from  1953  to  1963  was  the  most  critical  in  modern  his¬ 
tory.  Man’s  ability  to  get  through  it  successfully  was  a  tribute  to 
Iiis  good  luck  and  good  sense.  The  avoidance  of  nuclear  war  and 
’^he  e.xtraordinary  burst  of  economic  prosperity  in  the  advanced  indus- 
’^tial  nations  during  that  decade  were  balanced  by  the  continued  growth 
of  acute  social  disorganization  and  the  even  more  acute  growth  of 
ideological  confusions.  Nevertheless,  man  survived,  and,  bv  1963,  was  at 
i^be  opening  of  a  new  era,  based  very  largely  on  the  rela.xaton  of  the 
Cold  War  between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  and  on  the 
Opportunities  to  do  something  about  the  lagging  social  and  intellectual 
problems  provided  by  the  combination  of  political  relaxation  and  eco¬ 
nomic  prosperity. 

The  decade  as  a  whole  fell  into  two  parts,  divided  about  1956.  The 
drst  tliree  years  were  marked  bv  the  continued  “Race  for  the  H-Bomb,” 
iind  covered  the  period  from  the  earlv  thermonuclear  explosions  in  1953 
*^o  the  achievement  of  a  fusion  bomb  that  could  be  dropped  from  an  air¬ 
plane  in  1956.  The  next  seven  years  were  filled  with  the  missile  race,  and 
reached  their  culmination  and  denouement  in  the  year  from  the  Cuban 
missile  crisis  of  October-November  1962  to  the  death  of  President  Ken¬ 
nedy  in  November  1963. 

Closely  related  to  this  division  based  on  weapons  development  was  the 
Somewhat  delayed  division  of  the  decade  into  two  parts  by  a  change  in 
Anierican  strategic  policy.  Here  the  dividing  point  was  about  i960,  and 
>s  marked  by  the  shift  from  the  strategy  of  “massive  retaliation,”  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  name  of  John  Foster  Dulles,  to  the  strategy  of  “gradu- 
“md  deterrence,”  associated  with  the  new  Democratic  Administration  of 
l^resident  Kennedy.  The  shift  in  i960,  ho\vever,  was  only  incidentally 
associated  with  the  presidential  election  of  that  year  and  the  subsequent 
^hift  of  Administration  in  the  White  House.  The  real  change  in  i960 
^'’as  brought  about,  as  xve  shall  see,  by  the  full  achievement,  at  that  time,  of 
mtercontinental  thermonuclear  striking  ability  by  the  two  great  Super- 
povvers.  The  “balance  of  terror”  thus  achieved  by  i960  led  directly  to 
missile  crisis  of  1962  and  the  thermonuclear  stalemate  of  1963.  And 
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these  developments  led  to  major  changes  in  the  political  and  ideologic^ 
structures  of  all  areas  of  the  world,  changes  that  are  still  going  on. 

THE  SHIFTING  POWER  BALANCE 

As  we  have  seen,  the  whole  period  of  1953  to  i960,  in  the  area  of  dc' 
fense,  was  dominated  by  the  so-called  “New  Look,”  the  Republican  effort 
to  reduce  the  cost  of  the  American  defense  effort  by  shifting  fro^ 
“containment”  to  massive  retaliation.  This  involved  a  reduction  in  w® 
American  defense  budget  from  an  average  of  $43  billion  a  year  over  the 
last  four  Truman  budgets  (1949-1953)  to  an  average  of  $37.4  a  year  over 
the  six  Eisenhower  budgets  of  1954-1960.  In  this  process  American  mih' 
tar)"  manpower  was  reduced  from  3.7  million  men  to  2.5  million  over  t 
six  years  Januarx",  1953-January,  1959.  Foreign  economic  aid  was  0 
creasingly  emphasized. 

In  this  fashion,  the  effort  to  deter  Soviet  aggression  was  based  more 
completely  on  the  threat  of  American  nuclear  attack  by  SAC  bombers  on 
the  Soviet  homeland  and  less  on  American  readiness  to  meet  Soviet 
forces  on  the  ground  or  to  win  third  Powers  to  our  side  b)"  economic  or 
other  aid.  Dulles,  who  saw  the  world  in  black-and-white  terms,  refused  to 
recognize  the  right  of  anyone  to  be  neutral,  and  tried  to  force  all  states 
to  join  the  American  side  in  the  Cold  War  or  be  condemned  to  exterior 
darkness. 

Having  thus  divided  the  world  into  two  blocs,  he  sought  to  set  np 
between  them  a  continuous  circuit  of  paper  barriers  along  the  la 
frontiers  of  the  Soviet  bloc  from  the  Baltic  Sea,  across  Europe  and  Asia- 
to  the  Far  East,  The  chief  portions  in  the  barrier  were  the  North 
lantic  Treat)"  Organization  (NATO)  in  Europe  (1949),  the 
Treaty  Organization  (1955)  in  the  Near  and  Middle  East  (CENTK  h 
and  the  South-East  Asia  Treaty  Organization  (SEATO)  in  the  Far  Eas 
(1954).  In  theorv,  the  paper  barrier  was  made  continuous  by  the  ptc* 
ence  of  Turkey  in  both  NATO  and  CENTRO  and  of  Pakistan  in  hot 
CENTRO  and  SEATO. 

Dulles  cared  little  about  the  military  strength,  economic  prospen^> 
or  political  democracy  of  the  states  forming  this  paper  ring  around 
Soviet  bloc,  since  their  chief  function  was  to  form  a  paper  barnei^ 
that  any  movement  outward  by  Russia  or  its  satellites,  by  breaking  ® 
paper,  would  trigger  the  trip-wire  circuit  that  hurled  America’s 
retaliatorv"  power  on  the  Soviet  homeland.  In  theory  this  strategic 
meant  that  any  outward  movement  by  the  Soviet  Union,  or  by  one  0 
satellite  states,  in  some  remote  jungle  or  on  some  barren  mountain®®? 
of  central  Asia,  might  lead  to  all-out  nuclear  war,  initiated  by  the  Unh® 
States,  which  would  totally  destroy  European  civilization  as  we  kno 
it.  For,  until  i960,  the  ability  of  either  of  the  Superpowers  to  stri 
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directly  at  the  other  from  its  own  soil  w'as  very  limited,  and,  accordingly, 
the  two  Superpowers  had  to  strike  jro7n  or  strike  at  bases  in  Europe  or  the 
Far  East. 

This  change,  which  took  place  over  the  period  1956-1962,  is  of  major 
^'gnificance,  since  it  meant  that  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States 
pecame  capable  of  striking  directly  at  each  other  and  did  not  have  to 
involve  third  Powers  in  their  disputes  immediately.  From  the  weapons 
point  of  vie\v,  it  represented,  on  the  American  side,  three  changes:  (1) 
[^he  shift  in  manned  bombing  planes  from  the  long-range  0-47*5  to  the 
intercontinental-range  6-52*5  and  6-58*5;  (2)  the  shift  in  missiles  from 
^he  intermediate-range  ballistic  missiles  (IR6M’s),  such  as  Thor  or 
Jopiter,  which  had  to  be  based  in  Turkey,  Italy,  or  Oritain  in  order  to 
reach  the  Soviet  Union,  to  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles  (IC6M*s), 
^Och  as  the  Minuteman  or  Atlas,  w'hich  could  hit  the  Soviet  Union  from 
^^Uncliing  sites  in  the  United  States;  and  (3)  the  advent,  about  i960,  of  the 
r^Uclear-propelled  Polaris  submarines,  w'hose  sixteen  nuclear-armed  mis¬ 
sies  could  strike  the  Soviet  Union  from  submerged  positions  in  the  seas 
“ordering  the  Eurasian  land  mass. 

This  American  capability  to  strike  the  Soviet  homeland  from  North 
^erica  w^as  not  achieved  so  quickly  or  so  completely  on  the  Russian 
Side,  even  by  the  time  the  nuclear  stalemate  had  been  reached  in  1963. 

a  result,  the  Soviet  Union  could  strike  at  the  United  States  only  by 
striking  at  its  bases  or  its  allies  in  NATO  or  in  the  Far  East.  At  first,  in  the 
*95o*s,  such  a  Soviet  counterstrike  would  have  been  largely  by  the 
poviet  ground  forces  invading  w^estward  across  central  Europe,  but 
“y  the  late  1950’s,  as  the  Soviet  strategic  striking  forces  were  strengthened 
^y  its  acquisition  of  strategic  bombing  planes  like  the  Tu-16  and  of 
RBiVl’s,  this  Soviet  counterstrike  to  America’s  massive  retaliation  would 
iiave  resulted  in  the  nuclear  destruction  and  radioactive  pollution  of  much 
Europe.  The  gradual  shift  of  American  retaliatory  power  from  inter- 
"“^diate  range  to  intercontinental  range  (in  1962)  reduced  the  Soviet 
pressure  on  Europe  by  reducing  the  importance  of  America’s  European 
“Uses.  This  had  many  significant  implications  for  all  the  nations  of  Europe, 
°“th  Communist  and  Western. 

The  key  to  the  missile  race  rested  on  the  fact  that  the  United  States 
®“d  the  Soviet  Union  took  opposite  routes  in  their  efforts  to  obtain 
'^“clear-armed  rockets.  One  basic  problem  w'as  how  to  combine  the 
American  A-bomb  of  1945  with  the  German  V-2  rocket.  Since  the 
^'bomb  was  an  egg-shaped  object  5  feet  wide  and  10  feet  long,  which 
"sighed  9,000  pounds,  and  the  V-2  could' carry  a  w'arhead  of  only 
'>700  pounds  200  miles,  the  problem  was  not  easy.  The  Soviet  government 
Sought  to  close  the  gap  between  rocket  potver  and  nuclear  payload  by 
^'orking  toward  a  more  pow'erful  rocket,  while  the  American  scien- 
dsts,  over  the  opposition  of  the  Air  Force  and  the  aviation  industry. 
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sought  to  close  the  gap  by  getting  smaller  bombs.  The  result  of 
race  was  that  the  Soviet  Union  in  1957-1962  had  very  large  boosters 
which  gave  it  a  lead  in  the  race  to  propel  objects  into  space  or  into  ballb' 
tic  orbits  around  the  earth,  but  these  were  very  expensive,  could  not  be 
made  in  large  numbers,  and  were  very  awkward  to  install  or  to  movS' 
The  United  States,  on  the  other  hand,  soon  found  it  had  bombs  in  all 
down  to  small  ones  capable  of  being  used  as  tactical  weapons  by  troops 
ground  combat  and  able  to  be  moved  about  on  jeeps. 

As  a  consequence  of  the  American  decision  to  reduce  the  size  of  the 
bomb  (a  decision  for  which  the  great  scientist  Robert  Oppenheinier  wa* 
largely  responsible),  by  the  early  1960’s  the  United  States  was  produc¬ 
ing  large  numbers  of  warheads  in  a  great  variety  of  sizes,  capable  of  being 
delivered  by  all  kinds  of  vehicles  from  tactical  rockets  and  cannons,  up 
through  Polaris  missiles,  airplanes  of  all  sizes,  and  rockets  of  all  rangcs< 
up  to  citv-destroying  bombs  carried  by  gigantic  SAC  bombers  or 
ICBM’s. 

Apparently  the  Soviet  success  in  obtaining  the  A-bomb  in  i949’ 
dropping  an  H-bomb  in  1953,  and  in  startling  the  world  with  its  pov''S'^ 
ful  rocket  boosters  in  1957  not  only  alarmed  the  United  States  but  also 
lulled  the  Kremlin  itself  into  the  mistaken  idea  that  it  was  ahead  of  t  ® 
United  States  in  the  development  of  missile  nuclear  weapons.  Tlus  so 
called  “missile  gap’’  was  a  mistaken  idea,  for  the  vast  expansion  of 
can  production  of  nuclear  materials  begun  in  1950,  combined  with  t 
simultaneous  reduction  in  the  sizes  of  nuclear  warheads,  by 
bringing  the  United  States  into  a  condition  of  “nuclear  plenty”  and 
“overkill  capacity”  that  posed  a  grim  problem  for  the  Soviet  Union, 
was,  strangely  enough,  just  at  that  time  (end  of  1957)  *■ 

American  stuies  (the  Gaither  Report  and  the  Special  Studies  Project  0 
the  Rockefeller  Brothers  Fund)  suggested  the  existence  of  a  missile  gaP 
or  inferiority  in  missile  capacity  of  the  United  States  compared  to 
Soviet  Union.  This  judgment,  apparently  based  on  overemphasis  on  ^ 
size  of  Soviet  rocket  boosters,  playe'd  a  chief  role  in  the  American 
dential  campaign  of  i960  and  in  the  ebullient  self-confidence  of  K  r 
shchev  and  his  associates  in  1957-1961. 

The  reality  of  the  situation  apparently  was  not  recognized  in 
until  1961,  when  it  penetrated  with  a  cold  shock  of  fear  through  the 
ceptive  festivities  of  self-congratulations  that  had  begun  with  the  sue 
of  Sputnik  I  (October  1957)  and  the  successful  moon  shot,  Luni 
(of  September  1959).  .  „ 

In  this  pleasant  period  of  self-deception,  intensified  by  the  Ainer 
presidential  campaign’s  unrealistic  discussion  of  the  missile  gap  P’ 
the  Kremlin  entered  upon  an  unofficial  international  suspension 
nuclear-bomb  testing  (the  Test  Moratorium)  from  October  31, 
October  23,  1961.  Suddenly,  in  1961,  the  Soviet  authorities  recogm' 
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that  they  had  fallen  far  behind  the  United  States,  both  in  number  and 
•n  variety  of  nuclear  weapons,  because  their  existing  nuclear  bombs  were 
too  large  for  many  purposes,  especially  for  accurate  and  numerous  long- 
range  ICBM’s.  Accordingly,  in  October  1961,  the  Soviet  Union  broke  the 
test  moratorium  of  three  years  by  resuming  nuclear  testing,  but,  to  con¬ 
ceal  the  purpose  of  the  tests  in  seeking  smaller  bombs,  they  aimed  their 
publicity  on  the  tests  at  the  fact  that  they  exploded  the  largest  bomb  ever 
ttsed,  a  58-megaton  fusion  thermonuclear  monstrosity. 

After  these  tests,  it  soon  became  clear  to  the  Soviet  Union  that  the 
American  lead  in  ICBM’s  could  not  be  overcome  by  the  Soviet  Union, 
*u  view  of  its  limited  industrial  capacity  and  the  other  urgent  demands 
un  that  capacity,  in  any  period  of  time  that  had  strategic  meaning.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  Moscow,  probably  at  the  instigation  of  the  Red  Army  itself, 
decided  to  remedy  its  weakness  in  ICBM’s  by  seeking  to  move  some  of  its 
'Numerous  ICBM’s  within  range  of  the  United  States  by  secretly  installing 
^*iem  in  Castro’s  Cuba. 

This  decision,  if  we  have  analyzed  it  correctly,  showed  once  again  the 
"'ay  in  which  the  Soviet  defense  strategy  moved  in  a  direction  opposite 
^0  that  which  was  influencing  American  defense  decisions.  Just  at  the 
hme  (summer  1961)  that  the  Soviet  Union  was  deciding  to  remedy  its 
"'eakness  in  ICB.M’s  by  trying  to  install  IRB.M’s  in  a  third  Power  close 
the  United  States,  the  latter  was  deciding  that  its  supply  of  ICBM’s 
'"as  increasing  so  rapidly  that  it  would  close  down  its  IRBM  bases  in  third 
'Countries  close  to  the  Soviet  Union  (such  as  Turkey).  This  American  de¬ 
cision  was  already  beginning  to  be  carried  out  when  the  Cuban  missile 
crisis  broke  in  October  1962. 

T  he  Cuban  missile  crisis  was  a  turning  point  in  Soviet- American  rela- 
hons,  similar  in  some  ways  to  the  Fashoda  crisis  of  1898  between  France 
and  England.  It  showed  both  sides  that  neither  wanted  a  war  and  that  their 
’nterests  were  not  antithetical  on  all  points.  Thus  it  signaled  the  sus¬ 
pension  of  the  Cold  War  and  of  the  all-out  insane  armaments  race  be- 
tween  them.  It  showed  that  the  United  States  had  missile  superiority 
sufficient  to  veto  any  major  Soviet  aggression,  w'hile  the  Soviet  Union 
hud  sufficient  missile  power,  in  combination  with  the  generally  non- 
j’ggrcssive  American  attitude,  to  discourage  the  United  States  from  using 
Us  missile  superiority  to  make  any  aggression  on  the  Soviet  Union.  Thus 
"us  established  a  nuclear  or  power  stalemate  of  nuclear  vetoes  between 
^hc  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  that  secured  each  against  the 
other. 

This  .American-Soviet  stalemate,  by  inhibiting  the  use  of  the  power  of 
each,  permitted  third  Powers  to  escape,  to  a  considerable  extent,  from 
'c  need  to  have  power  .sufficient  to  back  up  their  actions.  This  meant 
hut  third  states  could  undertake  actions  which  their  own  power  could 
Uot  in  itself  justify  or  enforce.  That  is  to  say  that  the  Superpower  stale- 
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mate  allowed  third  states  a  freedom  of  action  beyond  their  own  in¬ 
trinsic  powers.  Thus  Indonesia  could  attack  Malaya;  China  could  attack 
India;  Pakistan,  although  allied  to  the  United  States,  could  be  cozy 
Red  China;  C\prus  could  defy  Turkey;  Egypt  could  attack  \Tnien, 
France  could  defy  the  United  States;  Romania  could  flirt  with  Peking, 
and  Britain  or  Spain  could  trade  with  Castro’s  Cuba,  without  the  Super 
powers  feeling  free  to  use  their  own  real  strengths  to  obtain  what  they 
wanted,  since  most  of  these  strengths  were  neutralized  opposing  eac 
other. 

One  significant  consequence  of  this  situation  was  the  almost  total  co  - 
lapse  of  the  system  of  international  law  that  had  been  formulated  in  the 
seventeenth  century  bv  the  work  of  writers  like  Grotius.  That  system  0 
international  law  had  regarded  the  state  as  the  embodiment  of  sovereignty. 
an  organization  of  political  power  on  a  territorial  basis.  The  criteria 
for  the  e.vistcnce  of  such  a  sovereign  state  had  been  its  ability  to  defen 
its  boundaries  against  external  aggression  and  to  maintain  law  and  puhh 
order  among  its  inhabitants  inside  those  boundaries.  By  1964,  as  a  con¬ 
sequence  of  the  power  stalemate  of  the  Cold  War,  dozens  of  “states 
(such  as  the  Congo)  which  could  perform  neither  of  these  actions  were 
recognized  as  states  by  the  Superpowers  and  their  allies,  and  achieve 
this  recognition  in  international  law  by  being  admitted  to  the  Unite 
Nations.  This  development  culminated  over  fifty  years  of  destruction  0 
the  old  established  distinctions  of  international  law  such  as  the  distinc¬ 
tions  between  war  and  peace  (destroyed  by  the  Cold  War,  which  was 
neither),  between  belligerents  and  neutrals  (destroyed  by  British  eco¬ 
nomic  warfare  in  World  War  I),  or  between  civilians  and  combatants 
(destroyed  by  submarine  warfare  and  city  bombing).  Nuclear  stalemate 
in  the  Cold  War  context  made  it  possible  for  political  organizations  wit 
almost  none  of  the  traditional  characteristics  of  a  state  not  only  to 
recognized  as  states  but  to  act  in  irresponsible  ways  and  to  survive  on 
economic  subsidies  won  from  one  bloc  by  threatening  to  join  1° 
merely  to  accept  subsidies  from)  the  other  bloc. 

As  a  consequence  of  this  situation,  all  the  realities  of  international  an^ 
by  1964  had  become  covered  with  thick  layers  of  law,  theories,  practices, 
and  agreements  that  had  no  relationship  to  reality  at  all.  Today,  the  prc* 
sure  of  the  realities  beneath  that  layer  to  break  through  it  and  emerge 
into  the  daylight  where  they  can  be  generally  recognized  has  reache  ^ 
critical  point.  As  part  of  that  process  of  increasing  sanity  (which  t 
recognition  of  reality  always  is),  the  future  of  disarmament  became  more 
hopeful  than  it  had  been  in  decades,  although  the  chances  of 
any  substantial  disarmament  agreements  remain  slight.  This  means  r 
disarmament  is  more  likeK'  to  appear  in  the  form  of  nuclear  disengage 
ment  and  tacit  adoption  of  parallel  actions  than  in  the  form  of  expo 
agreements  or  signed  documents. 
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1  he  amount  of  mjTh  and  false  theories  that  must  be  pushed  aside  to 
permit  even  the  highest  peaks  of  reality  to  emerge  is  very  large.  In  the 
United  Nations  alone,  it  involves  such  points  as  the  recognition  of  the 
Congo  as  a  “state,”  the  belief  that  Taiwan  is  a  Great  Power  worthy  of 
°ne  of  the  four  permanent,  veto-wielding  seats  on  the  Security  Council, 
the  pretense  that  Red  China,  in  spite  of  its  possesssion  of  all  the  tra¬ 
ditional  attributes  of  statehood,  does  not  exist. 

Part  of  this  return  to  reality  is  embodied  in  the  growing  recognition 
^hat  there  are  more  situations  in  which  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  have  parallel  interests  than  there  are  in  which  their  interests  are 
antithetical.  Certainly  they  have  a  common  interest  in  avoiding  nuclear 
""'ar,  in  preventing  the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons  to  additional  states,  in 
[aot  poisoning  the  atmosphere  with  radioactive  fallout  from  nuclear  testing, 
•fa  slowing  up  weapons  development,  technological  rivalry,  and  the  space 
*'ace  in  order  to  direct  more  resources  to  domestic  problems  of  poverty, 
^'>cial  disorganization,  and  education;  or  in  refraining  from  outbidding 
each  other  in  grants  of  arms  and  aid  to  unreliable,  ungrateful,  unstable,  and 
inefficient  neutralist  regimes. 

One  first  clear  evidence  of  recognition  of  this  common  interest  was  the 
peaceful  settlement  of  the  Cuban  missile  crisis,  but  the  first  formal  agree- 
nient  based  on  it  was  the  official  Test  Ban  Treaty  of  August  1963.  This 
treaty  not  only  aimed  to  maintain  the  stalemate  between  the  two  Super¬ 
powers  to  the  degree  that  it  might  be  jeopardized  by  their  future  testing; 
*t  also  sought  to  hamper  the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons  to  additional 
powers  by  this  restriction.  Both  Superpowers  and  many  neutrals  feared 
^hat  nuclear  explosives  would  get  into  the  control  of  Red  China  or  other 
‘''responsible  hands. 

%  the  late  1960’s,  considerations  such  as  these  revealed  that  there 
""ere  considerable  areas  of  common  interests  among  the  states  of  the 
"'orld  covering  all  three  groups  of  the  so-called  Free  World,  the  Com- 
"‘Unist  bloc,  and  the  neutrals.  The  net  result  was  the ‘almost  total  dis¬ 
appearance  of  the  world  as  seen  by  John  Foster  Dulles  only  a  decade 
before.  The  two-power  world  of  Dulles  was  being  replaced  by  a  multi¬ 
bloc  world  in  which  the  nvo  Superpow'ers,  instead  of  being  antithetical 
all  points,  were  finding  large  areas  in  which  their  interests  were  closer 
each  other  than  they  were  to  those  of  some  of  the  other,  newer  blocs, 
^specially  that  growing  up  around  Red  China.  Moreover,  as  we  shall  see, 
some  ways  the  aims,  methods,  and  structures  of  the  two  Superpowers 
"'ere  converging  on  increasingly  parallel  courses.  Most  obviously  re- 
(‘‘‘gnant  to  Dulles  would  have  been  the  rise  of  neutralism,  evident  not 
[‘“ly  in  the  increasing  numbers  and  independence  of  the  neutral  states, 
““f  in  the  disintegration  of  both  the  old  Superpower  blocs  as  these  weak- 
and  dissolved,  and  former  members  of  these,  such  as  France  in  the 
and  Romania  in  the  East,  adopted  increasingly  neutralist  policies. 
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As  one  obv'ious  consequence  of  this,  the  paper  groupings  and  barriers 
Dulles  had  so  painfully  constructed  in  the  1950’s  were  under  liquidation  as 
one  of  the  chief  tasks  of  the  1960’s.  This  was  evident,  with  increasing 
obviousness,  in  NATO,  the  Organization  of  American  States  (0AS)< 
CENTRO,  and  SEATO.  Less  obviously,  except  in  the  Far  East,  the  same 
disintegrative  process  has  been  going  on  within  the  Soviet  bloc,  at 
with  Yugoslavia  in  1948  and  then  with  Red  China  (i960),  Albam*> 
Romania,  and  others.  This  whole  process  of  growing  neutralism,  diversity' 
and  the  disintegration  of  the  Superblocs,  followed  by  the  increasing 
phasis  of  all  groups  on  the  problems  of  poverty,  social  disorganization,  ai^ 
^iritual  nihilism,  was  possible  only  because  of  the  growth  of  nuclei'^' 
stalemate,  and  must,  throughout,  be  recognized  as  occurring  under  the 
umbrella  of  thermonuclear  terror  and  the  danger  from  new,  equally  Imt' 
rible  biological  weapons. 
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Two  revealing  events  in  the  late  summer  of  1957  offer  conflicting  e'’*' 
dence  on  the  nature  of  the  Soviet  system.  On  August  26th  the  Krernh^ 
claimed  its  first  successful  test  of  an  ICBM.  A  month  later  it  announc‘d 
that  the  sixth  Five-Year  Plan  had  been  scrapped  and  would  be  replace 
by  a  new  Seven-Year  Plan  for  1959-1965. 

The  meaning  of  this  second  announcement  was  difficult  to  evaluate' 
but  it  showed  the  regime’s  increasing  difficulty  in  carrying  out  its  gran  1 
ose  economic  projects,  a  difficulty  that  arose  from  the  failures  of  t 
Soviet  agricultural  system.  The  state  and  collective  farms  used  such  quan 
tities  of  equipment  and  manpower,  and  gave  such  limited  production 
return,  that  they  became  the  chief  limiting  factor  in  the  Soviet  efforts 
to  raise  standards  of  living,  to  maintain  the  size  and  power  of  the  defense 
forces,  to  win  over  third  states  by  economic  and  technical  assistance' 
and  to  lead  the  United  States  in  the  conquest  of  outer  space.  The  output 
of  food  from  the  small  private  plots  of  the  Soviet  peasantry,  which 
presumably  worked  only  in  their  owners’  spare  time,  produced  . 
five  times  the  output  per  acre  of  the  state  and  collective  farms.  1 
was,  of  course,  an  indication  of  the  success  of  private  enterprise  as 
spur  in  the  productive  process,  a  fact  which  was  specifically  recogniz 
by  Khrushchev  in  a  series  of  speeches  early  in  1964. 

But  in  1957-1959  this  meaning  of  the  change  in  the  Soviet  econo 
plan  was  unrecognized,  or  at  least  disputable,  and  the  world’s  attcnti 
became  riveted  instead  on  the  Soviet  success  with  its  rocket 
From  October  1957,  over  a  period  of  five  years,  the  Russians  showed 
way  in  outer  space  to  the  United  States.  In  the  newspapers  and  con^ 
sequent  world  opinion,  the  margin  of  the  Soviet  superiority  seeni 
much  greater  than  it  was  in  fact.  On  October  4th  Sputnik  I,  weign' 
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'^4  pounds,  was  shot  into  an  orbit  around  our  earth;  a  month  later, 
Sputnik  11,  weighing  1,120  pounds  and  containing  a  living  dog,  also  went 
'uto  successful  orbit.  But  on  December  6th  a  much  publicized  effort  by 
fhe  United  States,  in  Project  X'anguard,  failed  in  its  attempt  to  place  a 
^niall  sphere  of  ^‘4  pounds  into  orbit.  On  the  last  day  of  January  1958, 
the  first  American  spacecraft.  Explorer  I,  weighing  3 1  pounds,  successfully 
't'as  shot  into  orbit  around  our  earth,  but  it  was  followed  by  another 
failure  of  Vanguard  and  a  failure  of  E.xplorer  11  in  the  ne.xt  two  months. 

In  the  spring  of  1958,  our  success  with  E.xplorer  111  (31  pounds)  and 
another  failure  with  Vanguard  were  followed  by  the  successful  Sputnik 
(2,925  pounds).  The  two  years  1958  and  1959  saw  many  American 
failures  in  space  (20  in  all)  mingled  with  16  successful  efforts  (mostly 
>959).  In  January  1959,  the  Stwiet  government  put  Lunik  1  (3,245 
pounds)  in  orbit  around  the  sun  five  months  after  our  first  lunar  probe 
had  failed.  In  September  1959,  Lunik  II  hit  the  surface  of  the  moon,  and  a 
ojonth  later  Lunik  III  passed  around  the  moon,  photographing  its  hidden 
In  i960  and  1961  the  United  States  launched  numerous  successful 
space  vehicles  that  gathered  valuable  scientific  information.  One  of  these, 
Januart’  1959,  made  the  first  broadcast  from  space,  relaying  messages 
f^'orn  American  ground  stations,  but  in  April  and  August  1961  Soviet 
Vehicles  successfully  sent  the  first  human  beings  into  space:  \"ostok  1  was 
ffcovered  after  a  single  orbit,  and  Vostok  II,  after  18  successful  trips 
ground  the  globe,  was  recovered  the  next  day.  These  first  space  travelers, 
^3jor  Yuri  Gagarin  and  Major  Gherman  S.  Titov,  returned  safely  to 
^viet  soil,  descending  to  earth  in  remarkable  demonstrations  of  the 
Soviet  success  in  controlling  their  space  vehicles.  The  first  American 
astronauts.  Captain  Alan  B.  Shepard,  Jr.,  who  made  a  suborbital  flight 
*^f  >17  miles  in  Alay  1961,  and  Colonel  John  H.  Glenn,  w  ho  orbited  the 
varth  three  times  in  February  1962,  were  recovered  by  landing  in  the 
'^t^'^an.  In  October,  United  States  Navy  Commander  Walter  M.  Schirra 
a  similar  landing  after  a  smooth  countdown  and  blast-off  at  Cape 
Lanaveral  (now  called  Cape  Kennedy)  and  six  orbits  around  the  earth. 
^he.se  American  achievements  were  seen  on  television  by  millions  of 
Viewers  and  roused  considerable  praise  throughout  the  world  at  the 
'Courage  of  the  American  government  in  permitting  live  broadcasts  of 
"'hat  could  have  turned  into  humiliating  fiascos. 

The  Soviet  fiascos  in  space  developments,  if  any  occurred,  w'ere  well 
'Concealed,  while  their  successes  continued  to  astound  the  w'orld  at  the 
of  1962.  In  August  of  that  year,  the  Rus.sians  in  less  than  twenty-four 
hours  blasted  off  Vostok  III  and  Vostok  IVL  each  with  a  human  pas- 
^oger,  brought  them  within  four  miles  of  each  other  in  space,  and 
Gilded  them  together,  six  minutes  and  1 24  miles  apart,  after  several  days  in 
*P®oe,  most  of  it  in  a  w'eightless  condition.  This  achievement  was  re- 
"larkablc  for  its  exhibition  of  control  of  the  whole  process,  since  the 
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two  vehicles  were  in  almost  identical  orbits,  almost  came  together 
space,  and  broke  all  previous  records  for  time  and  distance  in  spact' 
Major  A.  G.  Nikolavev  circled  the  earth  64  times,  covered  1,625,00° 
miles,  and  was  w'eightless  for  almost  four  days,  during  which  he  worked, 
ate,  slept,  and  moved  about  in  his  capsule.  His  companion  cosmonaut’ 
Lieutenant  Colonel  P.  R.  Popovich,  made  48  orbits  around  the  earth  ano 
was  weightless  for  almost  three  days.  These  achievements  in  the  Soviet 
space  program  were  repeated  in  June  1963  by  similar  dual  flights  oj 
Valentina  Tereshkova,  the  first  woman  in  space,  who  made  48  orbits,  an 
Lieutenant  Colonel  Valery  Bykovsky,  who  completed  81  orbits. 

The  impact  of  these  Soviet  “space  spectaculars”  on  world  opinion  vvas 
tremendous.  To  many  neutrals,  and  even  to  some  in  the  Western  nations, 
their  exploits  seemed  to  indicate  that  the  Soviet  Union  had  moved  w 
first  place  in  ability  to  apply  science  to  technological  development.  Onl) 
gradually,  and  never  completely,  did  realization  spread  that  the  Soviet 
Linion,  by  announcing  only  its  successes  and  concealing  its  failures, 
gave  a  misleading  appearance  of  success.  In  time,  it  also  began  to  appe°t 
that,  while  the  Soviet  Union  unquestionably  had  tremendous  boosters  au 
an  almost  unbelievable  accuracy  in  firing  them,  the  United  States  spa°° 
effort  included  a  greater  number  of  attempts,  in  much  greater  varict) 
and  size,  and  yielded  immensely  larger  amounts  of  scientific  information- 
By  1963-1964,  when  the  space  rivalry  had  entered  upon  a  race  to  pla°® 
men  on  the  moon,  and  both  sides  were  beginning  to  have  doubts  about  the 
wisdom  of  this  (or  at  least  the  wisdom  of  racing  to  it),  it  became  clearer 
that  the  American  space  effort  was  larger,  sounder,  and  more  fruitful  to 
science  than  the  amazing  and  earlier  exploits  of  the  Soviet  Union.  5°*^ 
no  such  process  of  revaluation  could  change  the  fact  that  the  first  men 
in  space  were  Russians,  Yuri  G.igarin  and  Gherman  S.  Titov,  in  19^'' 

The  Soviet  successes  in  space  had  a  triple  impact  on  the  United  States, 
with  the  final  result  that  the  whole  movement  of  American  life  was  turns 
in  a  new  direction.  The  psychological  impact  was  the  least  important 
in  spite  of  its  force.  More  significant  was  the  influence  on  American  edn 
cation  and  economic  development. 

The  economic  impact  of  Sputnik  and  Vostok  was  such  as  to  dme 
immense  resources,  through  government  spending,  toward  research  in 
science  and  technology.  By  1964,  after  six  years  of  its  existence,  t 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  (NASA)  had  settle 
down  to  an  annual  budget  of  over  five  billion  dollars  a  year.  Sums 
large  were  directed  by  government  sources  into  research  and  development 
in  science,  medicine,  and  technology.  As  a  consequence,  the  whole  p°t 
tern  of  American  education  was  changed  and  so  was  the  relationship 
between  government  and  education,  as  well  as  between  the  public  and  e 
cation.  The  educational  system  was  brought  into  the  tempestuous  atmo® 
phere  of  the  frantic  American  marketplace  and  was  being  ransacked  fr 
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highest  levels  down  to  high  school  and  even  below  for  talented, 
trained,  or  merely  eager  people.  As  tlie  demands  for  such  people  grew 
their  remunerations  and  opportunities  increased,  the  substantial 
ttwnority  who  were  not  talented,  trained,  or  eager  found  fewer  and  fewer 
^opportunities  to  make  a  living  and  began  to  sink  downward  toward  a 
steadily  growing  lower  class  of  social  outcasts  and  underprivileged,  the 
socially  self-perpetuating  group  of  the  impoverished. 

At  the  same  time,  within  the  Soviet  Union,  similar  revolutionary 
changes  were  taking  place,  as  millions  were  called  from  rural  and  de¬ 
pressed  urban  areas  to  educational  opportunities  and  upward  advance- 
tt'ent  in  technological  skills  and  social  rewards.  The  Socialist  pretenses  of 
^^tial  rewards  were  gradually  abandoned,  with  increased  emphasis  on  in- 
tvidual  enterprise,  advancing  hierarchies  of  wealth  and  power,  and 
thsparate  compensations  for  ambition,  application,  talent,  and  adaptability. 

ri  the  whole,  as  we  shall  see,  there  was  a  development  of  Soviet  and 
‘  nierican  ways  of  life  not  only  in  convergence  toward  each  other,  but, 
a  sense,  away  from  life  in  most  other  nations. 

touring  this  period  of  convergence  of  the  Soviet  and  American  ways 
•toward  more  highly  developed  scientific  and  technological  systems,  there 
"'as,  simultaneously,  a  superficial  sharpening  of  their  political  struggle 
and  a  less  obvdous  opening  of  numerous  bridges  of  cooperation  between 
Such  bridges  appeared  first  in  those  areas  of  scientific  and  edu¬ 
cational  life  where  they  were  developing  awav  from  the  majority  of  other 
nations  It  appeared  in  such  a  remarkable  example  of  international  coopera- 
as  the  International  Geophysical  Year  (July  1957  to  the  end  of 
’958)  and,  more  specifically,  in  the  Soviet-American  agreements  on 
cultural  and  educational  changes,  such  as  that  for  1958-1959  signed  in 
January  1958.  These  brought  scientists,  teachers,  musical  performers, 
industrialists,  and  even  tourists  from  one  country  to  the  other. 

In  November  1958,  two  unconnected  events  began  the  process  that 
cn  in  four  years  to  the  Cuban  missile  crisis  and  the  relaxation  of  the 
old  War.  On  November  27th,  Khrushchev,  filled  with  self-confidence 
truculence,  sent  a  note  to  the  Western  Powers  demanding  settle- 
iiient  of  the  Berlin  problem,  under  threat  that  the  Soviet  Union,  at  the 
of  six  months,  would  itself  sign  a  peace  treaty  with  the  East  German 
^^''otnment,  would  withdraw  its  own  forces  from  the  area,  and  hand 
its  rights  in  Berlin  (including  control  of  the  Allied  access  routes 
p’^o  the  city)  to  the  East  German  government.  Because  the  Western 
°'vers  did  not  recognize  the  East  German  regime,  this  action  would 
Only  force  such  recognition  but  would  force  them  to  negotiate  with 
J’st  Germany  over  rights,  based  on  victory  and  agreement  with  the 
*^''iet  Union,  which  were  not  negotiable,  particularly  with  it. 

^Vhen  Khrushchev  sent  this  “ultimatum”  on  November  27,  1958, 
AATO  had  only  twenty-one  divisions,  one-third  of  them  West  German, 
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to  defend  its  position  in  Europe.  But  the  ne.\t  day,  America’s  Atlas 

for  the  first  time,  shot  full  range  of  6,325  miles. 

AVhile  the  si.t  months  of  Khrushcheva’s  “ultimatum”  were  ticking  0^’ 
the  tvv  o  hostile  camps  began  to  disintegrate  internallv,  in  western  Europe 
and  in  the  Far  East. 

In  the  Far  East,  the  first  year  of  Red  China’s  Fwe-Year  Plan,  the  so- 
called  “Great  Leap  Forward,”  began  to  collapse  within  six  months  of 
beginning.  Apparently  to  cover  this  up,  the  Chinese  government  bega'^ 
to  adopt  a  verv'  aggressive  attitude  toward  the  Nationalist  Chinese  gov'er’’" 
ment  on  Formosa  (Taiwan),  and  prepared  to  mount  an  all-out  assau 
on  its  forces  on  the  Chinese  territorial  islands  of  Matsu  and  Querno)- 
which  were  still  under  Chiang  Kai-shek’s  control.  The  strong  suppo^^ 
Dulles  gave  to  Chiang,  including  reinforcement  b\"  an  American 
carrier  task  force,  and  his  psychological  readiness  to  go  to  “the  brink  <> 
war,”  spread  down  to  all  parts  of  the  world.  Tiie  Red  Chinese  threat 
gradually  petered  out,  and  they  made  extensive  demands  on  Moscow  w 
military,  technical,  and  financial  assistance.  About  the  same  time,  France 
made  demands  on  the  United  States  to  prevent  any  possibility  of  Europ 
becoming  involved  in  a  nuclear  war  arising  from  unilateral  America^ 
actions  in  the  Far  East,  or  elsewhere,  in  which  France  had  not  been 
consulted.  These  two  demands,  from  Peking  and  Paris,  soon  showe 
the  disintegrative  features  developing  within  the  tw  o  Superblocs. 

Red  China’s  demands  for  assistance  from  Moscow'  could  not  be  meh 
for  the  simple  reason  that  the  Kremlin  could  not  fill  the  demands 
Soviet  Union  itself,  caught  as  it  w’as  in  a  three-way  vise  of  a  falters  e 
agricultural  system,  the  increasing  demands  of  the  Russians  themse*'' 
for  improved  standards  of  living,  and  the  needs  of  the  missile  and  sp^c 
races  with  the  United  States.  Accordingly,  the  Chinese-Soviet  technica 
assistance  agreement  of  Februaiy'  1959  offered  only  five  billion  rubles'O^^^ 
the  next  six  years,  approximately  half  the  amount  that  had  been  provt  ^ 
during  the  previous  six  years.  Within  six  months.  Red  China  be?® 
aggressions  against  its  inaccessible  borders  with  India  and  w'as  ma  & 
increasingly  unfavorable  comments  about  Khrushchev’s  doctrines 
“peaceful  coexistence  with  capitalism”  and  the  “inevitable  victory 
Socialism  without  w'ar.” 

In  this  same  six  months,  the  United  States  w'as  having  growing  0*  ^ 
culties  with  France  within  NATO.  In  September  1958,  De  Gaulle 
that  a  tripartite  directorate  be  established  of  the  United  States,  d'"' 
and  France  to  provide  consultation  on  a  global  basis  wider  than 
European  limited  control  e.xercised  through  NATO.  This 
very  w'ell  founded,  since  America’s  actions  in  Quemoy  or  in  the  Ian 
of  American  marines  in  Lebanon  (in  July  1958)  might  have  led  to 
with  the  Soviet  Union  and  a  Soviet  attack  on  western  Europe  over  an  • 
and  issue  in  w  hich  France  had  not  been  involved  or  consulted. 
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t)e  Gaulle’s  request  was  rejected.  As  soon  as  the  imperious  general  had 
been  inaugurated  as  the  first  President  of  the  Fifth  French  Republic 
(January,  1959),  he  took  steps  to  extricate  France  from  some  of  the 
f^rench  commitments  to  NATO;  The  French  Mediterranean  fleet  was 
removed  from  NATO  control,  the  use  of  France  as  a  base  for  nuclear 


'^’eapons,  either  from  planes  or  missiles,  was  refused,  and  French  partici¬ 
pation  in  a  unified  European  air  defense  system  was  denied. 

In  tw'o-day  talks  in  Paris,  December  19-20,  1959,  the  two  Presidents, 
•Eisenhower  and  De  Gaulle,  went  over  the  ground  again  and  reached  a 
stalemate:  Eisenhower  rejected  De  Gaulle’s  suggestion  for  a  three-Power 
Slobal  policy  directorate,  and  De  Gaulle  rejected  Eisenhower’s  desire 
••H"  an  integrated  air  and  naval  defense  system  for  Europe. 

While  these  positions  were  developing,  a  significant  turning  point  in 
Soviet-American  relations  appeared  during  Khrushchev’s  visit  to  the 
'-'nited  States,  September  15-17,  1959.  The  Kremlin  leader  was  full  of  his 
Usual  talk  of  the  inevitable  future  victory  of  Socialism  and  the  need  for 
Peaceful  co-existence  until  that  time.  He  welcomed  competition  in  eco- 
•‘uiiiic  or  technological  affairs,  in  athletic  or  cultural  matters,  but  he  ruled 
uut  the  need  for  war  or  the  legitimacy  of  aggression  by  either  side.  At 
,  rst  he  refused  to  be  impressed  with  the  wealth  and  power  of  America, 
'uiplying  that  it  was  not  surprising  to  him  and  that  the  Soviet  Union 
uould  do  it  better  at  some  future  date.  But  gradually  a  very  important 
Change  occurred.  In  spite  of  himself,  he  was  impressed.  He  ceased  to 
P*'ctend  to  himself  that  the  things  he  saw  were  some  special  exhibits  set 
JJP-  regardless  of  cost,  to  delude  him.  Gradually  the  incredible  truth 
awned  in  his  mind:  many  Americans  actually  lived  like  this,  in  what 
uc  ordinary  Russian  would  regard  as  unbelievable  luxury.  The  real 
•cvelation  came  when  he  visited  farms  in  Iowa,  saw  the  equipment  and  way 
life  of  these  successful  American  farmers,  and  found  out  the  eco- 
jioinie  statistics  of  American  agriculture  at  its  best.  For  years  afterward 
talked  of  these  matters,  and,  as  recently  as  April  1964,  he  told  the 
••'•garians  about  it  and  advised  them  to  emulate  the  American  farmers. 
Khrushchev’s  journey  was  notable  in  other  ways.  At  Camp  David 
"'•th  President  Eisenho\\'cr,  he  revoked  his  six-month  time  limit  for  set- 
“•g  the  German  question,  on  the  ground  that  the  consideration  of  the 
Problem  by  the  Foreign  Ministers  Conference  of  the  summer  of  1959  had 
^spended  the  urgency  of  the  problem.  At  the  meeting  of  the  General 
ssetnbly  of  the  United  Nations  in  September,  Khrushchev  won  consider- 
support  for  his  suggestion  that  the  Soviet  Union  was  willing  to  reach 
^^’••plete  disarmament  supervised  by  mutual  controls,  including  aerial 
photography. 

During  his  visit,  Soviet  Foreign  Minister  Gromyko  provided  a  curious 
bjuipse  ijjfQ  intricacies  of  the  Soviet  system.  At  Camp  David  he  tried 
•Hake  a  deal  binding  each  party  to  limit  its  propaganda  radio  broad- 


IIOO  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

casts  to  the  other  to  three  hours  a  day,  with  the  unstated  implication  that 
Moscow  might  stop  jamming  the  Voice  of  America  if  this  agreemeo*^ 
was  reached.  Although  our  broadcasts  in  Russian,  at  that  time,  were  owy 
three  hours  a  day,  we  refused  the  offer  by  saying  that  we  wished  to 
crease,  not  reduce,  the  flow  of  information.  Gromyko  left  the  impression 
that  the  jamming  was  an  e.xpense  and  burden  on  the  Soviet  system-  A 
any  rate,  in  June  1963,  with  the  relaxation  of  the  Cold  War,  janimm? 
was  stopped  by  the  Russians  without  any  agreement.  . 

The  weakening  of  the  Soviet  position,  which  the  Kremlin  recogniz® 
in  regard  to  missiles  in  1961,  also  appeared  to  them  in  other  fields,  an 
uas  fullv  apparent  to  anyone  who  w'ished  to  look  at  the  comparati'' 
prosperity  of  the  two  Superblocs.  Now'here  did  this  comparison  stand  out 
more  clearlf  than  in  divided  Germany,  and  nowhere  could  the  Krem  t 
accept  it  less  readily. 

In  the  1950’s  and  early  1960’s,  the  contrast  between  the  (East)  German 
Democratic  Republic  and  the  (West)  German  Federal  Republic  were  a 
between  night  and  day.  The  West,  with  about  55  million  persons, 
booming,  while  the  East,  xvith  less  than  17  million,  w'as  grim  and  ® 
pressed.  The  West  German  economic  miracle  was  based,  as  we  have  sai  > 
on  low'  wages,  hard  work,  and  vigorous  pursuit  of  profits  by  privat® 
enterprises  little  hampered  by  the  government  or  labor  unions.  It  "j’*’ 
in  fact,  the  closest  example  of  traditional  nineteenth-century  laissez 
that  the  mid-twentieth  century  had  to  offer.  The  government,  under  t 
influence  of  .Minister  of  Economics  (later  Chancellor)  Ludwig  Erhar  . 
operated  in  terms  of  w'hat  they  called  “a  socially  conscious  free  mar 
economy”  (soziale  Marktivirtschaft),  but  the  play  of  free  economic  fot® 
W'as  to  be  found  in  lack  of  interference  by  the  government  and  com^ 
petitive  w'age  rates  rather  than  in  price  competition  among  industry® 
producers.  The  fluctuations  of  the  business  cycle  w  ere  dampered  down 
the  government’s  fiscal  policy,  and  it  w'as  said  that  possible  inequities 
the  distribution  of  the  national  product  could  be  remedied  by  a 
gressive  income  tax  mild  enough  not  to  interfere  with  incentives.  Other 
wise,  taxes  were  drawn  to  encourage  industry  to  plow'  its  profits  ba^^^ 
into  the  business  rather  than  to  raise  wages.  This  policy  and  the  natm 
tendencies  of  the  German  outlook  favored  production  of  capital 
over  consumer  goods  and  for  the  export  market  rather  than  for  l 

use.  After  1945,  labor  unions,  which  had  been  closely  associated  ''' 
political  activities  and  with  agitations  for  drastic  economic  and  .social 
forms  before  the  Nazi  regime  enslaved  them,  sought  to  avoid  politics  a 
to  concentrate  on  w'ages  and  w'ork  conditions  (as  do  unions  in  the  Uni 
States) ;  but  these  activities  in  Germany  had  traditionally  been  the  c 
cern  of  other  agencies  (such  as  w'orks  councils),  and  they  could  hardly 
much  influenced  by  unions  in  a  period  of  surplus  labor  and  low  pt^ 
such  as  prevailed  in  Germany  in  the  1950’s. 
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This  surplus  of  labor  in  West  Germany  came  from  the  influx  of  13 
Tiillion  refugees  into  the  area,  chiefly  from  East  Germany  and  Czecho¬ 
slovakia.  Once  the  boom  started,  the  demand  for  labor  was  so  great  that 
refugees  continued  to  be  welcomed,  and  at  least  two-thirds  of  a  million 
non-German,  unskilled  workers  were  imported  from  Italy,  Greece,  Spain, 
3nd  elsewhere  in  southern  Europe.  The  docility  and  eagerness  to  work  of 
fhese  peoples  kept  wages  low,  profits  high,  and  the  boom  going  through 
fhe  1930’s  and  into  the  1960’s.  As  late  as  i960  only  38,000  man-days  of 
labor  were  lost  by  strikes  and  lockouts  in  West  Germany,  compared  to 
alniost  half  a  million  in  the  Netherlands,  3  million  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
and  19  million  in  the  United  States  in  that  year. 

Some  of  the  consequences  of  this  sv'stem,  besides  the  most  obvio,us  one 
nf  booming  prosperity,  were  that  the  structure  of  monopolized  industry 
"'ith  great  rewards  for  the  upper  classes,  with  lesser  rewards  and  little 
Social  mobility  for  workers,  continued  in  the  1950’s  as  it  had  been  in 
l^ermany  since  its  industrialization  began.  In  1958  eight  great  “trusts” 
ffill  controlled  75  percent  of  crude  steel  production,  80  percent  of  raw 
'ron,  60  percent  of  rolled  steel,  and  36  percent  of  coal  output.  The 
•aiimber  of  millionaires  (in  marks)  more  than  doubled  in  four  years  in  the 
Middle  1950’s.  Yet  le.ss  than  half  of  the  eligible  workers  were  in  unions, 
J^nion  membership  went  up  only  10  percent,  while  the  working  force 
'ticreased  67  percent  after  1949,  and  only  an  insignificant  part  (5  per- 
cent)  of  university  students  came  from  the  working  class  compared  to  a 
rate  five  times  as  high  in  Great  Britain. 

To  the  outside  world,  and  to  most  Germans,  especially  East  Germans, 
inner  nature  and  structure  of  the  West  German  “economic  miracle” 
"'ss  of  little  significance.  What  did  matter  was  that  the  average  West 
German  had  steady  work  at  adequate  wages  and  limitless  hope  for  the 
future.  The  10  percent  increase  each  year  in  the  West  German  gross  na- 
honal  product  was  something  that  could  not  be  denied  or  belittled. 

Among  those  who  had  no  desire  to  ignore  it  or  to  belittle  it,  but,  on 
^be  Contrary,  were  eager  to  participate  in  it,  were  the  East  Germans. 
They  continued  to  flee  yxstward  from  poverty  and  despotism  to  plenty 
^ud  freedom.  Every  effort  made  by  the  Communist  regime  to  stem  that 
flow  merely  served  to  increase  it.  The  more  police  who  were  sent  to  guard 
*^be  frontier  between  East  and  West  Germany,  the  more  police  there  were 
^  flee  westward  with  the  others. 

The  reasons  for  these  flights  to  the  West  were  clear  enough.  East  Ger- 
'Uany  has  been  a  Stalinizcd  regime  under  an  unpopular  tyrant  who  is 
sustained  by  twenty-tw  o  Russian  divisions  because  he  is  willing  to 
Jflniinister  East  Germany  as  an  economic  colony  of  the  Soviet  Empire, 
u  spite  of  Khrushchev’s  denunciations  of  Stalinism,  he  supported  a 
’^alinist  regime  under  A^’alter  Ulbricht,  the  Communist  dictator  of  East 
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Germany,  because  that  type  of  regime  extracted  the  largest  booty  from 
Its  territory  for  the  KremUn. 

This  pressure  became  worse  on  East  Germany  just  after  1959,  when 
the  attractions  of  West  Germany  became  greater,  and  the  endless  de- 
mands  on  Soviet  resources  for  missiles,  space  spectaculars,  improved 
stand^ds  of  living,  and  a  disintegrating  agricultural  system  were  increas- 
ing.  o  fulfill  these  demands.  East  Germany  scrapped  its  unfinished 
second  Five-Year  Plan  in  1959  and  switched  to  a  Seven-Year  Plan  syn¬ 
chronized  to  the  Soviet  Union’s  new  Seven-Year  Plan  for  i959-i9d5' 
As  part  of  that  plan,  came  a  forced  collectivization  of  the  half  of  East 
German  agriculture  that  still  remained  in  private  hands.  In  three  months, 
hehruary-April  i960,  almost  a  million  farmers  were  forced  into  le.ss  than 
20,000  collective  farms  by  methods  of  violence  and  social  pressure  simi¬ 
lar  to  those  Stalin  had  used  thirty  years  earlier  in  Russia.  And  the  con¬ 
sequences  were,  in  an  economic  sense,  very  similar:  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion  collapsed.  Shortages  of  food  were  soon  followed  by  other  shortages, 
especially  of  coal.  As  might  be  imagined,  the  East  German  winters  of 
1961-1963  became  grim  nightmares.  The  Seven-Year  Plan  of  1959  proved 
almost  at  once  to  be  unfulfillable,  and  was  replaced  by  a  new  and  more 
modest  one  for  1964-1970.  But  the  area’s  subordination  to  Russia  was 
hardly  eased  at  all. 

East  Germany,  like  the  rest  of  .Moscow’s  European  satellites,  is  or¬ 
ganized  into  a  unified  system  of  industrial  specialization  and  economic 
^ploitation,  the  Comecon  (Council  of  Mutual  Economic  Assistance),  the 
^viet  s  version  of  a  common  market,  set  up  in  opposition  to  the  Marshall 
Plan  in  1949.  As  a  consequence,  80  percent  of  East  Germany’s  exports  go 
to  Communist  countries,  and  it  became  the  Soviet  Union’s  largest  cus- 
torner,  supplying  20  percent  of  its  total  imports.  Generally,  this  exchange 
took  the  form  of  Russian  raw  materials  e.xchanged  for  German  industrial 
goods,  especially  machinery,  chemicals,  optical  products,  and  scientifie 
instruments.  But  the  failure  of  the  whole  system  may  be  seen  in  the  fact 
that  East  Germany,  whose  prewar  industrial  capacity  was  about  as  large 
as  West  Germany’s,  by  i960  was  producing  only  one-fourth  the  industrial 
output  of  W’est  Germany. 

The  Communist  solution  to  these  difficulties  was  to  increase  the 
tyranny,  but  this  simply  forced  more  East  Germans  to  flee  westward- 
To  prevent  this,  and  to  prevent,  if  possible.  Communist  knowledge  of 
the  great  successes  of  the  capitalist  system  to  the  west  of  them,  the  East 
German  authorities  on  August  13,  '1961,  clamped  down  a  rigid  “death 
strip  along  the  E^st  German-West  German  frontier,  and  lia.stilv  huilt 
a  wall  along  the  line  dividing  East  Berlin  from  West  Berlin.  For  months 
this  wall  was  strengthened  and  heightened,  surrounded  and  surmounted 
by  barbed  wire  and  watchtowers,  with  the  buildings  and  concealing 
along  Its  length  cleared  away.  Nevertheless,  20,000  persons  risked  death. 
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’•liury,  and  prison  and  successfully  escaped  over  the  wall  in  its  first  twelve 
nionths.  Since  then  the  figure  has  fallen  to  10,000  to  1 3,000  a  year  with 
about  8  to  10  percent  made  up  of  those  who  were  supposed  to  be  guard¬ 
ing  it. 

in  contrast  with  this,  the  West  German  economic  miracle  that  made 
fiiat  country  the  third  largest  importer  and  the  second  largest  e.xporter 
in  the  world,  s\ith  freedom  and  prosperity,  was  more  than  Khrushchev 
Could  stand.  VV'est  Berlin,  which  shared  in  the  freedom  and  prosperity 
nf  the  AVest,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  it  was  surrounded  by  the  grim 
penury  of  East  Germany,  was  even  more  objectionable  to  Khrushchev, 
iiecause  it  was  a  glaring  exhibition  of  the  success  of  the  West  and  the 
failure  of  the  East.  As  Khrushchev  him.sclf  said.  West  Berlin  was 
^  bone  stuck  in  m\-  throat.” 

There  can  be  little  doubt  that  Khrushchev's  talk  about  “peaceful  co¬ 
existence”  and  “the  inevitable  triumph  of  Socialism  by  competition  w  ith- 
ent  War”  was  sincere.  He  was  convinced  that  the  Soviet  Union,  as  the  sole 
earthly  representative  of  a  Communist  regime,  must  be  preserved  at  any 
Cost.  He,  with  his  associates,  since  the  testing  of  the  first  successful  Soviet 
'■berruonuclear  explosion  in  August,  1953,  have  recognized  that  a  thermo- 
jiuclear  war  would  destroy  all  civilized  living,  including  the  victor’s.  The 
Ked  Army  at  times,  and  Red  China  always,  objected  to  this,  with  the 
^^gument  that  enough  wmuld  survive  to  permit  reconstruction  of  a  so- 
cialistic  way  of  life,  but  Khrushchev  was  not  persuaded.  On  this  basis,  he 
Sincerely  wished  to  divert  the  Communist-capitalist  struggle  into  non- 
''inlent  areas.  Thus  he  was  sincere  in  his  disarmament  suggestions  and 
’^^gotiations,  but  since  he  distrusted  the  Western  Powers  just  as  thoroughly 
3s  they  distrusted  him,  any  advance  along  the  road  to  disarmament  was 
3'niQst  hopeless.  The  Soviet  position  sought  limitation  of  nuclear  arms 
3nd  long-range  vehicles,  and  was  much  less  willing  to  accept  limits  on 
Conventional  arms  or  ground  forces.  This  is  equivalent  to  saying  that 
bo  xvished  to  limit  the  United  States  and  was  reluctant  to  limit  the  Soviet 
f^oion.  Only  after  1959,  with  the  increased  strain  on  the  Soviet  Union’s 
economic  manpower,  was  there  any  readiness  to  curtail  infantry  forces. 

the  same  time,  the  almost  insane  secrecy  of  the  Russian  system  made 
'■*36  Kremlin  reluctant  to  accept  any  effective  kind  of  inspection  of  dis- 
^tnanient,  w^hich  w'as  almost  automatically  regarded  by  them  as  espionage, 
file  United  States  was  even  less  eager  than  the  Kremlin  to  reach  any 
effective  disarmament  agreement,  since,  unlike  the  Soviet  Union,  most 
cf  tile  pressures  from  American  economic  and  business  circles  were  in 
3vor  of  the  continuation  of  large  defense  spending,  the  source  of  a  major 
^gtnent  of  America’s  employment  opportunities  and  industrial  profits, 
t'ly  at  the  beginning  of  1964,  when  President  Johnson  astutely  sought 
combine  reduced  military  expenditures  with  reduced  taxes  and  a  large- 
*cale  attack  on  American  domestic  poverty  to  expand  demands  in  the 
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consumers’  markets,  did  it  become  possible  to  dissipate  some  of  the  op¬ 
position  to  reduced  arms  expenditures  from  the  military-industrial  com¬ 
plex. 

Accordingly,  the  Soviet  disarmament  proposals  of  April  30,  1957 
discussed  month  after  month,  and  year  after  year,  with  minimal  progress- 
By  1959  it  was  quite  clear  that  the  Kremlin’s  chief  aim  was  to  prevent 
Germany  and  Red  China  from  getting  nuclear  weapons.  Accordingtyi 
they  concentrated  on  efforts  to  direct  the  disarmament  discussions  towar 
restrictions  on  nuclear  testing  and  on  nuclear-free  zones  in  central  Europe 
and  in  Asia.  The  nuclear-free  zone  in  central  Europe,  which  fitted  in  we 
with  a  British-favored  policy  of  “disengagement”  in  that  area,  was  knowp 
as  the  Repacki  Plan,  after  its  nominal  proponent,  but  reappeared,  in  vari¬ 


ous  versions,  for  many  years. 

There  can  be  little  doubt  that  a  central  role  in  Soviet  foreign  policV 
was  played  by  the  Kremlin’s  not  unjustified  fear  of  Germany,  and  if® 
almost  neurotic  opposition  to  a  unification  of  Germany  that  was  not  unde 
Soviet  control,  or  to  the  acquisition  by  West  Germany  of  nuclear  weap 
ons.  A  stalemate  on  this  subject  was  ensured  by  America’s  refusal  to 
accept  the  status  quo  of  a  divided  Germany  because  of  our  devotion  to 
the  Adenauer  regime,  and  our  fear  that  West  Germany,  rebuffed  by 
on  the  issue  of  reunification,  might  prefer  reunity  to  prosperity  of 
democracy  and  make  a  deal  with  the  Soviet  Union  to  achieve  sue 


unity.  This  we  could  not  accept  because  of  our  conviction  that  Germa 
infantry  forces  were  necessary  to  the  West  European  defense  s)'stei^ 
if  there  was  to  be  any  hope  of  defending  Europe  against  Soviet  groun 
forces  on  any  level  of  combat  below  all-out  thermonuclear  warfare. 

For  these  reasons,  the  United  States  committed  itself  repeatedly  to 
the  Adenauer  regime  to  work  for  the  unification  of  Germany  on  demo 
cratic  lines.  Moreover,  in  1957,  an  Eisenhower  commitment  to  Adenauer, 
subsequently  expanded  into  a  formal  Declaration  of  Berlin  by  the  threo 
Western  Powers  (July  29,  1957),  stated  that  any  comprehensive  dis¬ 
armament  agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  “must  necessarily 
suppose  a  prior  solution  of  the  problem  of  German  re-unification. 

A  series  of  bitter  disappointments  during  the  four  years  1958-1962 
the  Kremlin  to  the  desperate  decision  to  move  part  of  its  IRBM’s  to 
Three  factors  may  have  played  significant  roles  in  this  reckless  decisiom 
In  the  first  place,  the  inability  of  the  Soviet  Union  in  1961  to  overtaKe 
the  American  lead  in  ICBM’s  made  it  seem  necessary  for  the  Kremlin 


seek  to  remedy  some  of  its  deficiency  in  these  long-range  weapons  b.l 
deployment  closer  to  the  United  States  of  some  of  its  larger  supply  0 
IRB.\i’s.  Moreover,  increasing  evidence  that  the  Soviet  Union  could  not 
compete  successfully  with  the  United  States  in  such  nonviolent  areas  as 
agricultural  production,  raising  standards  of  living,  or  aid  and  technica 
assistance  to  neutral  nations  made  it  seem  necessary  that  the  Soviet  Union 
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’’Cek  some  method  of  increasing  its  military  and  political  pressure  on  the 
United  States  that  would,  at  the  same  time,  give  a  boost  to  its  prestige 
throughout  the  world  among  neutral  or  sympathetic  states.  Finally,  the 
growing  recognition  that  the  Soviet  chances  were  dwindling  for  reach- 
tttg  the  kind  of  settlement  it  wanted  in  West  Germany  or  West  Berlin 
ttndoubtedly  led  many  in  the  Kremlin  to  conclude  that  a  successful  em¬ 
placement  of  Soviet  missiles  in  Cuba,  even  if  there  were  no  real  inten¬ 
tion  of  using  them,  could  lead  to  a  compromise  settlement  under  which 
these  missiles  would  be  removed  from  Cuba  in  return  for  a  Berlin  set¬ 
tlement  more  favorable  to  the  Soviet  desires. 

Whatever  the  reason  for  the  Soviet  missile  buildup  in  Cuba,  once 
liegun,  in  August  1962,  it  proceeded  with  amazing  speed.  The  White 
House  was  suspicious  by  the  beginning  of  September,  and  on  the  24th 
of  that  month  President  Kennedy  obtained  from  the  Congress  permission 
to  call  up  150,000  reservists,  but  aerial  photography  did  not  show  missile 
placements  until  October  1 5th.  Soviet  high  altitude  AA  rockets  (SA-a’s) 
oad  been  identified  in  Cuba  in  August,  and  Ilyushin-28  jet  bombers  in 

September. 

The  week  of  October  14-21  was  one  of  steadily  increasing  crisis 
"'•thin  the  United  States  government,  although  no  public  announcement 
"as  made  before  the  President’s  speech  of  Monday,  October  22,  1962. 
This  speech  established  a  “quarantine  on  all  offensive  equipment  under 
shipment  to  Cuba,”  demanded  dismantling  of  the  missile  sites,  and  with- 
i^taw-al  of  Soviet  forces  under  threat  of  stronger  action  by  the  United 
States,  and  announced  that  “any  missile  launched  from  Cuba  against  any 
Nation  shall  be  regarded  as  an  attack  by  the  Soviet  Union  on  the  United 
States,  requiring  full  retaliation.” 

The  effects  of  this  speech  were  explosive.  To  the  world  it  began  six 
^ays  of  crisis  in  which  the  twm  Superpow'ers  hung  on  the  brink  of 
^ticlear  war.  In  reality  the  situation  was  quite  different.  The  crisis,  in 
^ct.  Was  an  almost  perfect  example  of  a  diplomatic  crisis  and  of  how 
®Uch  a  crisis  should  be  handled. 

The  pattern  for  a  classic  diplomatic  crisis  has  three  stages:  (i)  con- 
‘tontation;  (2)  recognition;  and  (3)  settlement.  The  confrontation  con- 
®sts  of  a  dispute,  that  is,  a  pow'er  challenge  in  some  area  of  conflict; 
I  2  is  recognition  by  both  sides  of  the  realities  of  the  power  re- 
.^tionship  betsveen  them  (ahvays  much  easier  when  only  two  states  are 
involved);  and  Stage  3  is  a  yielding  by  the  weaker  of  the  two  accom¬ 
panied  by  an  effort  by  the  stronger  to  cover  that  retreat  by  refusing  to 
*^flict  a  humiliation  or  obvious  triumph  over  the  weaker.  As  Metternich 
said^  “A  diplomat  is  a  man  w’-ho  never  allows  himself  the  pleasure  of  a 
^I'lUmph,”  and  does  so  simply  because  it  is  to  the  interest  of  the  stronger 
an  opponent  who  recognizes  the  victor’s  strength  and  is  reasonable 

yielding  to  it  not  be  overthrowm  or  replaced  by  another  ruler  who  is 
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too  ignorant  or  too  unrea.sonat)Ie  to  do  so.  Tire  crisis  of  Ocrol>cr  19^’ 
was  conducted  along  these  lines  in  a  masterly  fashion  by  President 
Kennedy,  e.xcept  for  a  few  minor  blemishes  caused  by  some  of  his  suh' 
ordinates. 

The  power  situation  throughout  the  missile  crisis  was  oyerwhelmingl.V 
in  fayor  of  the  United  States  (b\  at  least  a  4  to  i  ratio).  The  Kremlin 
could  do  nothing  to  defend  Cuba  if  we  attacked  it,  since  its  missiles 
and  jet  bombers  there  were  not  )'et  ready.  .Moreover,  the  Kremlin  could 
expect  devastation  of  the  Soviet  Union  itself,  if  it  pushed  the  Cuban 
project.  It  was  a  mark  of  Kennedy’s  masterful  analysis  here  that  be 
ignored  Cuba  and  made  the  crisis  a  simple  USSR-USA  confrontation,  in 
doing  so,  he  placed  the  issue  on  a  pure  power  basis,  and  made  rubbish 
of  the  clutter  of  unrealities  accumulated  on  the  American  foreign  police 
scene  since  1945;  NATO,  our  allies  elsewhere,  the  United  Nations,  an 
the  Organization  of  American  States  were  not  consulted  before  decision 
and  action;  they  were  informed  afterward  (chiefly  on  October  23)' 
When  informed  and  asked  to  back  the  White  House,  they  could  neither 
decide  nor  act. 

The  dominant  fact  in  the  whole  situation  was  the  overwhelming 
character  of  America’s  power  and  the  fact  that  this  was  known  bot 
to  the  White  House  and  to  the  Kremlin,  but  was  largely  unknown,  a" 
certainly  unpublicized,  to  the  world.  Around  the  Soviet  Union’s  bord^f 
were  144  Polaris,  103  Atlas,  159  Thor,  Jupiter,  and  Titan  missiles; 
long-range  bombers,  many  of  them  constantly  in  the  air  with  nuclear 
bombs.  W'hen  the  President’s  speech  began  the  public  crisi.s,  five  divisinn* 
of  the  United  States  Army  Strategic  Reserve,  totaling  about  100,000 
men,  plus  100,000  air  force  and  an  equal  number  of  naval  and  manf'® 
personnel  had  been  mobilized  or  alerted,  the  First  Armored  Divisj®" 
had  been  flown  from  Texas  to  the  east  coast,  90  naval  vessels,  including 
8  carriers,  were  on  patrol  to  blockade,  a  Cuban  invasion  command 
been  assembled  in  Florida,  and  2,700  relatives  of  military  personnel  ha 
been  evacuated  from  Guantanamo. 

Under  such  pressure  Khrushchev  wilted  (it  might  almost  be  said  t'® 
he  panicked)  on  Friday,  October  26th.  Only  eight  days  before, 
October  i8th,  Soviet  Foreign  Minister  Gromyko  had  made  a  person 
visit  to  the  White  House  and,  without  mentioning  the  Soviet  activi*^'^* 
in  Cuba,  had  threatened  Mr.  Kennedy:  The  Soviet  Union  was  unab^ 
to  postpone  an\'  longer  the  conclusion  of  a  peace  treaty  with  the  (ba 
German  Democratic  Republic,  yielding  to  it  control  over  the  access 
routes  to  Berlin.  The  President  had  listened  and  dismissed  the  foreig 
minister  without  saying  anything  about  the  missile  buildup  in  ’ 
which  was  already  under  discussion  within  his  government.  But  a  w 
later  the  world  could  think  of  nothing  else  except  the  missile  bun  r 
and  the  American  response. 
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As  Washington  waited  for  the  Kremlin’s  reaction  to  the  President’s 
fpeech,  work  on  the  missile  sites  continued,  Soviet  vessels  were  approach- 
’^g  the  American  naval  patrol  around  Cuba,  and  the  American  govern- 
'tient  Was  approaching  its  allies,  the  UN,  and  the  OAS.  Before  the  public 
'crisis  began  on  Monday,  the  Administration  recognized  that  its  blockade 
"'as  illegal,  that  the  United  States  itself  had  once  fought  a  war  for  free 
navigation  of  the  seas,  and  that  we  recognized  blockade  only  in  con¬ 
nection  with  a  declared  war.  As  a  concession  to  this,  the  American  action 
"'as  called  a  “quarantine”  not  a  “blockade.”  The  chief  point  of  concern 
"’as:  W’ould  the  Soviet  accept  it  or  w'ould  their  vessels  precipitate  war 
ny  Tying  to  break  through?  The  test  came  on  Thursday,  October  25th, 
the  end  of  three  days  of  confused  activity  in  other  corners  of  the 
stage. 

On  Tuesday,  October  23rd,  as  the  United  States  took  its  case  to  the 
'“N  and  the  OAS,  reactions  came  from  its  allies  and  world  opinion, 
doth  reactions  were  adverse,  but  most  states  made  it  clear  that  they 
"'ould  not  oppose  the  American  action,  Although  the  British  govern- 
like  the  rest  of  our  allies,  supported  the  American  action,  public 
opinion  in  England,  including  The  Guardian,  The  Times,  and  the  lead- 
of  the  Labour  Party,  flung  back  at  us  the  criticism  the  Eisenhower 
Administration  had  made  of  the  British  attack  on  Suez  six  years  earlier: 
Ignoring  the  United  Nations,  deceiving  and  bypassing  one’s  allies,  re- 
'■orting  to  violent  rather  than  peaceful  procedures  in  international  dis¬ 
putes,  and  risking  nuclear  war  before  negotiations  have  been  exhausted, 
nkistan  and  India,  unable  to  agree  on  anything  else,  were  united  in 
their  criticism  of  Kennedy’s  irresponsible  exposure  of  the  world  to  the 
tisk  of  war.  Sweden  flatly  rejected  the  blockade. 

In  these  same  days,  die  twenty  other  Latin  American  states  voted  to 
^Pport  the  American  blockade  of  Cuba,  and  Argentina  offered  to  pro- 
'''de  ship.s  to  participate  in  it,  but  several  states  indicated  that  they  would 
support  an  American  invasion  of  Cuba  if  the  blockade  failed  to 
enforce  removal  of  the  missiles. 

T  he  United  Nations,  as  might  be  expected,  was  not  so  successful  in 
[''ii'ching  any  agreement.  Three  resolutions  were  introduced,  submitted 
y  tile  United  States,  the  Soviet  Union,  and  the  forty  neutrals  (out  of 
member  states),  but  it  was  impossible  to  obtain  the  necessary  two- 
*tds  vote  for  any  one  of  them,  and  none  came  to  a  vote. 

In  the  meantime,  for  two  days  the  important  question  hung  unan- 
^"’ered:  What  would  the  Soviet  ships  do  when  they  reached  the  block- 
The  first,  a  tanker,  was  challenged  by  an  American  destroyer  on 
.  hutsday,  was  acknowledged,  and  gave  the  necessary  information  that 
"'3S  carrying  no  arms  to  Cuba.  Within  a  few  hours,  it  became  clear 
®t  twelve  of  twenty-five  Soviet  ships  en  route  to  Cuba  were  turning 
^ck.  The  Kremlin  had  backed  down. 


The  following  night  (Friday,  October  26,  1962)  the  White  House 
received  a  long  and  confused  letter  from  Khrushchev.  Its  tone  clear  y 
showed  his  personal  panic,  and,  to  save  his  reputation,  it  was  not  re¬ 
leased  to  the  public.  The  next  morning  the  Soviet  Foreign  Office  puo' 
lished  a  quite  different  text,  suggesting  that  a  deal  be  made  dismantling 
both  the  American  missile  sites  in  Turkey  and  the  Soviet  missile  sites 
in  Cuba.  To  those  inside  both  governments,  this  was  recognized  as  a 
Soviet  surrender,  since  they  knew  that  the  Turkish  sites  were  obsolete 
and  were  alreadv  scheduled  to  be  dismantled  within  a  few'  months. 
Although  this  would  have  amounted  to  giving  something  for  nothing  otj 
the  Russian  side,  it  was  rejected  by  the  VVffiite  House  because  it  wou 
have  represented  to  the  world  a  surrender  of  Turkey,  our  ally  on  t 
Soviet  border,  because  the  Kremlin  had  succeeded  in  establishing  a  direct 
threat  on  our  border.  Instead,  the  White  House  replied  to  Khrushchevs 
unpublished  first  note,  extracting  from  it  an  offer  to  remove  the  Russia^ 
missiles  if  we  would  lift  the  blockade  and  promise  not  to  invade  Cu  a. 

This  acceptance  was  sent  off  to  Moscow  on  Saturday  night,  wh 
our  mobilization  for  an  attack  on  the  Soviet  missile  sites  if  their  con¬ 
struction  continued  went  on.  On  Sunday  morning,  by  radio  from 
cow,  Khrushchev’s  acceptance  was  announced:  the  work  on  the 
sites  was  ordered  stopped  and  they  would  be  dismantled,  with  y 
observation  to  verify  the  fact;  in  return  the  President  would  promise 
not  to  attack  Cuba  or  allow  our  allies  to  do  so.  This  led  directly  to  t  « 
removal  and  deportation  of  the  missiles  and  Ilyusliin  bombers  over  t 
next  few  weeks.  The  Soviet  soldiers  and  technicians  left  much  more 
slowly  and  never  completely.  Inspection  of  the  sites  was  prevented  > 
Castro,  who  was  wild  with  anger  at  the  way  he  had  been  brushed  Jis' 
and  finally  sold  out  by  the  Kremlin.  As  a  result  of  this  failure,  the  Amet 
ican  promise  not  to  invade  Cuba  was  also  not  given. 

The  missile  crisis,  by  stripping  the  Soviet-American  rivalry  down  to 
its  essential  feature  as  a  crude  power  rivalr}^  cleared  up  a  number 
ambiguities  and  opened  a  new  era  in  twentieth-century  history- 
showed  (i)  that  the  pow'er  balance  between  the  two  Superpowers  was 
clearly  in  America’s  favor;  (2)  that  the  United  States  government,  1 
spite  of  Khrushchev’s  doubts,  had  the  will  power  to  face  and  begio 
atomic  war  if  necessary;  (3)  that  no  one  really  wanted  thermonucle^^ 
war  and  that  Khrushchev  was  prepared  to  go  to  any  reasonable  po* 
to  avoid  it;  and  (4)  that  deterrence  actuallv  does  deter  and,  according*;’ 
that  a  modus  vivendi  might  ultimately  be  achieved  between  the  tw 
Superpowers. 
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The  Disintegrating  Superblocs 

The  chief  consequence  of  the  nuclear  stalemate  was  that  it  made 
possible  a  greatly  increased  diversity  in  the  world.  The  mutual  cancel¬ 
lation  of  the  strength  of  the  two  Superpowers  made  a  situation  in  which 
states  with  little  or  no  power  were  able  to  play  significant  roles  on  the 
'V'orld  stage.  At  the  same  time,  the  Superpowers  were  not  even  in  a 
position  to  press  their  desires  on  the  members  of  their  own  blocs,  and 
fhe  neutrals  could  act  with  growing  neutrality  or  even  growing  irre¬ 
sponsibility.  Examples  of  such  behavior  could  be  seen  in  France,  Paki¬ 
stan,  or  Red  China  among  the  members  of  the  two  blocs,  or  in  the  Congo 
or  the  Arab  states  among  the  neutrals.  Accordingly,  the  next  divisions 
of  our  subject  must  be  concerned  with  the  disintegration  of  the  Super- 
blocs  and  the  growth  of  neutralism. 


LATIN  AMERICA:  A  RACE  BETWEEN  DISASTER  AND  REFOR.M 

As  time  remorselessly  moves  forward  through  the  second  half  of  the 
twentieth  century,  a  major  problem  for  the  United  States  is  the  fate  of 
Latin  America,  that  gigantic  portion  of  the  Western  Hemisphere  that 
js  soutli  of  the  Rio  Grande.  It  is  not  an  area  that  can  continue  to  be 
Ignored,  because  it  is  neither  small  nor  remote,  and  its  problems  are 
both  urgent  and  explosive.  Yet,  until  i960,  it  was  ignored. 

The  Latin  America  that  demanded  attention  in  1960  was  twice  the 
^*ze  of  the  United  States  (7.5  million  square  miles  compared  to  3.6 
million  square  miles),  with  a  population  about  10  percent  larger  (200 
•million  persons  compared  to  our  180  million  in  i960).  Brazil,  which 
spoke  Portuguese  rather  than  Spanish,  had  almost  half  the  total  area 
'''ith  more  than  a  third  the  total  population  (75  million  in  i960).  In  i960 
Brazil  reached  the  end  of  a  decade  of  economic  and  population  expan¬ 
sion  during  w'hich  its  economy  w-as  growing  at  about  7  percent  a  year 
'vhile  its  population  w'as  growing  over  2.5  percent  a  year,  both  close 
*^o  the  fastest  rates  in  the  world.  (The  population  increase  of  Asia  was 
^bout  1.8  percent  a  year,  Russia  and  the  United  States  were  less,  while 
Europe  W'as  only  0.7  percent  a  year.)  Brazil’s  rate  of  economic  growth 
^^11  to  about  3  percent  a  year  after  i960,  while  its  population  explosion 
became  w'orse,  apparently  trying  to  catch  up  with  the  Brazilian  cost  of 
living,  which  rose  40  percent  in  1961,  50  percent  in  1962,  and  70  percent 
’u  1963. 


Except  for  its  fantastic  price  inflation,  Brazil’s  problems  were  fairly 
typical  of  those  faced  by  all  of  Latin  America.  These  problems  might 
be  boiled  down  to  four  basic  issues:  (i)  falling  death  rates,  combined 
with  continued  high  birthrates,  are  producing  a  population  explosion 
unaccompanied  by  any  comparable  increase  in  the  food  supply;  (2)  th^ 
social  disorganization  resulting  from  such  population  increase,  combined 
with  a  flooding  of  people  from  rural  areas  into  urban  slums,  is  reflected 
in  disruption  of  family  life,  spreading  crime  and  immorality,  totally 
inadequate  education  and  other  social  services,  and  growing  despair;  (3) 
the  ideological  patterns  of  Latin  America,  which  were  ahv'ays  uncon- 
structive,  are  being  replaced  by  newer,  equally  unconstructivc  but 
explosively  violent,  doctrines;  and  (4)  there  is  simultaneously  an  un¬ 
necessary  spreading  of  modern  weapons  and  a  growing  disequilibrium 
between  the  control  of  such  arms  and  the  disintegrating  social  structure 
and  the  increasing  social  and  political  pressures  just  mentioned. 

Some  of  the  more  obvious  consequences  of  these  four  problems  might 
be  mentioned  here. 

Latin  America  is  not  only  pov^erty-ridden,  but  the  distribution  ot 
wealth  and  income  is  so  unequal  that  the  most  ostentatious  luxury  exists 
for  a  small  group  side  by  side  with  the  most  degrading  poverty  for  the 
overwhelming  majority,  with  a  growing  but  very  small  group  in  be¬ 
tween.  The  average  yearly  per  capita  income  for  all  of  Latin  America 
was  about  $253  in  i960,  ranging  from  $800  in  Venezuela  to  $95 
Paraguay  and  $70  in  Haiti.  The  distribution  is  so  unequal,  howev^er,  that 
four-fifths  of  the  population  of  Latin  America  get  about  I53  a  year, 
while  a  mere  100  families  own  9/10  of  the  native-owned  wealth  of  the 
whole  area  and  only  30  families  own  72  percent  of  that  wealth.  This 
disequilibrium  is  seen  most  clearly  in  landholding,  on  whicli  more  than 
half  the  population,  because  of  the  area’s  economic  backwardness, 
dependent.  Agrarian  reform  (land  redistribution),  which  seems  attrac¬ 
tive  to  manv  but  is  really  no  solution  so  long  as  the  peasants  lack  capita 
and  technical  know-how,  has  been  carried  out,  to  some  extent,  m 


few  countries  (such  as  Mexico  or  Boliv'ia),  but,  in  Latin  America  g^f'" 
erally,  landholding  is  still  very  unequal.  In  Brazil,  for  example,  half  0 
all  land  is  owned  by  2.6  percent  of  the  landowners,  while  22.5  percent 
of  all  the  land  is  held  by  only  14  percent  of  the  owners.  In  Latin  i\menca 
as  a  whole,  at  least  two-thirds  of  the  land  is  owned  by  10  percent  of  t  ® 
families.  Such  inequality  attracts  a  good  deal  of  criticism,  especially  ,> 
North  American  “reformers,”  but  in  itself  it  would  be  good  and  not  ba^ 
if  the  wealth)"  owners  felt  any  desire  or  obligation  to  make  tlie  la 
produce  more,  but  the  greatest  bane  of  Latin  American  life,  as  it  is 


Spain  also,  is  the  self-indulgence  of  the  rich  that  allows  them  to  v  * 
their  large  incomes  in  luxur)"  and  e.xtravagances  without  any  feeling  0 
obligation  to  improve  (or  even  to  utilize  fully)  the  resources  t  ey 
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control.  We  shall  return  in  a  moment  to  the  disastrous  ideological  pat¬ 
terns  tJiat  lie  behind  this  attitude. 

Almost  equally’  indicative  of  an  unhealthy  society  is  the  age  distri- 
I'ution  within  that  society  and  the  failure  to  provide  education  and 
health  protection.  About  half  of  Latin  America’s  population  is  unproduc¬ 
tive  and  a  social  burden  on  the  other  half  because  it  falls  into  the  two 
groups  of  the  voung  (below  15  years)  or  the  old  (over  65  years).  This 
Compares  yvith  only  26  percent  of  the  population  in  these  dependent 
groups  in  the  United  States.  Such  a  distribution,  in  a  healthy  society, 
'vould  require  very  considerable  direction  of  resources  into  such  social 
sciA’ices  as  education,  health  protection,  and  retirement  security.  All 
such  services  in  Latin  America  are  painfully  inadequate.  About  tyvo- 
*:hirds  of  Latin  Americans  are  illiterate,  and  those  who  may  be  classified 
3s  literate  have  very  inadequate  schooling.  The  average  Latin  American 
has  had  less  than  two  years  of  schooling,  but,  like  all  averages,  this  one 
's  misleading,  since  it  covers  both  Paraguay  (where  very  fev'  children 
ever  get  near  a  school)  and  Castro’s  Cuba  (where,  we  are  told,  illiteracy 
has  been  wiped  out  and  all  children  of  school  age  up  to  15  are  supposed 
be  in  school).  Leaving  out  these  ttvo  countries,  we  find  that  in  1961 
18  other  Latin  American  countries  only  38  percent  of  the  population 
had  finished  tyvo  years  of  school,  while  only  7  percent  had  finished 
primary  school,  and  one  out  of  a  hundred  had  attended  a  university. 

The  inadequacy  of  health  protection  in  Latin  America  is  as  startling 
as  the  inadequacy  of  education,  but  may  not,  in  a  wider  frame,  be  so 
ohjectionable.  For  if  health  were  better  protected,  more  people  would 
survive,  and  the  problems  of  scarce  food  and  scarce  jobs  would  have 
reached  the  explosive  point  long  ago.  Unfortunately,  this  problem  of 
health  and  death  rates  has  a  very  great  impact  on  humanitarian  North 
American  observers,  with  the  consequence  that  a  considerable  portion 
the  funds  for  development  provided  by  the  Alliance  for  Progress 
since  1961  are  aimed  at  reducing  these  evils  of  disease  and  death.  Since 
fhis  effort  is  bound  to  be  more  successful  than  the  much  smaller  funds 
3irned  at  increasing  the  food  supply,  the  net  consequence  of  these  efforts 
^'dll  be  to  give  Latin  America  more  and  hungrier  people. 

As  things  stood  in  i960,  infant  mortality  varied  between  20  and  35 
percent  in  different  countries.  Even  in  the  Latin  American  country  with 
*:he  low'est  death  rate  for  the  first  year  of  life  (Uruguay  w'ith  25  deaths 
per  thousand  births),  the  rate  is  ten  times  as  high  as  in  the  United 
States  (2.6  per  thousand),  while  in  Latin  America  as  a  whole  it  was  56 
per  thousand,  rising  to  about  90  per  thousand  in  Guatemala.  The  ex¬ 
pectation  of  life  for  a  new  baby  in  all  Latin  America  is  only  two-thirds 
*^hat  in  the  United  States  (44  years  compared  to  66  years),  but  in  some 
^teas,  .such  as  northeast  Brazil,  men  are  worn  out  from  malnutrition  and 
tJisease  at  age  30. 
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TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


WTiile  such  conditions  may  rouse  North  Americans  to  outrage  or 
humanitarian  s\'mpathy,  no  solution  of  Latin  America’s  problems  can 
be  found  by  emotion  or  sentimentality.  The  problems  of  Latin  America 
are  not  based  on  lack  of  anything,  but  on  structural  weaknesses.  Solu¬ 
tions  will  not  rest  on  anything  that  can  be  done  to  or  for  individual 
people  but  on  the  arrangements  of  peoples.  Even  the  greatest  evil  of 
the  area,  the  selfish  and  mistaken  outlook  of  the  dominant  social  groups, 
cannot  be  changed  by  persuading  individuals  but  must  be  changed  by 
modifying  the  patterns  of  social  relationships  that  are  creating  such 
outlooks.  The  key  to  the  salvation  of  Latin  America,  and  much  of  the 
rest  of  the  world,  rests  on  that  word:  “patterns.”  Latin  America  has  the 
resources,  the  manpower,  the  capital  accumulation,  even  perhaps  the 
know-how'  to  provide  a  viable  and  progressive  society.  What  it  lacks 
are  constructive  patterns— patterns  of  power,  of  social  life,  and,  above 
all,  of  outlook— that  will  mobilize  its  resources  in  constructive  rather 
than  destructive  directions. 

Failure  to  recognize  that  Latin  America’s  w'eaknesses  are  not  based 
on  lack  of  substance  but  on  lack  of  constructive  patterns  is  one  of  the 
two  chief  reasons  v\'hy  the  future  of  Latin  America  looks  so  discour¬ 
aging.  The  other  reason  is  failure  to  recognize  that  the  chief  problem 
planning  Latin  America’s  future  is  that  of  establishing  a  constructive 
sequence  of  priorities.  In  fact,  these  tw'o  problems:  obtaining  construc¬ 
tive  patterns  and  obtaining  a  constructive  sequence  of  priorities,  are 
the  keys  to  salvation  of  all  the  underdeveloped  and  backward  areas  o 
the  globe.  We  might  sum  up  this  general  situation  by  saying  that  the 
salvation  of  our  poor,  harassed  globe  depends  on  structure  and  sequence 
(or  on  patterns  and  priorities). 

In  applying  these  two  paradigms  to  Latin  American  development,  y'C 
shall  find  that  the  problem  of  priorities  is  much  easier  to  solve  than 
the  problem  of  patterns.  Obviously,  the  birthrate  must  decrease  before 
any  vigorous  efforts  are  made  to  reduce  the  death  rate.  Or  the  food 
supply  must  be  increased  faster  than  the  population.  And  some  provi¬ 
sion  must  be  made  to  provide  peasants  with  capital  and  know-how’  before 
the  great  landed  estates  are  divided  up  among  them.  Equally  urgent  is 
the  caution  that  some  provision  for  capital  accumulation  and  its  invest¬ 
ment  in  better  methods  of  production  must  be  made  before  the  present 
accumulation  of  e.xcess  incomes  in  the  hands  of  the  e.xisting  oligarchies  is 
destroyed  by  redistribution  of  the  incomes  of  the  rich  (who  could 
invest  it)  to  the  poor  (who  could  only  consume  it).  It  should  be  obvious 
(but  unfortunately  is  not)  that  a  more  productive  organization  of  re¬ 
sources  should  have  priority  over  any  effort  to  raise  standards  of  liviu?" 
And  it  should  be  equally  obvious  that  Latin  America’s  own  rc.soufces 
(including  its  own  capital  accumulation  and  its  ow'n  know'-how)  shoul 
be  devoted  to  this  effort  before  the  responsibility  for  Latin  American 
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economic  development  is  placed  on  the  resources  of  North  Americans 
other  outsiders. 

This  last  point  might  be  amplified.  We  hear  a  great  deal  about  Latin 
America’s  need  for  American  capital  and  American  know-how,  when  in 
^^ct  the  need  for  these  is  much  less  than  the  need  for  utilization  of  Latin 
America’s  own  capital  and  know-how.  The  wealth  and  income  of  Latin 
America,  in  absolute  quantities,  is  so  great  and  it  is  so  inequitably  con- 
'^'■olled  and  distributed  that  there  is  an  enormous  accumulation  of  in- 
'^ORies,  far  beyond  their  consumption  needs,  in  the  hands  of  a  small 
percentage  of  Latin  Americans.  iMuch  of  these  e.xcess  incomes  are 
"’asted,  hoarded,  or  merely  used  for  xvasteful  competition  in  ostentatious 
'’“ciai  display.  This,  as  we  shall  see,  is  largely  due  to  the  deficiencies  of 
batin  American  personalities  and  character.  The  contrast,  from  this  point 
of  view,  between  England  in  the  eighteenth  and  nineteenth  centuries 
?od  Latin  America  in  the  nineteenth  and  twentieth  centuries  is  very 
oistructive.  In  both  cases  there  w  as  such  a  drastic  inequity  in  the  distri- 
otion  of  national  incomes  that  the  masses  of  the  people  were  in  abject 
poverty  and  probably  getting  poorer.  But  in  England  there  were  groups 
’onefiting  from  this  inequality  who  eschewed  all  self-indulgence,  lu.xur)\ 
Or  ostentatious  displav  of  wealth,  and  systematically  invested  their 
growing  incomes  in  creating  new'  and  more  efficient  patterns  of  utili- 
of  resources.  This  is  in  sharp  contrast  to  the  situation  in  Latin 
oicrica  where  such  excess  wealth,  in  the  aggregate,  is  much  greater 
^30  that  being  accumulated,  a  century  or  more  ago,  in  England,  but  is 
ory  largely  wasted  and  surely  is  not  being  used  to  create  more  produc- 
b''e  patterns  for  utilization  of  resources,  except  in  rare  cases. 

.  The  solution  to  this  problem  is  not,  as  w'e  have  said,  to  redistribute 
"'Conies  in  Latin  America,  but  to  change  the  patterns  of  character  and 
cf  personality  formation  so  that  excess  incomes  w'ill  be  used  construc- 
’■‘''cly  and  not  wasted  (nor  simply  redistributed  and  consumed). 

A  similar  situation  exists  in  regard  to  foreign  exchange.  Alternately 
"''f  compassion  is  stirred  and  our  anger  aroused  by  American  reformers 
Latin  agitators  at  the  iniquities  of  the  colonial  character  of  Latin 
^nicrica’s  position  in  the  world  economy.  This  simply  means  that  Latin 
Anierica  exports  raw  materials,  minerals,  and  agricultural  products  (gen- 
Cfally  unprocessed  goods),  and  imports  processed,  manufactured  goods, 
'"ce  the  prices  of  unprocessed  goods  are  generally  more  competitive, 
3nd  therefore  more  fluctuating,  than  those  of  manufactured  goods,  the 
^C'Called  “terms  of  trade”  tend  to  run  either  favorably  for  or  very  un- 
^'’orably  against  Latin  America.  In  the  latter  case,  wffiich  has  been 
S'^'^etally  prevalent  for  the  last  few'  years,  the  prices  Latin  America  has 
pay  on  the  w  orld's  markets  have  tended  to  rise,  wliile  the  prices  that 
gets  for  its  ow'ii  goods  have  tended  to  fall.  As  European  economists 
''ould  say^  “The  blades  of  the  scissors  have  opened.”  American  farmers, 
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who  speak  of  the  “terms  of  parity,”  have  been  suffering  the  same  way 
in  the  American  domestic  market. 

Now,  this  is  perfectly  true.  The  Latin  American  economy  is  largely 
a  colonial  one  (like  Australia,  New  Zealand,  West  Africa,  or  Montana)- 
In  fact,  in  Latin  America,  in  recent  years,  at  least  half  the  value  o* 
American  aid  has  been  wiped  away  by  the  worsening  of  Latin  Americas 
terms  of  trade,  ^\•hich  made  it  necessary  for  it  to  pay  more  and  more 
foreign  moneys  for  its  imports  at  the  same  time  that  it  got  less  and  less 
foreign  moneys  for  its  e.xports.  But  the  fact  remains  that  this  reduction 
in  the  supply  of  foreign  exchange  available  for  Latin  America’s  por* 
chases  of  advanced  equipment  overseas  has  been  made  much  worse  hy 
the  fact  that  wealthy  Latin  Americans  buy  up  much  of  the  available 
supply  of  such  foreign  exchange  for  self-indulgent  and  nonconstructive 
spending  abroad  or  simply  to  hoard  their  incomes  in  politically  safef 
areas  in  New  York,  London,  or  Switzerland.  Estimates  of  the  total  o 
such  Latin  American  hoards  abroad  range  between  one  billion  and  t\\o 
billion  dollars. 

The  solution  to  this  problem  must  be  found  in  more  responsib  c- 
more  public-spirited,  and  more  constructive  patterns  of  outlook,  u 
money  flows,  and  of  political  and  social  security. 

A  similar  solution  must  be  found  for  some  of  the  social  deficieucics 
of  Latin  America,  such  as  inadequate  education,  housing,  and 
stability.  Widespread  tax  evasion  by  the  rich;  bribery  and  corruption 
public  life;  and  brutality  and  selfishness  in  social  life  can  be  reduced  an 
largely  eliminated  in  Latin  America  by  changing  patterns  in 
American  life  and  utilization  of  resources  without  much  need  for  fun 
sermons,  or  demonstrations  from  foreigners  (least  of  all  Americans)- 

This  is  not  an  argument  for  a  reduction  in  American  aid  or  in 
ican  concern  for  Latin  America.  It  is  a  plea  for  recognition,  by  * 
concerned,  that  the  problems  of  Latin  America,  and  the  possible  so 
tions  to  these  problems,  rest  on  questions  of  structure  and  sequence  a 
not  on  questions  of  resources,  wealth,  or  even  know-how. 

The  connection  of  that  last  word  “know-how”  to  the  whole  ptob  ^ 
may  not  be  sufficiently  clear.  We  Americans  have  such  pride  lU  ° 
technological  achievements  that  we  often  seem  to  feel  that  we  “k” 
how”  to  do  almost  everything,  but  this  know-how  really  exists  on 
levels.  One  level  is  concerned  with  general  attitudes  such  as 
rationality,  recognition  of  the  value  of  social  consensus,  and  such, 
the  other  level  is  concerned  with  technological  achievement  iu  ^ 
specific  situation.  The  former  level  has  a  great  deal  to  contribute 
the  Latin  American  situation,  while  the  latter  level  (the  engineeti  g 
level,  so  to  speak)  has  much  less  to  contribute  to  Latin  America  t 
most  people  believe.  For  e.xample,  American  agricultural  techiuc]U  > 
which  are  so  fantastically  successful  in  the  temperate  seasonal  cbm 
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and  well-watered  and  alluvial  soils  of  North  America,  are  frequently 
quite  unadapted  to  the  tropical,  less  seasonal  climate,  and  semiarid, 
leached  soils  of  South  America.  The  solution  to  the  Latin  American 
problem  of  food  production  is  not  necessarily  to  apply  North  American 
techniques  to  the  problem,  but  to  discover  techniques,  different  from 
our  own,  that  will  work  under  Latin  American  conditions.  This  situation, 
applied  here  to  agriculture,  is  even  more  true  of  social  and  ideological 
problems. 


The  problem  of  finding  constructive  patterns  for  Latin  America  is 
tuuch  more  difficult  than  the  problem  of  finding  constructive  priorities. 
One  reason  for  this  is  that  the  unconstructive  patterns  that  now  prevail 
'r>  Latin  America  are  deeply  entrenched  as  a  result  of  centuries  and 
millennia  of  persistent  background.  In  fact,  the  Latin  American 
patterns  that  must  be  changed  because  today  they  are  leading  to  social 
and  cultural  disruption  are  not  really  Latin  American  in  origin,  or  even 
Iberian  for  that  matter,  but  are  Near  Eastern,  and  go  back,  for  some 
of  their  aspects,  for  two  thousand  or  more  years.  As  a  general  statement, 
"'e  might  say  that  the  Latin  American  cultural  pattern  (including  per¬ 
sonality  patterns  and  general  outlook)  is  Arabic,  while  its  social  pattern 
's  that  of  Asiatic  despotism.  The  pattern  as  a  whole  is  so  prevalent 
loday,  not  only  in  Latin  America,  but  in  Spain,  Sicily,  southern  Italy, 
the  Near  East,  and  in  various  other  areas  of  the  Mediterranean  world 
fsuch  as  Egypt),  that  we  might  well  call  it  the  “Pakistani-Peruvian  axis.” 
^or  convenience  of  analysis  we  shall  divide  it  into  “Asiatic  despotism” 
and  the  “Arabic  outlook.” 


^Te  have  already  indicated  the  nature  of  Asiatic  despotism  in  con¬ 
coction  with  traditional  China,  the  old  Ottoman  Empire,  and  czarist 
Russia.  It  goes  back  to  the  archaic  Bronze  Age  empires,  which  first 
appeared  in  Mesopotamia,  Egypt,  the  Indus  Valley,  and  northern  China 
before  looo  b.c.  Basically  such  an  Asiatic  despotism  is  a  two-class  society 
JC  whicli  n  lower  class,  consisting  of  at  least  nine-tenths  of  the  popu- 
'‘Oion,  supports  an  upper,  ruling  class  consisting  of  several  interlocking 
Sr<>ups.  These  ruling  groups  are  a  governing  bureaucracy  of  scribes  and 
Poests  associated  with  army  leaders,  landlords,  and  monevlenders.  Such 
upper  class  accumulated  great  quantities  of  wealth  as  taxes,  rents, 
•ntercst  on  loans,  fees  for  services,  or  simph'  as  financial  extortions.  The 
^'>cial  consequences  were  either  progressive  or  reactionar\',  depending  on 
"betiicr  this  accumulated  wealth  in  the  possession  of  the  ruling  class 
I' as  invested  in  more  productive  utilization  of  resources  or  was  simply 
'uarded  and  wasted.  The  essential  character  of  such  an  Asiatic  despotism 
on  the  fact  that  the  ruliny  class  has  Icsjal  claims  on  the  working 
!”asscs,  and  possesses  the  power  (from  its  control  of  arms  and  the  polit- 
‘'-'al  structure)  to  enforce  these  claims.  A  modified  .-^.siatic  despotism  is 
aspect  of  the  .social  structures  all  along  the  Pakistani-Peruvian  axis. 
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The  other  aspect  of  the  Pakistani-Peruvian  axis  rests  on  its  Arabic 
outlook.  The  Arabs,  like  other  Semites  who  emerged  from  the  Arabian 
desert  at  various  times  to  infiltrate  the  neighboring  Asiatic  despotic  cul¬ 
tures  of  urban  civilizations,  were,  originally,  nomadic,  tribal  people*’ 
Their  political  structure  was  practically  identical  with  their  social  struc¬ 
ture  and  was  based  on  blood  relationships  and  not  on  territorial  juris¬ 
diction.  They  were  warlike,  patriarchal,  extremist,  violent,  intolerant- 
and  .xenophobic.  Like  most  tribal  peoples,  their  political  structure  "'as 
totalitarian  in  the  sense  that  all  values,  all  needs,  and  all  meaningrti 
human  experience  was  contained  within  the  tribe.  Persons  outside  the 
tribal  structure  had  no  value  or  significance,  and  there  were  no  obliga¬ 
tions  or  meaning  associated  in  contacts  with  them.  In  fact,  they  were 
hardly  regarded  as  human  beings  at  all.  Moreover,  within  the  tribe, 
social  significance  became  more  intense  as  blood  relationships  became 
closer,  moving  inward  from  the  tribes  through  clans  to  the  patriarcha 
extended  family.  The  sharp  contrast  between  such  a  point  of  view' 
that  associated  with  Christian  society  as  we  know'  it  can  be  seen  in 
fact  that  such  Semitic  tribalism  was  endogamous,  while  the  rule  o 
Christian  marriage  is  exogamous.  The  rule.s,  in  fact,  were  directly  anu- 
thetical,  since  Arabic  marriage  favors  unions  of  first  cousins,  w'hik 
Christian  marriage  has  consistently  opposed  marriage  of  first  (or  even 
second)  cousins.  In  traditional  Arabic  society  any  girl  was  bound  to 
marry  her  father’s  brother’s  son  if  he  and  his  father  wanted  her,  and  she 
was  usually  not  free  to  marry  someone  else  until  he  had  rejected 
(sometimes  after  years  of  waiting). 

In  such  traditional  Arabic  society,  the  extended  family,  not  the  indi¬ 
vidual,  was  the  basic  social  unit;  all  property  w’as  controlled  by  t 
patriarchal  head  of  such  a  family  and,  accordingly,  most  decisions  wem 
in  his  hands.  His  control  of  the  marriage  of  his  male  descendants 
ensured  by  the  fact  that  a  price  had  to  be  paid  for  a  bride  to  her  famu 
and  this  would  require  the  patriarch’s  consent. 

Such  a  patriarchal  family  arose  from  the  fact  that  marriage  w'a* 
patrilocal,  the  young  couple  residing  w'ith  the  groom’s  father  so  lon^ 
as  he  lived,  w'hile  he  continued  to  live  w’ith  the  groom’s  paternal  gran 
father  until  the  latter’s  death.  Such  a  death  of  the  head  of  an  e.xten  e 
family  freed  his  sons  to  become  heads  of  similar  extended  families  t  ^ 
w'ould  remain  intact,  frequently  for  three  or  more  generations,  until  t 
head  of  the  family  dies  in  his  turn.  Within  such  a  family  each  ma 
remains  subject  to  the  indulgent,  if  erratic,  control  of  his  father  and  r  e 
indulgent,  and  subservient  care  of  his  mother  and  unmarried  sisters, 
while  his  w’ife  is  under  the  despotic  control  of  her  mother-in-law  nn 
her  production  of  sons  and  the  elimination  of  her  elders  by  death  wi 
make  her  a  despot,  in  turn,  over  her  daughters-in-law. 

This  Arabic  emphasis  on  the  extended  family  as  the  basic  social  re-a ' , 
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Tieant  that  larger  social  units  came  into  existence  simph-  bv  linking  a 
number  of  related  extended  families  together  under  the  nominal  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  patriarch  who,  by  general  consensus,  had  the  best  qualities 
of  leadership,  dignity,  and  social  prestige.  But  such  unions,  being  per¬ 
sonal  and  essentially  temporary,  could  be  severed  at  anv  time.  The 
personal  character  of  such  unions  and  the  patriarchal  nature  of  the  basic 
family  units  tended  to  make  all  political  relationships  personal  and 
temporary,  reflections  of  the  desires  or  whims  of  the  leader  and  not  the 
eonscquence  or  reflection  of  anv  basic  social  relationships.  This  tended 
to  prevent  the  development  of  any  advanced  conception  of  the  state,  law, 
and  the  community  (as  achieved,  for  example,  by  the  once  tribal  Greeks 
and  Romans).  AA’ithin  the  family,  rules  were  personal,  patriarchal,  and 
often  arbitrary  and  changeable,  arising  from  the  will  and  often  from 
the  whims  of  the  patriarch.  This  prevented  the  development  of  any 
advanced  ideas  of  reciprocal  common  interests  whose  interrelationships, 
hy  establishing  a  higher  social  structure,  created,  at  the  same  time,  rules 
superior  to  the  individual,  rules  of  an  impersonal  and  permanent  char- 
“t^ter  in  which  law  created  authority  and  not,  as  in  the  Arabic  system, 
authority  created  law-  (or  at  least  temporary  rules).  To  this  day  the 
shattered  cultures  along  the  whole  Pakistani-Peruvian  axis  have  a  very 
"'eak  grasp  of  the  nature  of  a  community  or  of  anv  obligation  to  such  a 
community,  and  regard  law  and  politics  as  simply  personal  relationships 
)'’hose  chief  justification  is  the  power  and  position  of  the  individual  who 
issues  the  orders.  The  state,  as  a  structure  of  force  more  remote  and 
fherefore  less  personal  than  the  immediate  family,  is  regarded  as  an  alien 
®nd  exploitative  personal  svstem  to  be  avoided  and  evaded  simply  be¬ 
cause  it  is  more  remote  (even  if  of  similar  character)  than  the  indi- 
''idual’s  immediate  family. 

This  biological  and  patriarchal  character  of  all  significant  social  rela- 
bonships  in  Arab  life  is  reflected  in  the  familiar  feature  of  male  domi- 
iiance.  Only  the  male  is  important.  The  female  is  inferior,  even 
subhuman,  and  becomes  significant  only  bv  producing  males  (the  one 
thing,  apparently,  that  the  dominant  male  cannot  do  for  himself).  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  strong  patrilocal  character  of  Arab  marriage,  a  new  wife  is 
Hot  only  subjected  sexuallv  to  her  husband;  she  is  also  subjected  socially 
^fd  personallv  to  his  familv,  including  his  brothers,  and,  abov*e  all,  his 
pother  (who  has  gained  this  position  of  domination  over  other  females 
m  the  house  by  having  produced  male  children).  Sex  is  regarded  almost 
Solely  as  simplv  a  physiological  relationship  with  little  emphasis  on  the 
tcligious,  emotional,  or  even  social  aspects.  Love,  meaning  concern  for 
the  personalitv  or  developing  potentialities  of  the  sexual  partner,  plays 
little  role  in  Arabic  sexual  relationships.  The  purpose  of  such  relation¬ 
ships  in  the  eyes  of  the  average  Arab  is  to  relieve  his  own  sexual  desire 
Cf  to  generate  sons. 
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Such  sons  are  brought  up  in  an  atmosphere  of  whimsical,  arbitrary, 
personal  rules  where  they  are  regarded  as  superior  beings  by  their 
mother  and  sisters  and,  inevitably,  by  their  father  and  themselves,  simplv 
on  the  basis  of  their  maleness.  Usually  they  are  spoiled,  undiscipline^l, 
self-indulgent,  and  unprincipled.  Their  whims  are  commands,  their  urges 
are  la\t-s.  They  are  e.xposed  to  a  dual  standard  of  sexual  morality 
which  any  female  is  a  legitimate  target  of  their  sexual  desires,  but  the 
girl  they  marry  is  expected  to  be  a  paragon  of  chaste  virginity.  The 
original  basis  for  this  emphasis  on  a  bride’s  virginity  rested  on  the 
emphasis  on  blood  descent  and  was  intended  to  be  a  guarantee  of  the 
paternity  of  children.  The  wife,  as  a  child-producing  mechanism,  had 
to  produce  the  children  of  one  known  genetic  line  and  no  other. 

This  emphasis  on  the  virginity  of  any  girl  who  could  be  regarded 
as  acceptable  as  a  wife  was  carried  to  extremes.  The  loss  of  a  ghl® 
virginity  was  regarded  as  an  unbearable  dishonor  bv  the  girl’s  family 
and  any  girl  who  brought  such  dishonor  on  a  family  was  regarded  as 
worthy  of  death  at  the  hands  of  her  father  and  brothers.  Once  she  is 
married,  the  right  to  punish  such  a  transgression  is  transferred  to  her 
husband. 

To  any  well-bred  girl,  her  premarital  virginity'  and  the  reservation 
of  se.xual  access  to  her  husband’s  control  after  marriage  (“her  honor  ) 
have  pecuniary'  value.  Since  she  has  no  value  in  herself  as  a  person, 
apart  from  “her  honor,”  and  has  little  value  as  a  worker  of  any  sort,  her 
virginity  before  marriage  has  a  value  in  money'  equal  to  the  expense  o 
keeping  her  for  much  of  her  life  since,  indeed,  this  is  exactly  what  if 
was  worth  in  money.  As  a  virgin  she  could  expect  the  man  who  ob¬ 
tained  her  in  marriage  to  regard  that  asset  as  equivalent  to  his  reciproca 
obligation  to  support  her  as  a  wife.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  her  virgioif) 
was  worth  much  less  than  that,  for  in  traditional  Arabic  society,  if  ^  ^ 
displeased  her  husband,  even  if  she  merely  crossed  one  of  his  whims, 
could  set  her  aside  bv  divorce,  a  process  very  easy  for  him,  with  hff 
delay  or  obligation,  but  impossible  to  achieve  on  her  part,  no  luattei 
how  eagerly  she  might  desire  it.  Moreover,  once  her  virginity  was  gon^’ 
she  had  little  value  as  a  wife  or  a  person,  unless  she  had  mothered 
son,  and  could  be  passed  along  from  man  to  man,  either  in  marriage 
otherwise,  with  little  social  obligation  on  anymne’s  part.  As  a  result  o 
such  easy  divorce,  and  the  narrow  physiological  basis  on  which  sexu. 
relationships  are  based,  plus  the  lack  of  value  of  a  woman  once 
virginity  is  gone,  Arab  marriage  is  very'  fragile,  with  divorce  and  bro 
marriage  about  twice  as  frequent  as  in  the  United  States.  Even  f 
production  of  sons  docs  not  ensure  the  permanence  of  the  marriage,  sm 
the  sons  belong  to  the  father  whatever  the  cause  of  the  marriage 
ruption.  As  a  result  of  these  conditions,  marriage  of  several  wives 
sequence,  a  phenomenon  we  associate  with  Hollywood,  is  much  nf 
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typical  of  the  Arabic  world  and  is  very  much  more  frequent  than  the 
polygamous  marriage,  which,  while  permitted  under  Islam,  is  quite  rare. 
X’ot  more  than  ^  percent  of  married  men  in  the  Near  East  today  have 
fiore  than  one  wife  at  the  same  time,  because  of  the  expense,  but  the  num- 
who  remain  in  monogamous  union  till  death  is  almost  equally  small. 

As  might  be  expected  in  such  a  society,  Arabic  boys  grow  up  egocen¬ 
tric,  self-indulgent,  undisciplined,  immature,  spoiled,  subject  to  waves  of 
'^niotit)nali.s'm,  whims,  passion,  and  pettiness.  The  consequence  of  this  for 
the  whole  Paki.stani-Peruvian  axis  will  be  seen  in  a  moment. 

Another  aspect  of  Arabic  society  is  its  scorn  of  honest,  steady  manual 
"'ork,  especially  agricultural  work.  This  is  a  consequence  of  the  fusion 
of  at  least  three  ancient  influences.  First,  the  archaic  bureaucratic  struc¬ 
ture  of  Asiatic  despotism,  in  which  peasants  supported  warriors  and 
scribes,  regarded  manual  workers,  especially  tillers  of  the  soil,  as  the 
lowest  layer  of  society,  and  regarded  the  acquisition  of  literacy  and 
uiilitary  prowess  as  the  chief  roads  to  escape  from  physical  drudgery. 
Second,  the  fact  that  Classical  Antiquity,  whose  influence  on  the  subse¬ 
quent  Islamic  Civilization  was  very  great,  was  based  on  slavery,  and  came 
to  regard  agricultural  (or  other  manual)  work  as  fit  for  slaves,  also 
contributed  to  this  idea.  Third,  the  Bedouin  tradition  of  pastoral,  war¬ 
like  nomads  scorned  tillers  of  the  soil  as  weak  and  routine  persons  of 
real  spirit  or  character,  fit  to  be  conquered  or  walked  on  but  not  to 
kc  respected.  The  combination  of  these  three  formed  the  lack  of  respect 
l^ur  manual  work  that  is  so  characteristic  of  the  Pakistani-Peruvian  axis. 

Somewhat  similar  to  this  lack  of  respect  for  manual  work  are  a  number 
uf  other  characteristics  of  traditionl  Arab  life  that  have  also  spread  the 
length  of  the  Pakistani-Peruvian  axis.  The  chief  source  of  many  of  these 
's  the  Bedouin  outlook,  which  originally  reflected  the  attitudes  of  a 
Relatively  small  group  of  the  Islamic  culture  but  which,  because  they 
"'ere  a  superior,  conquering  group,  came  to  be  copied  by  others  in  the 
^ciety,  even  by  the  despised  agricultural  workers.  These  attitudes  in¬ 
clude  lack  of  respect  for  the  soil,  for  vegetation,  for  most  animals,  and 
outsiders.  These  attitudes,  which  are  singularly  ill-fitted  for  the 
S^ographic  and  climatic  conditions  of  the  whole  Pakistani-Peruvian  area, 
“R6  to  be  seen  constantly  in  the  everyday  life  of  that  area  as  erosion, 
destruction  of  vegetation  and  wild  life,  personal  cruelty  and  callousness 
*^0  rnost  living  things,  including  one's  fellow  men,  and  a  general  harshness 
indifference  to  God’s  creation.  This  final  attitude,  which  well  re- 
the  geographic  conditions  of  the  area,  which  seem  as  harsh  and 
indifferent  as  man  himself,  is  met  by  those  men  w  ho  must  face  it  in  their 
daily  life 

as  a  resigned  submission  to  fate  and  to  the  inhumanity  of  man 

'n  man. 

interestingly  enough,  these  attitudes  have  successfully  survived  the 
^iiorts  of  the  three  great  religions  of  ethical  monotheism,  native  to  the 
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area,  to  change  these  attitudes.  The  ethical  sides  of  Judaism,  Christianity, 
and  Islam  sought  to  counteract  harshness,  egocentricity,  tribalisiR, 
cruelty,  scorn  of  work  and  of  one’s  fellow  creatures,  but  these  efforts, 
on  the  whole,  have  met  \\  ith  little  success  throughout  the  length  of  the 
Pakistani-Peruvian  axis.  Of  the  three,  Christianity,  possibly  because  it 
set  the  highest  standards  of  the  three,  has  fallen  furthest  from  achieving 
its  aims.  Love,  humility,  brotherhood,  cooperation,  the  sanctity  of  work, 
the  fellowship  of  the  community,  the  image  of  man  as  a  fellow  creature 
made  in  the  image  of  God,  respect  for  women  as  personalities  and  part¬ 
ners  of  men,  mutual  helpmates  on  the  road  to  spiritual  salvation,  and  the 
vision  of  our  universe,  witli  all  its  diversity,  complexity,  and  multitude 
of  creatures,  as  a  reflection  of  the  poxver  and  goodness  of  God— these 
basic  aspects  of  Christ’s  teachings  are  almost  totally  lacking  throughout 
the  Pakistani-Peruvian  axis  and  most  notably  absent  on  the  “Christian 
portion  of  that  a.xis  from  Sicily,  or  even  the  Aegean  Sea,  westward  to 
Baja  California  and  Tierra  del  Fuego.  Throughout  the  whole 
human  actions  are  not  motivated  by  these  “Christian  virtues”  but  by  the 
more  ancient  Arabic  personality  traits,  which  became  vices  and  sins  in 
the  Christian  outlook;  harshness,  envy,  lust,  greed,  selfishness,  cruelty, 
and  hatred. 

Islam,  the  third  in  historical  sequence  of  the  ethical  monotheistic 
religions  of  the  Near  East,  was  very  successful  in  establishing  its  mono¬ 
theism,  but  had  only  very  moderate  success  in  spreading  its  version  o 
Jewish  and  Christian  ethics  to  the  Arabs.  These  moderate  successes  were 
counterbalanced  by  other,  incidental  consequences  of  .Muhammad’s  pet' 
sonal  life  and  of  the  wav  in  which  Islam  spread  to  make  the  Muslim 
religion  more  rigid,  absolute,  uncompromising,  self-centered,  and  dog¬ 
matic. 

The  failure  of  Christianity  in  the  areas  west  from  Sicily  was  even 
greater,  and  was  increased  by  the  spread  of  Arab  outlooks  and  influence 
to  that  area,  and  especially  to  Spain.  The  old  French  proverb  which  says 
that  “Africa  begins  at  the  Pyrenees”  does  not,  of  course,  mean  b} 
“Africa”  that  Black  Africa  which  exists  south  of  the  deserts,  but  means 
the  world  of  the  Arabs  which  spread,  in  the  eighth  century,  across 
Africa  from  Sinai  to  Morocco. 

To  this  day  the  Arab  influence  is  evident  in  southern  Italy,  northern 
Africa  and,  above  all,  in  Spain.  It  appears  in  the  obvious  things  such 
as  architecture,  music,  the  dance,  and  literature,  but  most  prominently 
it  appears  in  outlook,  attitudes,  motivations,  and  value  systems.  Spain  and 
Latin  America,  despite  centuries  of  nominal  Christianity,  are  Arabic 
areas. 

No  statement  is  more  hateful  to  Spaniards  and  Latin  Americans  than 
that.  But  once  it  is  made,  and  once  the  evidence  on  which  it  was  based 
is  examined  in  an  objective  way,  it  becomes  almost  irrefutable.  In  Spam» 
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the  Arab  conquest  of  711,  which  was  not  finallv  ejected  until  1492, 
sensed  to  spread  Arab  personality  traits,  in  spite  of  the  obvious  antagon¬ 
ism  between  Muslim  and  Christian.  In  fact,  the  antagonism  helped  to 
build  up  those  very  traits  that  I  have  called  Arabic:  intolerance,  self- 
esteem,  hatred,  militarization,  cruelty,  dogmatism,  rigidity,  harshness, 
suspicion  of  outsiders,  and  the  rest  of  it.  The  Arab  traits  that  were 
not  engendered  by  this  antagonism  were  built  up  by  emulation— the 
tendency  of  a  conquered  people  to  copy  their  conquerors,  no  matter 
how  much  they  profess  to  hate  them,  simply  because  they  are  a 
superior  social  class.  From  this  emulation  came  the  Spanish  and  Latin 
American  attitudes  toward  se.v,  family  structure,  and  child-rearing  that 
are  the  distinctive  features  of  Spanish-speaking  life  today  and  that  make 
Spanish-speaking  areas  so  ambiguously  part  of  Western  Civilization  in 
spite  of  their  nominal  allegiance  to  such  an  essential  Western  trait  as 
Christianity.  For  the  West,  even  as  it  nominally  ceases  to  be  Christian, 
^nd  most  obviously  in  those  areas  which  have,  at  least  nominally,  drifted 
furthest  from  Christianity,  still  has  many  of  the  basic  Christian  traits 
of  love,  humility,  social  concern,  humanitarianism,  brotherly  care,  and 
future  preference,  however  detached  these  traits  may  have  become  from 
•^he  Christian  idea  of  deity  or  of  individual  salvation  in  a  spiritual  eternity. 

In  Latin  America  the  Mediterranean  version  of  Arabized  life  again 
found  its  traits  preserved,  and  sometimes  reinforced,  by  the  historical 
process.  In  Latin  America  non-Spanish  influences,  chiefly  Indian,  Negro, 
^nd  North  American,  can  be  observed  in  such  things  as  music,  dances, 
superstitions,  agricultural  crops  and  diet  (largely  Indian),  or  in  trams- 
Portation,  communications,  and  weapons  (largely  European);  but  the 
basic  structures  of  family  and  social  life,  of  ideological  patterns  and 
''alues  are,  to  this  day,  largely  those  of  the  Arabic  end  of  the  Pakistani- 
Peruvian  a.xis. 

The  Iberian  conquest  of  Latin  America,  not  as  an  area  of  settlement 
but  as  an  area  of  e.xploitation,  and  the  Spanish  attitude  toward  the  Indians 
snd  Negro  slaves  as  instruments  in  that  exploitative  process,  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  plantation  colonialism,  and  of  mineral  extraction,  intensified  the 
^^pioitative,  ransacking,  extensive  attitude  toward  resources  and  peoples 
'vhicli  the  Mediterranean  area  had  obtained  from  the  Romans  and  the 
J^^racens.  None  of  tliese  activities  became  permanent  community  traits 
fur  those  involved  in  them,  even  for  the  underlings  who  operated  as 
part  of  the  exploitative  way  of  life,  but  remained  temporary,  get-rich- 
'luick  methods  of  mercenary  gain  for  persons  who  regarded  themselves 
as  strangers  whose  roots  were  elsewhere,  or  nowhere.  The  Spanish 
uligarchv  in  the  colonial  period  saw’  its  roots  in  Spain  itself,  and  this 
attitude,  widened  somewhat  to  include  Paris,  London,  the  Riviera,  or 
ATw’  York,  has  remained  the  attitude  of  the  ruling  oligarchy  after  the 
"ars  of  liberation  broke  the  formal  links  with  Spain  or  Portugal.  In 
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the  same  way,  and  for  these  reasons,  tlie  colonial  economy,  and  colo¬ 
nialism  in  financial,  educational,  cultural,  and  commercial  life,  has  con¬ 
tinued  after  it  ceased  in  the  narrow  ly  political  sphere.  To  this  day,  the 
characteristics  w  e  have  listed  as  Arabic  dominate  Latin  America;  no  real 
concern  for  the  st)il,  the  area,  for  workers,  one’s  fellow'  men,  or  the 
community  as  a  whole;  the  dominance  of  family  connection  and  of 
masculine  dominance  with  its  dual  standard  of  sexual  moralit\',  its  cult 
of  virility,  its  selfishness,  self-indulgence,  lack  of  self-discipline  or  or 
concern  for  others;  and  the  whole  Mediterranean  view  of  politics  as  a 
system  of  exploitative,  personal  relationships  of  an  arbitrary  and  corrupt 
character  combining  extortion,  bribery,  tax  evasion,  and  total  divorce 
from  communitv'  spirit  or  personal  responsibility  for  the  welfare  o* 
others  or  of  the  nation. 

This  picture  of  Latin  America  and  its  problems  will  be  resented  and 
criticized  by  many  as  exaggerated,  one-sided,  or  even  as  mistaken- 
Naturally,  in  view'  of  its  brevit\',  it  is  oversimplified,  as  all  brief  exposi¬ 
tions  must  be.  And  equally  naturally  all  its  statements  do  not  apply 
all  groups,  all  areas,  all  classes,  or  all  individuals.  There  are  numerous 
exceptions  to  large  portions  of  this  picture,  but  they  are  exceptions 
and  are  explicable  as  such.  And  there  arc  obviously  different  degrees 
of  emphasis  among  various  groups,  backgrounds,  and  periods.  These 
again  are  explicable.  Those  Latin  Americans  w'ho  are  close  to  the  Negro 
traditions  of  Africa  and  of  slavery  put  more  emphasis  on  present  prefer¬ 
ence  and  sociability  than  they  do  on  domination,  harshness,  and  cruelty- 
Again  those  Latin  Americans  who  are  close  to  the  Indian  tradition  po^ 
more  emphasis  on  resignation  to  fate  and  indigenous  superstitions  thuo 
they  do  on  male  dominance  and  proving  their  sexual  virility  (caH^ 
machimio,  a  key  concept  in  Latin  American  outlook  and  behavior) - 
Above  all,  the  scores  of  millions  of  Latin  Americans  w'ho  are  on  a 
poverty  level  at,  or  even  below',  subsistence  have  many  of  the  charac¬ 
teristics  of  social  and  psychological  disintegration  that  we  a.ssociate 
with  extreme  poverty  everywhere,  even  in  the  United  State.s,  and  are 
to  that  degree  unable  to  carry  on  the  traditions  of  Latin  American  life" 
or  any  traditions.  As  such,  they  emphasize,  interestingly  enougii,  rhe 
traits  of  male  dominance  and  egocentric  selfishness  rather  than  the  com 
panion  traits,  in  the  Arab  tradition,  of  female  chastity  or  family  solidariry- 

In  general,  we  might  sav'  that  the  Latin  American  tradition  w'e  have 
identified  as  a  modified  Arabic  tradition  with  Asiatic  despotic  overtones 
is  more  typical  of  the  oligarchic,  Spanish  upper  classes  than  it  is  of  r^e 
Negro,  Indian,  or  poverty-racked  urban  poor.  And  this  is  of  the  greatest 
significance.  For  this  shows  that  the  means  and  the  method  for  the  iv 
form  of  Latin  American  society  rest  in  the  same  group  of  that  societ)- 
Such  reform  can  come  about  only  when  the  surpluses  that  accuniulam 
in  the  hands  of  the  Latin  American  oligarchy  are  used  to  establish  mote 
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progressive  utilization  of  Latin  American  resources.  By  the  word  “re¬ 
form”  we  mean  that  the  power  pattern,  the  economic  and  social  pattern, 
and  the  ideological  pattern  be  reorganized  in  more  constructive  config¬ 
urations  rather  than  on  the  destructive  patterns  in  which  they  now  exist. 
And  of  these  three,  the  patterns  of  ideology^— that  is,  of  outlook  and  value 
systems— are  most  in  need  of  change.  Of  course,  in  any  society  it  is  pre¬ 
cisely  this  pattern  of  outlook  and  values  that  is  most  difficult  to  modify. 
In  most  societies  this  remains  unchanged— repeated  in  slogans,  war  cries, 
and  religious  incantations  long  after  the  behavioral  and  structural  patterns 
have  changed  completely.  But  in  Latin  America  there  is  this  ray  of  hope. 
A  more  constructive  ideological  pattern  is  already  familiar,  at  least  in 
"  ords,  to  Latin  America:  Christianity. 

The  whole  system  is  full  of  paradox  and  contradiction.  The  real  ob¬ 
stacle  to  progress  and  hope  in  Latin  America  rests  in  the  oligarchy,  not 
So  much  because  it  controls  the  levers  of  power  and  wealth  but  because 
is  absorbed  in  the  destructive  Latin  American  ideology.  But  the  real 
hope  in  the  area  rests  in  the  same  oligarchy,  because  it  controls  wealth 
3ud  power,  and  also  because  there  is  no  hope  at  all  unless  it  changes  its 
ideology.  The  ideology  it  could  adopt  is  one  that  places  emphasis  on 
self-discipline,  service  to  others,  love,  and  equality,  but  these  virtues,  al- 
i^ost  wholly  lacking  in  practice  in  Latin  America,  are  the  very  ones  that 
“re,  in  words,  embodied  in  the  Christian  religion  to  which  the  oligarchy 
'^f  Latin  America  nominally  belongs.  In  a  word,  Latin  America  would  be 
nil  the  road  to  reform  if  it  practiced  what  it  preached,  that  is,  if  it  tried 
be  Christian.  Of  course,  we  cannot  really  say  that  the  solution  lies  in 
practice  of  what  one  preaches,  the  Christian  virtues,  because  Latin  Amer¬ 
ican  religion,  like  everything  else,  is  largely  corrupt  and,  as  a  conse¬ 
quence,  no  longer  preaches  the  Christian  virtues.  The  upper  clergy 
have  been  generally  allied  to  the  oligarchy;  the  lower  clergy  are  as  pov¬ 
erty-stricken  and  almost  as  ignorant  as  their  fellow  poor  in  lay  society. 
Moreover,  both  levels  of  clergy  have  come  to  accept  the  outlook  and 
''alues  of  the  society  in  which  they  live.  The  message  of  Christ  itself,  a 
positive  message  of  action,  has  been  lost  in  the  negative  messages  of  the 
Catholic  clergy  reacting  within  a  corrupt  society  drenched  in  the  non- 
Christian  outlook  that  dominates  the  oligarchy  as  a  whole. 

Only  in  recent  years  has  there  been  much  change  in  this  situation.  In 
oiost  of  Latin  America,  the  Church’s  failure  is  recorded  in  the  fact  that 
the  great  mass  of  Latin  American  people,  especially  those  below  the  level 
'jf  the  oligarchy  itself,  ignore  it  or  reject  it,  just  as  thev  do  in  Spain. 
And  especially  the  dominant  males  have  rejected  it,  except  as  a  social 
■“ecessity,  or  an  antirevolutionary  force,  or  as  a  refuge  for  their  martyr- 
obsessed  women.  But  the  advent  of  Pope  John  XXIII  has  had  a  profound 
influence  on  the  Church  by  recalling  it  from  its  interests  and  crass  power 
•■elationships  to  the  content  of  Christ’s  message.  The  degree  to  which  this 
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can  change  the  clergy’s  negative  injunctions  against  adultery,  Commu¬ 
nism,  and  criminal  acts  into  positive  exhortations  to  acts  of  social  beiiefiti 
help,  and  love  is  problematical.  And  even  more  dubious  is  the  question 
if  it  is  not  going  to  be  too  little  and  too  late.  This  is,  indeed,  the 
question  with  which  all  talk  of  reform  in  Latin  America  must  end;  “I* 
there  still  time?” 

There  was  time  enough  in  1940,  when  the  demands  of  war  in  Europe 
began  to  push  away  the  acute  problems  and  controversies  that  had  arisen 
from  the  world  depression,  the  rise  of  Fascism,  and  the  Spanish  Civil 
War  of  the  1930’s.  World  War  II,  by  increasing  the  demand  for  Latin 
America’s  mineral  and  agricultural  products,  pushed  starvation  and  con¬ 
troversy  away  from  the  immediate  present  and  into  the  more  remote  fu¬ 
ture.  Unfortunately,  nothing  constructive  was  done  with  the  time  thus 
gained,  and,  almost  equally  tragic,  little  constructive  use  was  made  of  the 
wealth  brought  to  Latin  America  by  the  demands  of  war  elsewhere  ou 
the  globe.  Latin  America  boomed:  the  rich  became  richer;  the  poor  had 
more  children.  A  few  poor,  or  at  least  not  rich,  became  rich,  or  at  least 
richer.  But  nothing  was  done  to  modify  the  basic  pattern  of  Latin  Amer¬ 
ican  power,  wealth,  and  outlook. 

The  wars  of  independence  that  ended  Latin  America’s  political  con¬ 
nection  with  Spain  and  Portugal  did  not  destroy  the  power  of  the  upper- 
class  oligarchies  or  change  their  outlooks,  e.xcept  to  make  them  somewhat 
more  local.  It  was  about  a  century,  say  from  1830  to  1930,  before  the 
oligarchic  alliance  of  army,  landlords,  bankers,  and  upper  clergy 
seriously  challenged  in  their  exploitation  of  their  peasant  subjects  or  the 
natural  resources  of  their  local  areas. 

This  challenge,  which  first  appeared  in  Mexico  in  1910,  was  a  conse¬ 
quence  of  the  commercialization  and,  much  later,  the  incipient  industrial¬ 
ization  of  Latin  American  society.  The  same  influences,  reinforced  by 
other  developments,  such  as  growing  literacy,  population  increase,  and 
the  introduction  of  new  ideas  of  European  and  North  American  origin, 
serv'ed  to  weaken  the  union  of  the  older  oligarchic  groups  so  that  the 
solidarity  of  the  military  with  the  other  three  groups  was  much  reduced. 

This  process  of  commercialization  and  incipient  industrialization  of 
Latin  American  society  was  largely  a  consequence  of  foreign  investments, 
which  introduced  railroads,  tram  lines,  faster  communications,  large-scal^ 
mining,  some  processing  of  raw  materials,  the  introduction  of  electricity, 
waterworks,  telephones,  and  other  public  utilities,  and  the  beginnings  01 
efforts  to  produce  supplies  for  these  new  activities.  These  efforts  served 
to  create  two  nev\'  and  quite  divergent  social  classes  which  began  to 
the  gap  between  the  older  rural  dichotomy'  of  oligarchy  and  peasantry- 
The  new  classes,  both  largely  urban,  were  labor  and  bourgeoisie.  Bodi 
were  infected  by'  the  class-struggle  ideologies  of  European  Socialist 
groups,  so  that  the  neyv  laboring  masses  sought  to  be  unionized  and 
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radical.  Both  groups  were  much  more  political  than  the  old  peasant  class 
had  ever  been.  A  chief  consequence  of  the  whole  development  was  the 
urbanization  and  radicalization  of  Latin  American  society. 

From  the  political  point  of  view,  these  developments  made  the  powxr 
relationships  of  Latin  America  much  more  comple.x  and  unpredictable, 
hot  one  thing,  the  army  was  no  longer  completely  dependent  on  the 
landlord  groups  for  support,  but  found,  on  the  contrary,  that  its  urban 
bases  were  under  pressure  of  local  labor-union  controls  of  its  supplies, 
"'hile  its  relations  with  the  bourgeois  groups  were  much  more  ambigu¬ 
ous  than  its  relations  with  the  landlord  group  had  been  previously.  At 
^be  same  time,  the  influence  of  the  clergy  was  generally  weakened  by 
Jhe  influ.x  of  anticlerical  ideas  of  European  origin  into  both  the  new  ur¬ 
ban  groups  and,  to  a  much  smaller  extent,  to  the  peasants. 

These  changes  have  not  occurred  in  all  areas  of  Latin  America.  In- 
'^oed,  many  areas  remain  much  as  they  were  in  1880.  But  in  Mexico, 
"Argentina,  and  Brazil  the  process  has  gone  far  enough  to  modify  the 
"hole  social  pattern,  while  in  some  lesser  areas  like  Bolivia,  Uruguay, 
Costa  Rica  and,  above  all,  Cuba,  drastic  changes  have  been  occurring. 

In  Mexico  the  revolution  has  continued  for  more  than  half  a  century. 
lJuring  at  least  half  of  that  period,  the  chief  problem  was  the  control  of 
uillitarism,  a  task  that  must  be  done  in  all  of  Latin  America.  In  its  early 
the  Mexican  Revolution  was  distracted  from  constructive  change 
a  number  of  destructive  efforts.  For  example,  its  attacks  on  foreign 
Capital  led  to  more  damage  than  good  b\'  curtailing  foreign  investment 
and  foreign  technological  skills.  At  the  same  time,  its  emphasis  on  agrar¬ 
ian  reform  distracted  attention  from  the  real  agricultural  problem  to  the 
pseudoproblem  of  landownership;  the  real  problem  is  that  of  increasing 
agricultural  production,  regardless  of  agrarian  arrangements.  These  three 
tarly  problems  have  been  to  some  extent  overcome.  The  Mexican  Army 
's  now  largely  professionalized  and  relatively  nonpolitical  and  responsive 
civilian  controls.  For  more  than  a  generation  now,  the  army  has  not 
pverthrown  a  government.  At  the  same  time,  political  stability  has  been 
'increased  by  the  depersonalization  of  political  life,  by  circulation  of 
leadership  within  one  dominant  party,  by  the  establishment  of  some 
political  principles,  including  the  very  significant  one  of  no  reelection  of 
die  president,  and  by  the  use  of  political  power  to  encourage  some  pro¬ 
gressive  tendencies,  such  as  more  public  funds  for  education  than  for 
defense,  encouragement  of  improved  communications  and  transport,  of 
foreign  investment,  and  of  balanced  economic  development.  Many  acute 
problems  remain,  such  as  an  exploding  population,  acute  poverty,  and  a 
''^ry  igygj  of  social  welfare,  but  things  have  been  moving,  and  in  a 
hopeful  direction.  During  the  two  decades  before  1962,  the  gross  national 
product  rose  over  6  percent  a  year,  while  industrial  production  rose  more 
’•han  400  percent  in  that  period.  The  political  system  itself  is  corrupt. 
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with  most  elections  jobbed  by  the  dominant  Institutional  Revolutionary 
Party,  but  at  least  the  outlook  for  the  average  Mexican  today  is  more 
hopeful  than  it  was  for  his  father  a  generation  ago  or  tlian  it  is  for  his 
contemporaries  in  much  of  the  rest  of  Latin  America.  The  problems  o 
life  have  not  been  solved  in  Mexico,  but  valuable  time  has  been  won. 

Efforts  of  other  countries  to  follow  in  Me.xico’s  footsteps  have  bee" 
less  successful  and  even  disastrous.  In  Argentina  patterns  of  life  have  be¬ 
come  less  constructive  during  the  last  generation,  despite  the  fact  that 
Argentina  has  been  less  burdened  u'ith  population  and  more  endowe 
with  resources  than  other  countries  in  Latin  America.  But  lack  of  mor^ 
principles  and  excess  self-indulgence  has  betrayed  all  efforts  to  obtain 
better  patterns  of  life.  This  was  evident  in  the  career  of  Juan  D.  Peron. 
an  army  officer  who  came  to  powder  by  a  coup  d’cHat  in  1943  and  sought 
to  base  that  control  on  an  alliance  of  the  military  with  the  workers. 
built  up  a  strong  labor  movement,  but  his  concern  with  maintaining  his 
own  power,  his  lack  of  any  over-all  plan,  and  his  basically  unprinciply 
outlook  led  to  a  disintegration  of  his  movement  and  his  overthrow  by  his 


own  military  forces  in  1955.  The  waste  of  resources  by  inefficiency  an 
corruption  under  Peron  has  left  Argentina  disorganized  and  divided,  wit 
real  power  increasingly  in  the  hands  of  the  armed  forces  (if  they  cou 
agree  on  anything)  and  wdth  many  people  looking  backw'ard  witli  regret 
to  the  more  affluent  days  of  Peron. 

The  disintegration  of  Argentina,  which  lacked  the  basic  problems  that 
have  haunted  most  Latin  American  countries,  helps  to  demonstrate  the 
significant  role  played  in  Latin  American  backwardness  by  unconsttuc 
tive  patterns,  especially  patterns  of  outlook.  Argentina  did  not  have  sue 
problems  as  excess  population,  lack  of  capital,  poor  and  unbalanced  re 
sources,  extreme  poverty,  social  disorganization,  or  illiteracy  (which  J® 
below  10  percent),  but  the  argumentative  and  divisive  nature  of  socia 
attitudes  is  as  prevalent  in  Argentina  as  elsewhere  on  the  Pakistani 
Peruvian  axis,  and  is  the  consequence  along  the  whole  length  of  that 
axis  of  the  egocentric  and  undisciplined  way  in  w'hich  sons  are  brougn 
up  by  their  mothers.  In  all  societies,  individuals  have  traits  in  w'hich  they 
differ  from  other  individuals  and  traits  in  w'hich  they  share.  A  highh 
civilized  people  like  the  English,  by  training  of  the  young  of  all  class®® 
(until  very  reccntl\')  liave  tended  to  produce  adults  wdio  emphasize  ti 
qualities  thev  share,  and  play  down  the  qualities  in  w'liich  they  dift®*'’ 
even  in  activities  such  as  games,  politics,  or  competitive  business  whet® 
opposition  is  part  of  the  rules.  In  Latin  America  the  opposite  is  true,  3® 
each  person  tries  to  emphasize  his  individuality  by  finding  more  an 
more  features  of  his  life  (often  artificial  ones)  that  distinguish  or  oppo®® 
him  to  others. 

In  Argentina,  as  elsev\  here  along  the  Pakistani-Peruvian  axis  (especia  > 
in  Spain),  this  tendenc\'  has  fragmented  social  life  and  led  to  extrenii®’’^' 
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Even  groups  that  seem  to  have  the  most  obvious  common  interests  in 
‘Argentina,  such  as  the  armed  forces  or  the  urban  middle  classes,  are 
hopelessly  split,  and  fluctuate  from  position  to  position.  It  is  the  splitting 
of  these  groups,  especially  of  the  middle  classes,  that  has  given  such  in¬ 
fluence  in  Argentina  to  the  labor  unions  on  the  Left  or  the  landlord 
Poup  on  the  Right.  The  middle  classes  in  Argentina  have  been  split 
into  two  political  parties  that  refuse  to  cooperate.  Together  they  could 
poll  at  least  half  the  total  vote  in  any  election,  but  instead  each  obtains 


®  quarter  or  less  of  the  total  vote  and,  refusing  to  join  each  other,  must 
a  majority  by  coalition  with  smaller,  e.\tremist  parties. 

The  failure  of  Latin  America  to  find  solutions  to  its  most  urgent  real 
problems  are,  thus,  much  more  fundamental  than  the  cliches  of  political 
controversy,  the  comple.vion  of  governments,  or  the  presence  or  absence 
uf  “revolutionaries.”  The  words  Left,  Center,  or  Right  mean  little  in  terms 
uf  solutions  to  Latin  America’s  problems,  since  disorganization,  corrup- 
tion,  violence,  and  fraud  are  endemic  in  all.  Bolivia,  which  has  had  a  revo- 
Utionary  government  of  peasants  and  tin  miners  since  1952,  is  in  a  mess, 
and  Nicaragua,  which  has  been  under  control  of  a  military-dominated 
oligarchy  for  almost  thirty  years,  is  in  a  similar  mess.  So  long  as  any 
I'Cal  solutions  of  Latin  America’s  problems  depend  upon  the  slow  build- 
*ug  up  of  constructive  patterns,  including  ideological  patterns,  no  solu- 
tion  will  be  found  in  shifting  powder  or  property  from  one  group  to  an- 
cfher,  even  if  the  beneficent  group  in  such  transfers  is  much  larger.  This 
ailure  of  social  and  economic  revolutions  to  achieve  more  constructive 
patterns  is  evident  in  Bolivia,  Guatemala,  and  Cuba. 

Bolivia’s  problems  always  seemed  hopeless.  In  three  unsuccessful  wars 
}"th  Chile,  Brazil,  and  Paraguay  from  1879  to  1935,  it  lost  territory  to 
'ts  neighbors,  including  its  only  outlet  to  the  sea.  Its  population  of  less 
I  fflan  three  million  in  1950  (3.6  million  a  decade  later)  was  crowded  on 
*ts  bleak  western  plateau,  over  1 2,000  feet  up,  while  its  subtropical  east- 
lowlands  were  inhabited  by  only  a  few  wild  Indians.  These  low  lands 
its  mineral  resources,  source  of  95  percent  of  its  foreign  e.xchange 
(niostly  from  tin),  were  Bolivia’s  chief  assets  before  the  revolution  of 
'95 J,  but  the  former  w'cre  unused,  while  the  tin  earnings  w'ent  chiefly 
^0  swell  the  foreign  holdings  of  three  greedy  groups,  Patiiio  and  Aramayo 
(both  Bolivian)  and  Hochschild  (Argentine).  Until  the  revolution,  the 
Bolivians,  mostly  of  Indian  descent,  w’ho  were  treated  as  second-class 
persons  working  as  semislaves  in  the  mines  or  as  serfs  on  the  large  estates, 
a  per  capita  annual  income  of  about  $100,  one-fifth  that  of  Argentina, 
^’id  the  lowest  but  two  of  the  tw'enty-one  Latin  American  countries.  As 
'’light  be  e.xpected,  the  majority  were  illiterate,  sullen,  and  discouraged. 

The  poor  Bolivian  performance  in  the  Chaco  War  with  Paraguay  in 
‘932-  >935  gave  rise  to  national  feeling  even  among  the  Indians,  and  in¬ 
spired  a  group  of  academic  intellectuals,  led  by  Victor  Paz  Estenssoro, 
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to  found  a  new  political  party,  the  National  Revolutionary  Movemen'^ 
(MNR).  Many  of  the  younger  officers  and  the  Indian  enlisted 
sympathized  with  the  movement,  and  it  won  the  largest  vote  of 
party  (45  percent)  in  the  election  of  1951.  The  older  officers  prevented 
the  MNR  from  participating  in  the  new  government,  but  their 
split  and  was  overthrown  by  an  uprising  in  April  1952.  Paz  Estcnssoio 
returned  from  exile  to  become  president,  with  Juan  Lechin,  leader  of  the 
revolutionary  tin  miners’  union,  as  his  chief  aid. 

W'ithin  a  )'ear,  pressure  from  the  tin  miners  and  from  the  peasants 
(ca???pesh20s)  forced  the  new  regime  to  nationalize  the  mines  and  to 
break  up  many  of  the  large  estates  into  small  peasant  holdings.  Produc¬ 
tion  of  metals  and  of  food  both  collapsed,  the  miners  demanding  rnotc 
pay  and  shorter  hours  for  less  and  less  work,  driving  Bolivian  costs  0 
production  above  the  world  market  price  for  tin,  thus  wiping  out  a  majof 
part  of  the  countrj^’s  foreign-e.xchange  earnings.  These  fell  from  115°' 
770,000  (96  percent  from  metals)  in  1951  to  $63,240,000  (86  percent 
from  metals)  in  1958.  To  make  matters  worse,  as  Bolivian  costs  of  ti'' 
rose,  the  world  price  of  tin  collapsed  in  1957  when  the  Soviet  Union, 
for  the  first  time,  came  into  the  world  markets  with  low-priced 
these  same  years,  Bolivia’s  production  of  food  for  the  market,  whic 
had  never  been  sufficient,  w'as  reduced  by  the  transformation  of  Inrg® 
estates  producing  for  market  into  small  farms  producing  for  subsistence- 
The  nationalization  of  the  railways  used  to  export  Bolivia’s  metals  prove 
as  disastrous  as  the  nationalization  of  the  mines,  and  by  1961  only  eight¬ 
een  of  sixty  main-line  locomotives  were  still  functioning.  As  might  h° 
expected  under  such  a  regime,  price  inflation  drove  the  value  of  Bolivia  s 
monetary  unit  down  from  an  official  rate  of  190  to  the  dollar  in  i95+ 
to  an  open  market  rate  of  12,000  to  the  dollar  in  1958. 

These  problems  could  hardly  be  handled,  even  bv  a  government  that 
knew  better,  because  of  the  popular  pressures  in  a  democratic  countr) 
to  live  beyond  the  country’s  income.  Fortunately,  the  final  collapse  di 
not  occur,  despite  continued  troubles  from  Juan  Lechin’s  miners,  because 
of  the  courageous  efforts  of  Hernan  Siles  (President  in  1956-1960^  hut 
unable  to  succeed  himself  constitutionally)  and  assistance  from  the  Unite 
States-  (this  increased  from  $4,853,000  in  1953  to  $32,120,000  in  i95®h 
Siles  sought  to  encourage  both  workers  and  peasants  to  seek  productioti 
increases  as  a  preliminarv'  to  increased  consumption,  a  monetary  stabi 
zation  plan,  freezing  of  wages  even  while  prices  were  still  rising, 
couragement  of  peasants  to  join  in  larger  groupings  with  increased  emph* 
sis  on  production  for  market  rather  than  for  subsistence,  efforts  to  bring 
some  of  the  fertile  eastern  lowlands  into  agricultural  production,  u 
largely  unsuccessful  efforts  to  stop  the  drastic  fall  in  industrial  produc 
tivity  in  order  to  obtain  some  goods  that  could  be  offered  to  the  peasants 
in  return  for  their  increased  production  of  food.  To  reduce  politic- 
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pressures  from  the  miners,  10,000  of  their  total  working  force  of  36,000 
"'ere  relocated  in  a  new  sugar  industry  in  Santa  Cruz.  But  the  problem 
remained  critical.  .Manufactured  goods  fell  from  $55.7  million  in  1955 
to  about  $40  million  in  value  in  1962,  while  agricultural  goods  for  sale 
^ell  from  $132.6  million  to  $118.7  million  in  1959-1961. 

The  struggle  still  goes  on,  showing,  if  any  proof  were  needed,  that 
radical  reforms  for  sharing  the  wealth  of  the  few  among  the  many  poor 
not  an  easy,  or  feasible,  method  for  settling  Latin  America’s  material 
problems.  However,  one  asset  from  this  Bolivian  e.xperiment  does  not 
appear  in  the  statistics  or  on  the  balance  sheets.  Bolivia’s  intelligent  and 
hard-working  Indians,  once  hopelessly  dull,  morose,  and  sullen,  are  now 
bright,  hopeful,  and  self-reliant.  Even  their  clothing  is  gradually  shifting 
^rom  the  older  funereal  black  to  brighter  colors  and  variety. 

Few  contrasts  could  be  more  dramatic  than  that  between  the  Bolivian 


revolutionary  government  (in  which  a  moderate  regime  was  pushed 
toward  radicalism  by  popular  pressures,  and  survived,  year  after  year, 
"'ith  American  assistance)  and  the  Guatemala  revolution  where  a  Com- 
oiunist-inspired  regime  tried  to  lead  a  rather  inert  population  in  the 
direction  of  increasing  radicalism  but  was  overthrown  by  direct  Amer- 
■can  action  within  three  years  (1951-1954). 

Guatemala  is  one  of  the  “banana  republics.”  This  perishable  fruit, 
"'ith  a  world  production  of  26  billion  pounds  a  year,  forms  40  percent 
of  the  world’s  trade  in  fresh  fruit,  with  almost  70  percent  of  the  world’s 
fotal  produced  in  Latin  America  and  almost  57  percent  of  all  the  world’s 
banana  exports  going  to  North  America.  The  retail  value  of  Latin  Amer- 
*ca’s  part  of  the  world’s  trade  in  bananas  is  several  billion  dollars  a  year, 
but  Latin  America  gets  less  than  7  percent  of  that  value.  One  reason  for 
^bis  is  the  existence  of  the  United  Fruit  Company,  which  owns  two  mil- 
lion  acres  of  plantations  in  six  Latin  American  countries,  with  1,500  miles 
railroad,  60  ships,  seaports,  and  communications  networks.  This  cor¬ 
poration  handles  about  a  third  of  the  world’s  banana  sales  and  about 
^"'o-thirds  of  the  American  sales.  It  controls  60  percent  of  the  banana 


<^.Xports  of  the  six  banana  republics  (Guatemala,  Honduras,  Costa  Rica, 
Fcuador,  Colombia,  Panama)  and  accounts  for  over  40  percent  of  the 
oreign-exciiange  earnings  in  three  of  the  six  countries.  It  pays  about 
*'45  million  a  year  into  the  six  countries,  and  claims  to  earn  about  $26 


Million  profits  on  its  $159  million  investment  each  year,  but  this  profit 
bgure  of  about  16.6  percent  a  year  is  undoubtedly  far  below  the  true 
bgure.  A  United  States  suit  against  United  Fruit  in  1954-1958  claimed 
that  the  latter  controlled  85  percent  of  the  land  suitable  for  banana  culti- 
"ation  in  five  countries,  and  ordered  it  to  get  rid  of  most  of  its  subsidiary 
transportation,  distribution,  and  land  operations  by  1970.  At  the  time, 
about  95  percent  of  the  land  held  by  United  Fruit  was  uncultivated.  The 
^tititrust  consent  decree,  even  if  carried  out,  will  not  materially  reduce 
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United  Fruit  influence  in  Central  America,  since  its  relations  \\'ith  its 
subsidiaries  can  merely  be  shifted  from  o\\nership  to  contractual  itt' 
rangements. 

Guatemala,  like  Bolivia,  lias  a  population  that  consists  largelv  of  int' 
poverished  Indians  and  mixed  bloods  (mestizos).  From  1931  to  1944 
these  \\  ere  ruled  by  the  dictator  Jorge  Ubico,  the  last  of  a  long  line  o( 
corrupt  and  ruthless  t\"rants.  When  he  retired  to  die  in  New  Orleans  in 
1944,  free  elections  chose  Juan  Jose  Arevalo  (1945-1950)  and  Jacobo 
Arbenz  Guzman  (1950-1954)  as  presidents.  Reform  was  long  overdue, 
and  these  t\\  o  administrations  tried  to  provide  it,  becoming  increasingly 
anti-American  and  pro-Communist  over  their  nine-year  rule.  When  they 
began,  civil  or  political  rights  were  almost  totally  unknown,  and  14- 
persons  (including  corporations)  owned  98  percent  of  the  arable  lao^^" 
Free  speech  and  press,  legalized  unions,  and  free  elections  preceded  tl'*® 
work  of  reform,  but  opposition  from  the  United  States  began  as  soon 
as  it  became  clear  that  the  Land  Reform  Act  of  June  1952  would  be  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  United  Fruit  Company.  This  act  called  for  redistribution  0 
uncultivated  holdings  above  a  fixed  acreage  or  lands  of  absentee  owners, 
with  compensation  from  twenty-year,  3  percent  bonds,  equal  to  the 
declared  tax  value  of  the  lands.  About  400,000  acres  of  United  Fruit  lands 
fell  under  this  law'  and  were  distributed  by  the  Arbenz  Guzman  govern¬ 
ment  to  180,000  peasants.  This  and  other  evidence  was  declared  to  be 
Communist  penetration  of  the  Americas,  and  John  Foster  Dulles,  in  ® 
brief  visit  to  the  OAS  meeting  at  Caracas  in  1954,  forced  through  a  dec¬ 
laration  condemning  Guatemala.  The  Secretary  of  State  left  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  this  condemnation  to  his  brother,  Allen  Dulles,  Director  of  t  ® 
Central  Intelligence  Agency,  w’hich  soon  found  an  American-traine 
and  American-financed  Guatemalan  Colonel,  Carlos  Castillo  Armas,  x''h® 
was  prepared  to  lead  a  revolt  against  Arbenz.  With  American  mone.^^ 
and  equipment,  and  even  some  American  “volunteers”  to  fly  “surplus 
American  planes,  Armas  mounted  an  attack  of  Guatemalan  exiles  froU^ 
bases  in  two  adjacent  dictatorships,  flonduras  and  Nicaragua.  Both  these 
countries  are  horrible  examples  of  everything  a  Latin  American  govern 
ment  should  not  be,  corrupt,  tyrannical,  cruel,  and  reactionary,  but  they 
won  the  favor  of  the  United  States  Department  of  State  by  echoing 
American  foreign  policy  at  every'  turn.  Nicaragua,  often  a  target 
American  interv'ention  in  the  past,  was  decayed,  dirty,  and  diseased  ^ 
der  the  tw'entv-v'ear  tyranny'  of  Anastasio  Somoza  (1936-1956)-  ^ 

assassination  in  1956  handed  the  country'  over  to  be  looted  by  his  tw 
sons,  one  of  y\  hom  became  President  yvhile  the  other  served  as 
mander  of  the  oversized  National  Guard.  In  1963  the  presidency 
transferred  to  a  Somoza  stooge,  Rene  Schick. 

From  these  despotic  bases,  the  CIA-directed  assault  of  Colonel 
overthreyv  Arbenz  Guzman  in  1954  and  established  in  Guatemala  a  regi 
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similar  to  that  of  the  Somozas.  All  civil  and  political  freedoms  were  over¬ 
thrown,  the  land  reforms  were  undone,  and  corruption  reigned.  When 
Armas  was  assassinated  in  1957  and  a  moderate  elected  as  his  successor, 
the  armt’  annulled  those  elections  and  held  new  ones  in  which  one  of 
their  own,  General  Miguel  Ydfgoras  Fuentes,  was  "elected.”  He  liquidated 
"hat  remained  of  Guatemala’s  Socialist  e.vperiments  by  granting  these 
enterprises,  at  verv'  reasonable  prices,  to  his  friends,  while  collecting  his 
own  pay  of  $1,094,000  a  year.  Discontent  from  his  associates  led  to  a 
Conservative  army  revolt  against  Ydigoras  in  November  i960,  but  Amer¬ 
ican  pressure  secured  his  position.  The  United  States  at  the  time  could 
not  afford  a  change  of  regime  in  Guatemala,  since  that  country  was  al¬ 
ready  deeply  involved,  as  the  chief  aggressive  base  for  the  Cuban  e.xiles’ 
I'rrack  on  Cuba,  at  the  Bay  of  Pigs,  in  April  1962. 

As  we  all  know,  the  CIA  success  in  attacking  “Communist”  Guatemala 
from  dictatorial  Nicaragua  in  1954  was  not  repeated  in  its  more  elaborate 
®rtack  on  “Communist”  Cuba  from  dictatorial  Guatemala  in  1962.  In 
f^ct,  the  Bay  of  Pigs  must  stand  as  the  most  shameful  event  in  United 
States  history  since  the  end  of  World  War  II.  But  before  we  tell  that 
story  w  e  must  e.xamine  its  background  in  Cuba’s  recent  history,  a  story 
that  well  e.xemplifies  the  tragedy  of  Cuba. 

The  causes  of  the  Cuban  disaster  are  as  comple.x  as  most  historical 
^vents,  but,  if  we  oversimplify,  we  ma_\'  organize  them  in  terms  of  two 
intersecting  factors:  ( i )  the  personalitv  deficiencies  of  the  Cubans  them¬ 
selves,  such  as  their  lack  of  rationality  and  self-discipline,  their  emotion¬ 
alism  and  corruptibility,  and  (:)  the  ignorance  and  ineptitude  of  the 
American  State  Department,  which  seems  incapable  of  dealing  with 
hatin  America  in  terms  of  the  real  problems  of  the  area,  but  instead  in¬ 
sists  on  treating  it  in  terms  of  America’s  vision  of  the  world,  which  is  to 
say  in  terms  of  American  political  preconceptions  and  economic  interests. 

Cuba  is  more  Spanish  than  much  of  Latin  America,  and  obtained  its 
independence  from  Spain  only  in  1898,  two  generations  later  than  the 
I'^st  of  Latin  America.  Then,  for  over  thirt\’  years,  until  the  abrogation 
nf  the  Platt  amendment  in  1934,  Cuba  was  under  American  occupation 
(1898-1902)  or  the  threat  of  direct  American  intervention.  During  that 
period  the  island  fell  under  American  economic  domination  by  American 
investments  on  the  island  and  by  becoming  deeply  involved  in  the  Amer- 
ican  market,  especially  for  its  sugar  crop.  In  the  same  period,  a  local 
eiligarchy  of  Cubans  was  built  up,  including  an  e.xploitative  landlord 
group  that  had  not  existed  previously. 

With  the  establishment  of  the  Good  Neighbor  Policy  in  1933  and  the 
ending  of  the  threat  of  American  direct  intervention,  it  became  possible 
'nr  the  Cubans  to  overthrow  the  tyrannical  and  bloody  rule  of  General 
Gerardo  Machado  w  hich  had  lasted  for  eight  years  (1925-1933).  The 
‘opportunity  to  begin  a  series  of  urgently  needed  and  widely  demanded 
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social  reforms  under  .Machado’s  successor,  Ramon  Grau  San  Martin,  was 
lost  when  the  United  States  refused  to  recognize  or  to  assist  the  new 
regime.  As  a  result,  a  ruthless  Cuban  armv  sergeant,  Fulgencio  Batista, 
was  able  to  overthrow  Grau  San  .Martin  and  begin  a  ten-year  rule  of  the 
island  (1934-1944)  through  civilian  puppets,  chosen  in  fraudulent  elec¬ 
tions,  and  then  directly  as  president  himself.  When  Grau  San  .Martin 
was  elected  president  in  1944,  he  abandoned  his  earlier  reformist  ideas 
and  became  the  first  of  a  series  of  increasingly  corrupt  elected  regimes 
over  the  ne.xt  eight  years.  The  fourth  such  election,  scheduled  for  i95F 
was  prevented  when  Batista  seized  power  once  again,  in  March  195-y 
The  ne.xt  seven  vears  were  filled  bv  Batista’s  efforts  to  hold  hi.s'  pos>' 
tion  bv  violence  and  corruption  against  the  rising  tide  of  discontent 
against  his  rule.  One  of  the  earliest  episodes  in  that  tide  was  an  attemp^^ 
revolt  bv  a  handful  of  youths,  led  bv  twenty-si.x-year-old  Fidel  Castro, 


in  eastern  Cuba  on  July  26,  1953. 

The  failure  of  the  rising  of  July  26th  gave  Castro  two  years  of  m^' 
prisonment  and  more  than  a  year  of  exile,  but  at  the  end  of  1956  he  lande 
with  a  handful  of  men  on  the  coast  of  Cuba  to  begin  guerrilla  operations 
against  the  government.  Batista’s  regime  was  so  corrupt  and  violent  that 
many  of  the  local  powers  of  Cuba,  including  segments  of  the  army  a” 
much  of  the  middle  class,  were  either  neutral  or  favorable  to  Castro  s 
operations.  The  necessary  arms  and  financial  support  came  from  these 
groups,  although  the  core  of  the  movement  w'as  made  up  of  pca.sants 
and  workers  led  bv  young,  middle-class  university  graduates. 

This  Castro  uprising  w'as  not  tv^pical  of  the  revolutionary  coups  that 
had  been  familiar  in  Cuba  and  throughout  Latin  America  in  an  earliet 
day,  because  of  Castro’s  fanatical  thirst  for  power,  his  ruthless  willh’S 
ness  to  destroy  property  or  lives  in  order  to  w'caken  the  Batista  regime, 
and  his  double  method  of  operation,  from  within  Cuba  rather  than  fi”*^ 
abroad  and  from  a  rural  base,  the  peasants,  rather  than  the  usual  urban 
base,  the  army,  used  bv  most  Latin  American  rebels.  , 

By  destroying  sugar  plantations  and  utilities,  Castro’s  rebels  w^eaken^ 
the  economic  and  communications  basis  of  the  Batista  government.  1 
steady  attrition  of  the  regime’s  popular  and  military  support  made  it 
possible  for  Castro’s  forces  to  advance  across  Cuba,  and,  on  New' 

Day  of  1959,  he  marched  into  Havana.  Within  two  wrecks,  an  addition 
and  very  ominous  difference  in  this  revolution  appeared;  the  suppin'tei'® 
of  the  Batista  regime  and  dissident  elements  in  Castro’s  movement  began 


to  be  executed  by  firing  sejuads. 

For  a  year  Castro’s  government  carried  on  a  reformist  policy  adrnm 
istered  by  his  original  supporters,  the  July  26th  group  of  young,  niido  ^ 
class,  university  graduates.  These  reforms  were  aimed  at  satisfying  t  ^ 
more  obvious  demands  of  the  dispossessed  groups  wTo  had  provided  t  ^ 
mass  basis  for  Castro’s  movement.  Military  barracks  w'ere  converted  in^ 
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schools;  the  militia  was  permanently  established  to  replace  the  regular 
3rmy;  rural  health  centers  were  set  up;  a  full-scale  attack  was  made  on 
illiteracy;  new  schools  were  constructed;  urban  rents  were  cut  by  half; 
utility  rates  w  ere  slashed;  taxes  were  imposed  on  the  upper  classes;  the 
beaches,  once  reserved  for  the  rich,  were  opened  to  all;  and  a  drastic  land 
reform  was  launched.  These  actions  were  not  integrated  into  any  viable 
economic  program,  but  they  did  spread  a  sense  of  well-being  in  the 
countryside,  although  they  curtailed  the  building  boom  in  the  cities  (es¬ 
pecially  Havana),  largely  rooted  in  American  investment,  and  they  in¬ 
stigated  a  flight  of  the  rich  from  the  island  to  refuge  in  the  United 
States. 

Beneath  this  early  and  temporary  bloom  of  well-being,  many  ominous 
Signs  appeared.  Castro  soon  showed  that  he  was  a  tactician  of  revolu¬ 
tion,  not  a  strategist  of  reconstruction.  He  not  only  proclaimed  perma- 
nent  revolution  in  Cuba,  but  at  once  sought  to  e.xport  it  to  the  rest  of 
Batin  America.  Arms  and  guerrilla  fighters  were  sent,  and  lost,  in  unsuc¬ 
cessful  efforts  to  invade  Panama,  Nicaragua,  Haiti,  and  the  Dominican 
B^epublic.  Failure  of  these  turned  him  to  methods  of  more  subtle  pene¬ 
tration,  largely  worked  by  propaganda  and  the  arming  and  training  of 
small  subversive  underground  groups,  especially  in  areas  where  democratic 
progressive  regimes  seemed  to  be  developing  (as  in  Venezuela  under 
Betancourt  or  Colombia  under  Alberto  Lleras  Camargo).  At  the  same 
time,  an  unsuccessful  effort  was  made  to  persuade  all  Latin  America  to 
^orni  an  anti-Yankee  front. 

Although  the  United  States,  in  October  1959,  had  promised  to  follow 
It  policy  of  nonintervention  toward  Cuba,  these  changes  within  the  i.s- 
land,  and  especially  the  long  visit  there  of  Soviet  Deputy  Premier  Anastas 
Mikoyan  in  February  i960,  forced  a  reconsideration  of  this  policy.  The 
Mikoyan  agreement  promised  Cuba  petroleum,  arms,  and  other  needs 
^or  its  sugar,  although  the  price  equivalent  allowed  for  the  sugar  was 
only  4  cents  a  pound  at  a  time  when  the  American  price  was  6  cents;  by 
June  1963,  w  hen  world  sugar  prices  reached  13  cents,  the  USSR  raised  its 
price  for  Cuban  sugar  to  6  cents.  This  trade  agreement  was  followed  by 
establishment  of  diplomatic  relations  with  the  Soviet  Union  in  Alay  and 
"'ith  Red  China  later  in  the  year.  The  Soviet  embassy  in  Havana  became 
3  source  of  Communist  subversion  for  all  of  Latin  America  almost  at 
Once,  while  in  September  Khrushchev  and  Castro  jointly  dominated  the 
annual  session  of  the  General  Assembly  of  the  United  Nations  in  New 

York. 

As  part  of  the  trade  agreement  with  Russia,  Castro  obtained  Soviet 
orude  petroleum  for  Cuban  sugar.  When  he  insisted  that  American- 
owned  refineries  in  Cuba  process  this  oil,  they  refused  and  were  at  once 
seized  by  Castro.  The  United  States  struck  back  by  reducing  the  Cuban 
sugar  quota  in  the  American  market,  which  led,  step  by  step,  to  Castro’s 
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s^\'eeping  nationalization  of  foreign-owned  factories  on  the  island. 
United  States  retaliated  by  establishing  a  series  of  embargoes  on  Cuban 
e.xports  to  the  United  States.  These  controversies  led  Castro  into  an  eco¬ 
nomic  trap  similar  to  that  into  which  Nasser  had  fallen  with  Egyp*^® 
cotton.  Each  nationalist  revolutionary  leader  committed  his  chief  foreign- 
exchange-earning  product  (sugar  or  cotton)  to  the  Soviet  Union  as 
payment  for  Communist  (often  Czech)  arms.  This  tied  these  countries 
to  the  Soviet  Union  and  deprived  them  of  the  chance  to  u.se  their  one 
source  of  foreign  money  for  equipment  so  urgently  needed  for  economic 
•improvement.  By  December  i960,  when  American  diplomatic  relations 
with  Cuba  were  broken  off,  the  Cuban  economic  decline  had  begun,  and 
soon  reached  a  point  where  standards  of  living  were  at  least  a  third  below 
the  Batista  level,  except  for  some  previously  submerged  groups. 

At  the  end  of  i960,  the  Eisenhower  Administration  decided  to  use 
force  to  remove  Castro.  This  decision  was  a  major  error  and  led  to  a 
totally  shameful  fiasco.  The  error  apparently  arose  in  the  Central  In¬ 
telligence  Agency  and  was  based  on  a  complete  misjudgment  of  tl’® 
apparent  ease  with  which  that  agency  had  overthrown  the  Arbenz  re¬ 
gime  in  Guatemala  in  1954  by  organizing  a  raid  of  exiles,  armed  ana 
financed  by  the  CIA,  into  Guatemala  from  Nicaragua.  The  CIA  analyz®n 
this  apparently  successful  coup  quite  incorrectly,  since  it  assumed  that 
Arbenz  had  been  overthrown  by  the  raiding  exiles,  when  he  had  reallv 
been  destroyed  by  his  own  army,  which  used  the  raid  as  an  excuse  and 
occasion  to  get  rid  of  him.  But  on  this  mistaken  basis,  the  CIA  in 
decided  to  get  rid  of  Castro  by  a  similar  raid  of  Cuban  exiles  from  Guate¬ 
mala. 

This  decision  was  worse  than  a  crime;  it  was  stupid.  A  unilateral,  vio¬ 
lent  attack  on  a  neighboring  state  with  which  we  were  not  at  v\'ar,  >n 
an  area  where  we  were  committed  to  multilateral  and  peaceful  procedures 
for  settling  disputes,  w'as  a  repudiation  of  all  our  idealistic  talk  about 
the  rights  of  small  nations  and  our  devotion  to  peaceful  procedures  that 
we  had  been  pontificating  around  the  world  since  1914.  It  was  a  violation 
of  our  commitment  to  nonintervention  in  the  Americas  and  specifically 
in  Cuba.  In  sequence  to  our  CI.\  intervention  in  Guatemala,  it  strength¬ 
ened  the  Latin  American  picture  of  the  United  States  as  indifferent  to 
Latin  America’s  growing  demand  for  social  reform  and  national  ind® 
pendence  and  as  hostile  to  these  when  they  conflicted  with  its  ow  n  drives 
for  wealth  and  power.  .Moreover,  the  attack  on  Cuba  was  ill-advised  at 
a  time  when  Castro’s  prestige  at  home  was  rapidly  dwindling  and 
opposition  was  rising  to  his  chaotic  rule  throughout  the  island.  Au  > 
finally,  the  whole  operation,  patterned  on  Hitler’s  operations  to  subvert 
Austria  and  Czechoslovakia  in  1938,  was  bungled  as  Hitler  could  never 
have  bungled  anything.  The  project  was  veiw  much  of  a  Dulles  brothers 
job,  and  its  execution  M'as  largely  in  the  hands  of  the  Central  Intelligeu®^® 
Agency,  which  organized  the  expeditionary  force  from  Cuban  exil®  > 
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financed  and  armed  them,  and  supervised  their  training  in  Guatemala  and 
elsewhere. 

The  plan  of  the  invasion  of  Cuba  seems  to  have  been  drawm  on  typical 
Hitler  lines:  the  e.xpeditionary  force  was  to  establish  a  beachhead  in  Cuba, 
set  up  a  government  on  the  island,  be  recognized  by  the  United  States  as 
the  actual  government  of  Cuba,  and  ask  Washington  for  aid  to  restore 
order  in  the  rest  of  the  island  which  it  did  not  yet  control.  The  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  approved  of  the  plan,  and  President  Kennedy  was  per¬ 
suaded  to  accept  it,  after  his  inauguration,  because  of  the  CIA’s  argument 
that  something  must  be  done  to  remove  Castro  before  his  newly  acquired 
Soviet  armaments  became  operational.  The  President  was  assured  that 
if  matters  were  allo^\’ed  to  go  on  as  they  were,  Castro  \\  ould  be  strength¬ 
ened  in  power  (which  was  untrue)  and  that  the  invasion  would  be  a 
success  because  the  Cuban  people,  led  by  the  anti-Castro  underground, 
"ould  rise  against  him  as  soon  as  they  heard  of  the  landing. 

^Vllatever  truth  there  w’as  in  this  last  contention,  the  CIA  handling 
nf  the  invasion  made  it  impossible,  because  the  CIA  refused  to  use  either 
the  anti-Ca.stro  underground  in  Cuba  or  the  Cuban  refugees  in  the  United 
States  (c.xcept  as  volunteers  to  be  targets  in  the  invasion  attempt),  and 
hept  all  planning  and  control  of  the  invasion  in  its  owm  hands.  The  ex¬ 
ecutive  committee  of  Cuban  refugees  in  the  United  States,  mostly  rep- 
tesentatives  of  the  older  ruling  groups  in  Cuba,  w'ere  eager  to  restore  the 
inequitable  economic  and  social  system  that  had  existed  before  Castro. 
They  were  alienated  from  the  most  vigorous  anti-Castro  groups  in  the 
Cuban  underground,  who  had  no  desire  to  turn  back  the  clock  to  the 
'Hachado-Batista  era  but  wanted  to  free  the  social  and  economic  reform 
movement  from  Castro,  the  Communists,  and  the  antidemocratic  and 
mtalitarian  forces  that  had  taken  control  of  it.  The  CIA  would  not 
Cooperate  with  the  anti-Castro  underground  because  it  was  opposed  to 
their  wish  for  social  and  economic  reform,  and  it  would  not  use  the 
‘^lianii  refugee  committee  because  it  doubted  either  their  discretion  or 
fighting  spirit.  Accordingly,  the  CIA  launched  the  invasion  without 
notifying  the  Cuban  underground  and  kept  the  refugee  committee  locked 
op  w  ithout  communication  for  the  week  of  the  attack.  Then  the  attack 
Itself  was  bungled,  since  it  w'as  aimed  at  an  inappropriate  spot,  wdthout 
t^hniinating  Castro’s  air  power,  and  without  provision  for  fighting  it,  and 
'v’lth  the  logistics  for  the  whole  tactical  operation  of  the  invasion  at  an 
Unbelievable  level  of  incompetence. 

As  a  result  of  these  errors,  the  1,500  men  landed  at  the  Bay  of  Pigs  in 
Southern  Cuba  on  April  17,  1961  were  destroyed  in  seventy-two  hours 
Castro’s  speedily  mobilized  and  well-armed  militia.  At  the  same  time, 
^^stro’s  police  destroyed  any  possible  simultaneous  rising  of  the  under¬ 
ground  bx'  arresting  thousands  of  suspects.  To  do  the  wTong  thing  is 
*^3d,  but  to  do  it  incompetently  is  unforgivable. 

The  blow  to  American  prestige  from  the  Bay  of  Pigs  was  almost 
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irretrievable.  On  the  other  hand,  it  greatly  strengthened  Castro’s  prestige- 
in  Latin  America  more  than  in  Cuba  itself,  and  made  it  possible  for  him 
to  bind  the  Kremlin  to  his  cause  so  tightly  that  it  could  neither  reduce  its 
support  nor  control  his  policies.  This  in  turn  permitted  him  to  survive 
a  deepening  wave  of  passive  resistance  and  sabotage  within  Cuba  itself, 
chiefly  from  the  peasants.  And,  finally,  as  we  shall  see,  this  made  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  him  to  recapture  control  of  the  Cuban  revolutionary  movement 
for  himself  and  the  Fidelistas  from  the  Cuban  Communists.  This  last 
point  was  in  March,  1962,  but  the  others  began  in  1961. 

Until  the  Bay  of  Pigs  fiasco,  the  Soviet  commitment  to  Castro  had  been 
considerable  but  not  irretrievable.  Soviet  armaments  began  to  arrive  as 
early  as  July  i960,  and  in  the  first  year  exceeded  30,000  tons  valued  at 
50  million  dollars.  As  payment,  the  Communist  bloc’s  portion  of  Cubas 
export  trade  rose  from  2  percent  to  75  percent.  Within  a  year  of  the 
failure  at  the  Bay  of  Figs,  Sino-Soviet  military  support  for  Castro  dou¬ 
bled.  It  also  changed  its  quality  to  late  rhodel  antiaircraft  missiles,  long- 
range  missiles  capable  of  carrying  nuclear  warheads,  and  even  Soviet 
combat  troops.  By  the  time  these  changes  became  evident  to  Washing¬ 
ton  in  October  1962,  the  Soviet  military  buildup  in  Cuba  had  cost  over 
700  million  dollars. 

Before  this  Soviet  military  buildup  in  Cuba  reached  its  stage  of  most 
rapid  acceleration  in  July-October  1962,  a  number  of  significant  changes 
occurred  in  Cuba  itself.  Two  of  these  were  the  growth  of  Cuban  re¬ 
sistance  to  the  Castro  regime  and  Ca.stro’s  acceptance  and  .sudden  reversa 
of  a  Communist  usurpation  of  his  power  within  Cuba. 

Castro’s  efforts  to  take  Cuba  into  the  Communist  bloc  began  almo.st 
as  soon  as  he  took  Havana  in  January  1959.  His  refusal  to  allow  pnst- 
revolutionarx'  elections  to  confirm  his  victory,  a  traditional  Latin  Amer¬ 
ican  tactic,  and  his  outlawing  of  the  traditional  political  parties  (but  not 
the  Communists,  PSP,  which  had  secretly  cooperated  with  Batista  for 
years)  left  him  in  an  ideological  and  political  vacuum.  Soon  the  closing 
down  of  all  opposition  newspapers,  but  the  continued  publication  of  rke 
Communist  paper.  Hoy,  showed  that  onlv"  this  group  would  fill  that  v^ac- 
uum.  And  finally  the  small  group  of  Old  Communists  in  Cuba  v'^re 
allowed  to  take  over  control  of  the  administrative  system  and,  within 
months,  had  a  reasonable  facsimile  of  the  Kremlin’s  arrangements  oper¬ 
ating  from  Havana.  They  took  control  of  the  Rebel  Militia,  especiallv 
G-2,  its  Intelligence  branch;  President  Manuel  Urrutia  was  removed  for 
an  anti-Communist  speech  and  replaced  by  a  fellow-traveller,  Osvaldo 
Dorticos  Torrado.  A  struggle  between  the  Communists  and  the  Fidelistas 
of  the  26th  of  July  .Movement  for  control  of  the  Confederation  of  Cuban 
Labor  Unions  was  settled  by  Castro  himself  in  favor  of  the  Communists. 
A  chief  Communist  leader,  Carlos  Rafael  Rodriguez,  professor  of  eco¬ 
nomics  at  the  University  of  Havana,  led  a  student  revolt  that  gave  the 
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Communists  control  of  the  university.  All  political  movements  were 
merged  into  the  Integrated  Revolutionary"  Organizations  (ORI),  whose 
leadership  was  practically  identical  with  the  Old  Communist  leadership. 
This  group  set  up  Communist-type  cells  in  farms,  factories,  and  govern¬ 
ment  offices.  Anibal  Escalante,  secretary  of  the  Communist  Party,  be¬ 
came  organizational  secretary  to  ORI.  The  .Military  Secret  Police,  G-z, 
"as  transformed  into  a  .Ministry  of  the  Interior,  based  on  the  Kremlin’s 
•MVD,  with  a  Communist,  Ramiro  V^aldes,  at  its  head.  The  lands  that  had 
l^een  distributed  or  seized  by  peasants  were  “nationalized”  bv  local  Com¬ 
munist  groups,  and  many  of  the  cooperative  farms  that  had  risen  from 
these  became  collective  farms.  In  all  significant  governmental  posts,  Fi- 
delistas  were  replaced,  or  circumvented,  by  Communists.  Control  of  the 
economy  was  taken  from  Major  Ernesto  “Che”  Guevara  and  given  to 
Professor  Rodriguez,  who  became  president  of  the  Agrarian  Reform  In¬ 
stitute,  and  drew  up  the  economic  development  plans  for  the  years  fol¬ 
lowing  1961.  Thus  within  a  few  months,  the  ORI  became  a  real  govern¬ 
ment,  making  most  of  the  significant  daily  decisions,  and  Escalante  was 
exercising  more  power  than  Castro.  The  latter,  still  the  darling  of  the 
masses,  spent  much  of  his  time  rousing  them  to  frenzy  with  his  speech¬ 
making  and  marching. 

The  chief  resistance  to  this  Communization  of  Cuba  came  from  the 
peasants,  by  curtailing  production  and  by  sabotage.  Smaller  farmers  pro- 
•luced  enough  for  their  families  but  no  more,  in  resistance  to  government- 
fixed  prices  and  the  compulsion  to  sell  all  their  marketable  produce  to 
National  Institute  of  Agrarian  Reform.  Farmers  refused  to  labor  on 
^fie  collective  or  state  farms  and  occasionally  set  fire  to  the  canebrakes 
these.  A  good  part  of  the  coffee  crop  of  1961  was  lost  because  the 
^vorkers  refused  to  harvest  it.  Similar  resistance  arose  with  the  sugar 
^'fid  other  crops.  Drastic  food  rationing  had  to  be  established  in  .March 
‘962.  The  1962  coffee  crop  was  sabotaged,  and  coffee  rationing  had  to 
fie  established  in  Fehruary  1963.  Most  critical  was  the  sugar  crop,  source 
of  four-fifths  of  Cuba’s  foreign  e.xchange.  Efforts  to  harvest  the  crop 
"'ith  the  militia,  students,  or  city  workers  failed,  and  by  1962  the  crop 
fiarvested  had  fallen  to  about  half  of  the  pre-Castro  figure.  At  the  same 
fime,  the  ending  of  almost  all  trade  ties  with  the  United  States,  which 
fiad  been  a  principal  source  of  Cuban  food,  left  Cuba  dependent  on  coun- 
bfies  like  the  Communist  bloc,  which  had  difficulties  feeding  themselves. 
The  food  ration  fell  to  %  pound  of  meat  a  week  per  person,  and  5  eggs 
"'ith  2  ounces  of  butter  a  month.  The  food  shortage  was  soon  followed 
fiy  shortages  of  manufactured  goods,  as  the  exodus  of  technicians,  lack 
spare  parts,  and  bureaucratic  confusions  disorganized  industrial  pro¬ 
duction. 

I  The  economic  collapse  in  no  way  discouraged  Castro’s  efforts  to  es- 
mblish  a  socialist  regime,  but  the  Communist  Party’s  curtailment  of  his 


113^  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

personal  power  led  to  a  strong  counteraction  in  March  1962.  On 
Day  1961,  Castro  had  proclaimed  that  Cuba  would  be  a  socialist  state, 
and,  in  a  two-day  speech  on  December  1-2,  1961,  he  had  announced 
his  own  “Marxist-Leninist”  beliefs.  This  ended  the  earlier  arguments, 
disseminated  by  American  Establishment  circles  led  bv  The  New  York 
Times,  that  Castro  was  simply  a  progressive  reformer.  But  despite  his 
statements,  he  was  not  in  anv  way  a  convinced  Communist  or  a  con¬ 
vinced  anything  else,  but  was  a  power-hungry  and  emotionallv  un.stable 
individual,  filled  with  hatred  of  authoritv  himself,  and  restless  unless  he 
had  constant  change  and  megalomaniac  satisfactions.  His  tactical  skill, 
especially  in  foreign  affairs,  is  remarkable,  and  shows  similarity  to  Hit¬ 
ler’s.  His  allegiance  to  Communism  had  nothing  to  do  with  ideologica 
conviction  or  devotion  to  the  Kremlin,  but  arose  from  his  recognitiot* 
that  Russia  was  the  only  Power  in  a  position  to  counterbalance  the 
United  States  and  was,  to  him,  preferable  to  the  United  States  both  be¬ 
cause  of  its  greater  distance  and  because  its  ideological  pretenses  woul 
never  allow  it  to  permit  an  admitted  Communist  state  like  Cuba  to  be 
attacked  by  the  United  States.  Thus  Castro  sought  to  get  the  Soviet 
Union  more  deeply  committed  to  Cuba  .so  that  it  could  not  disentangle 
itself  whatever  Castro  did  but  must  protect  him  from  the  United  States, 
even  when  he  openly  disregarded  its  advice.  In  the  same  way,  Castro  vi  as 
willing  to  build  up  his  indebtedness  to  the  Soviet  Union  because  n 
Communist  commitment  w'ould  not  allow  the  Kremlin  to  do  anything 
drastic  to  collect  such  a  debt.  For  these  reasons,  Castro  wished  to  jo"'‘ 
the  Warsaw  Pact,  but  this  at  least  Moscow  was  able  to  prevent.  At  ti- 
same  time,  Castro  recognized  that  his  own  adoption  of  the  Comnitims^ 
ideology  would  not  weaken  him  in  Latin  America,  where  the  impovet 
ished  masses  care  nothing  about  ideologies,  and  the  middle  classes,  e® 
pecially  the  vouth  and  universitv  students,  like  Communism  as  an  1 
ology,  although  it  has  little  influence  on  their  own  actions  or  pohtica 
behavior. 

Although  the  Communist  takeover  in  Cuba  began  in  i960,  it  'vas  n^ 
until  February  1962  that  Castro  began  to  realize  what  had  happen*^^^^ 
Within  a  month,  particularly  during  the  w-eek  of  March  i6'2-, 
eliminated  the  Communists  from  most  positions  of  significant 
The  Rodriguez  economic  plan  of  November  1961  was  denounced;  t 
ORI  sv'stem  was  purged;  his  brother,  Raiil  Castro,  w^as  made  vic^ 
premier;  Escalante  was  forced  into  e.xile;  the  militia  and  bureaucra 
w'ere  recaptured  by  the  F'idelistas;  and  on  March  26th  Fidel 
gave  a  five-hour  speech  narrating  what  had  happened.  Pravda  di 
accept  the  change  until  April  nth. 

This  acceptance  of  the  reestablishment  of  Fidelism  by  both  the 
lin  and  the  Cuban  Communist  Party,  largely  because  diey  had  no  alte 
tive,  was  followed  b\  their  full-scale  support  of  the  Castro  reguf^ 
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political  and  economic  policies.  On  May  31st  it  was  announced  that  Mos¬ 
cow  would  provide  600,000  tons  of  food  in  the  balance  of  1962  to  stave 
cff  the  Cuban  economic  collapse,  and  later  Moscow  released  claims  on 
some  Cuban  sugar  so  that  it  could  be  sold  in  the  world  market  for  hard 
currencies.  Above  all,  the  Soviet  Union  appeared  to  accept  Castro’s  argu- 
’I'cnt  that  another  American  military  assault  on  Cuba  was  in  preparation. 

The  United  States,  Castro,  and  Moscow  all  must  have  known  that  no 
effort  was  likely  to  be  made  to  repeat  the  American  invasion  of  Cuba, 
^ut  Castro  made  the  charge  because  he  wanted  Soviet  weapons,  and  the 
Kremlin  pretended  to  believe  it  for  reasons  that  are  still  doubtful.  It  is 
possible  that  the  Russians  hoped  that  the  Soviet  IRBM’s  in  Cuba  would 
'^clp  to  slow  up  the  increasing  American  lead  over  the  Soviet  Union  in 
missile  race.  It  is  also  possible  that  they  hoped  that  such  missiles,  once 
established,  might  be  bargained  away  in  return  for  a  Soviet-favored  solu- 
hon  to  the  Berlin  question. 

The  increasing  American  aerial  patrols  over  Cuba,  which  detected  the 
Jsussian  missile  buildup  on  the  island,  were  used  by  Cuba  and  the  Soviet 
knion  as  evidence  of  the  approaching  American  attack.  By  September, 
®’ffll  unknown  to  the  public,  the  crisis  began  to  form,  and  in  October  it 
in  full  progress,  with  the  consequences  already  described. 

The  ending  of  the  Cuban  missile  crisis  at  the  end  of  1962  may  have 
Opened  a  new  era  in  the  world’s  history,  but  it  left  Latin  America  still 
foundering  in  the  same  old  problems,  which  became  more  complicated 
^od  insoluble  with  each  passing  day.  As  we  have  said,  these  problems  can 
'E  solved  only  by  obtaining  more  constructive  patterns  in  the  proper 
Ptiority  sequence.  On  the  whole,  the  role  of  the  United  States  in  Latin 
■'^uierica  has  not  been  such  as  to  help  either  patterns  or  priorities,  largely 
^Ecause  our  concern  has  been  with  what  seems  to  be  useful  or  better 
Of  us  rather  than  with  what  would  be  most  helpful  to  them, 
f  tom  the  point  of  view  of  Latin  America’s  real  interests,  basic  priorities 
’"'ght  include  five  things;  ( i )  more  constructive  psychological  patterns; 
■t)  increased  political  stability;  (3)  a  greatly  reduced  birthrate,  with 
l^’i'phasis  on  the  quality  rather  than  on  the  quantity  of  population;  (4)  a 
‘'''gc  increase  in  the  food  supply  and  in  the  most  fundamental  needs  of 
Lilian  life,  such  as  housing;  (5)  increased  emphasis  on  light  industry, 
^‘‘’pueially  processing  and  semiprocessing  of  local  raw  materials;  and  (6) 
‘-'^utinued  improyements  in  transportation  and  communications.  This 
^'umhination  of  advances  could  provide  rising  standards  of  living  and 
jobs  for  everyone.  In  moving  in  this  direction  much  greater  use  should 
made  of  local  resources,  including  local  capital  and  local  skills,  es- 
P'^cially  those  of  the  present  upper  classes.  This  last  point  will  become 
'^asible  only  if  the  first  two  points  be^in  to  develop:  a  better  outlook, 
'"specially  in  the  upper  classes,  and  a  sufficiently  stabilized  political  sys- 
So  that  duress  can  be  put  upon  those  classes  to  force  them  to  use 
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both  their  lives  and  their  resources  in  a  more  constructive  way.  1  his  wiH 
be  possible  onlv  if  the  armed  forces  of  Latin  America  (and  of  the  whole 
Pakistani-Peruvian  a.xis)  move  much  more  rapidly  in  a  direction  they  have 
been  moving  in  already,  but  too  slowly;  the  direction  of  increased  con¬ 
cern  for  stronger,  more  honest,  more  constructive,  and  more  w  idely  d'*' 
tributed  improvements  in  conditions  of  living  among  their  own  people- 

This  point  of  view  has  already  shown  itself  along  the  Pakistani-Peruvian 
a.xis,  in  militar\-  circles  in  Pakistan,  Egypt,  .Argentina,  and  elsewhere, 
in  the  rov  al  entourage  in  Iran;  among  univcrsir\  \  outh  in  much  of  l  -’f'” 
America.  But  in  all  these  circles,  despite  the  enthusiasm  and  cncrg\’  fhat 
make  it  possible  for  them  to  ov-erthrow  corrupt  and  tyrannical  regimes, 
it  soon  becomes  clear  that  they  have  little  idea  what  to  do  once  they  ge^ 
into  power.  .As  a  result,  they  fall  under  the  personal  influence  of  un¬ 
stable  and  ignorant  men,  the  Nassers,  the  Perons,  and  the  Castros,  'vhu 
fall  back  on  emotionally  charged  programs  of  hatreds  and  spectacular 
displays  of  unconstructive  nationalism  that  waste  time  and  use  up  re¬ 
sources  w  hile  the  real  problems  of  the  whole  enormous  area  go  unsolve  ^ 

A  hea\  \-  responsibility  rests  on  the  United  States  for  this  widesprea 
failure  to  And  solutions  to  problems  all  the  w'ay  from  Pakistan  to  Peru- 
The  basic  reason  for  this  is  that  our  policies  in  this  great  area  have  been 
based  on  efforts  to  find  solutions  to  our  own  problems  rather  than  theii^- 
to  make  profits,  to  increase  supplies  of  necessary  raw  materials,  to  hgu 
Hitler,  to  keep  out  Communism,  and  in  recent  years  to  fight  the  Co 
War  and  prevent  the  spread  of  neutralism.  The  net  result  of  our  actions 
has  been  that  we  are  now"  more  hated  than  the  Soviet  Union,  and  ncutra  - 
ism  reveals  itself  as  clearly  as  it  dares  through  the  whole  area. 

This  is,  perhaps,  more  obvious  on  the  Pakistan  end  of  the  axis  than  on 
the  Peruvian  end,  but  is  true  from  one  end  to  the  other.  Dulles  s  in 
sistence  on  arming  the  .Middle  and  Near  East  and  seeking  to  line  t 
area  up  into  a  military  bulwark  against  the  Soviet  Union  destroyed  t  e 
precarious  political  stability  of  the  area,  intensified  local  rivalries  an 
animosities  (as  between  India  and  Pakistan  or  between  Egypt  and  Israe  b 
led  to  large-scale  waste  of  resources  and  energies  on  armament  rivalries' 
divided  the  armed  forces  into  cliques  whose  rivalries  increased  the  ir^ 
quency  of  military  coups,  and  often  entrenched  in  pow'er  reactionary  an 
unprogressive  minorities. 

The  sad  thing  about  all  this  is  that  it  w"as  so  unnecessary.  There  never 
was  a  moment  in  which  the  arms  of  this  a.xis  (excluding  Turkey  an 
Israel)  contributed  anything  significant  to  keeping  the  Soviet  Union  out 
of  it.  Even  less  so  in  Latin  America.  On  the  contrary,  the  Dulles  effor^ 
to  bring  both  areas  into  the  Cold  War  in  a  military  wa\"  by  treaties  an 
armaments  have  succeeded  only  in  bringing  Soviet  influences  and  Com 
munism  in  by  methods  of  subversion,  propaganda,  and  economic  pe*^® 
tration  that  cannot  be  excluded  by  military  agreements  and  armaments' 
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And  ar  no  rime  did  these  military  agreements  and  armaments  provide 
real  strcngtli  to  keep  Russia  out  as  a  military  threat,  for  at  all  rimes 
filar  task  rested  on  the  deterrent  power  of  the  United  States  and  the 
'Vestern  alliance.  The  sole  consequence  of  the  Uulles  efforts  to  do  the 
"  rung  thifig  along  the  Pakistani-Peruvian  a.\is  has  been  to  increase  \\  hat 
lifi  Mas  seeking  to  reduce:  local  political  instabilit\%  increased  Commu- 
'liiit  and  Soviet  influence,  neutralism,  and  hatred  of  the  United  Stares. 

Alrliough  rlie  Dulles  period,  because  it  was  a  crucial  period,  shows 
most  clearly  the  failures  of  American  foreign  polics'  in  Latin  America, 
file  situation  w  as  the  same,  both  before  and  since  Dulles,  with  a  possible 
brief  e.xceprion  in  the  first  adminivStration  of  F'ranklin  Roosevelt.  Other- 
"ise.  .American  policy  in  Latin  .America  has  been  determined  bv  Amer- 
'can  needs  and  desires  and  not  by  the  problems  of  Latin  Americans.  A 
bfief  survey  of  these  policies  will  show  this  clearh'. 

I  here  are  four  chief  periods  in  United  States  policy  toward  Latin 
America  in  the  twentieth  century.  The  first,  a  period  of  investment  and 
interventionism,  lasted  until  1933  and  was  basically  a  period  of  com¬ 
mercial  imperialism.  American  money  came  to  Latin  America  as  invest- 
ments,  seeking  profits  out  of  the  e.xploitation  of  the  area's  most  obvious 
local  resources,  mineral  or  agricultural,  such  as  copper,  bananas,  and 
petroleum,  or  as  markets  for  .American  goods.  There  was  little  respect  for 
fbe  people  themselves  or  for  their  way  of  life,  and  intervention  by  Amer- 
man  military  and  diplomatic  forces  was  always  close  at  hand  as  a  pro- 
fcction  for  American  profits  and  investments. 

The  Good  Neighbor  Policy,  announced  by  President  Roosevelt  in 
'933>  reduced  intervention  while  retaining  investment.  It  was  partly  a 
consequence  of  the  idealism  and  progressive  nature  of  the  New  Deal 
'fself,  but  was  equally  based  on  the  fact  that  the  need  of  Latin  America 
(cr  American  investment  funds  and  for  the  American  market,  especially 
m  the  depressed  conditions  of  1933,  made  it  so  amenable  to  our  economic 
commercial  influence  that  there  was  little  need  for  our  use  of  diplo- 
•^^tic  intimidation  or  the  .Marines. 

The  third  and  fourth  stages  in  America’s  Latin  .American  policy, 
l■■om  1940  to  the  pre.sent,  have  been  concerned  w  ith  our  efforts  to  in- 
'‘olve  the  area  in  our  foreign  policy  (not  theirs),  that  is,  in  the  effort  to 
Set  them  as  deeply  involved  as  possible  in  the  struggle  against  Hitler  and 
J^Pan  and,  since  1947,  in  the  struggle  against  the  Soviet  Union.  Both  of 
^bese  efforts  have  been  mistakes  (with  the  possible  e.xception  of  our  re- 
with  Brazil  and  Ale.xico  in  the  period  folio wfing  1940)  because  the 
^’^ates  of  Latin  .America,  however  dutifully  they  may  have  lined  up  in 
'^be  Hot  \\  ;,r  against  Hitler  or  the  Cold  War  against  Soviet  Russia,  con- 
’^ributed  little  more  to  victors'  in  these  struggles  than  they  would  have 
^''>ttrihutcd  if  tliev  had  not  been  pressured  by  us  to  line  up  at  all. 

This  four-stage  chronology  of  American  policy  toward  Latin  America 
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ignores  completely  the  significant  change  that  has  occurred  in  the  history 
of  Latin  America  itself  during  the  twentieth  century,  chiefly  in 
1950’s.  This  is  the  shift  in  emphasis  in  Latin  American  history,  especially 
in  the  history  of  political  disturbances  and  governmental  changes  from 
the  superficial  coiips  d'etat  that  were  prevalent  in  the  nineteenth  and 
early  twentieth  centuries  to  the  profound  economic  and  social  upheavals 
that  first  appeared  in  .Mexico  in  1910  and  w'ere  followed  in  the  1950’s  by 
the  revolutions  in  Bolivia,  Cuba,  and  elsewhere.  The  failure  in  coincidence 
between  the  stages  of  the  history  of  American  policy  and  the  stages  of 
the  history  of  Latin  America  itself  is  a  fair  measure  of  the  irrelevance  and 
futility  of  our  policy.  That  this  failure  continued  into  the  1960’s  was 
clear  in  Washington’s  jov  at  the  military  coup  that  ejected  the  left-of- 
center  Joao  Goulart  government  from  Brazil  in  April  1964,  for  that  gov¬ 
ernment,  however  misdirected  and  incompetent,  at  least  recognized  that 
there  were  urgent  social  and  economic  problems  in  Brazil  demanding 
treatment. 

No  real  recognition  that  such  problems  existed  was  achieved  in  Wash¬ 
ington  until  Castro’s  revolution  in  Cuba  forced  the  realization.  As  a  con¬ 
sequence  the  Alliance  for  Progress  should  be  regarded  as  the  North 
American  reaction  to  Castro  rather  than  its  reaction  to  Latin  Americas 
real  problems.  This  helps  to  explain  why  the  achievement  of  the  Alliance 
for  Progress  has  been  so  limited. 

In  its  early  announcement,  bv  President  Kennedy  during  his  second 
month  in  office,  the  projected  Alliance  for  Progress  seemed  more  hope¬ 
ful  than  any  earlier  United  States  reaction  to  Latin  America’s  problems 
had  been.  It  accepted  the  idea  of  central  economic  planning  for  tne 
Latin  American  nations  and  the  role  of  state  intervention  in  investment 
and  economic  life,  both  of  which  had  been  rejected  by  the  Eisenhower 
Administration.  To  these  it  added  two  other  basic  assumptions:  that  Lat'*' 
America  be  required  to  take  steps  to  help  itself  and  not  merely  expect 
grants  from  the  United  States  and,  also,  that  social  improvements,  suc^ 
as  better  housing,  increased  literacy,  and  improved  social  amenities, 
regarded  as  intrinsic  pans  of,  or  even  prerequisites  to,  purely  economic 
expansion,  and  not  be  considered,  as  hitherto,  to  be  incidental  conse 
quences  of  such  expansion.  ^ 

The  formal  agreement  for  the  Alliance  for  Progress  w'as  signed 
all  members  of  the  Organization  of  American  States  except 
Punta  del  Este,  Uruguay,  on  August  17,  1961.  Its  aims  and  attitudes  w^^^ 
admirable,  but  required  implementation  and  organizational  features  t^^^ 
were  not  covered  in  the  Charter  itself  and  have  largely  remained  c 
ficient  since.  Its  preamble  said,  in  part,  “We,  the  American 
hereby  proclaim  our  decision  to  unite  in  a  common  effort  to 
people  accelerated  economic  progress  and  broader  social  justice 
the  framework  of  personal  dignity  and  personal  liberty.  Alnios' 
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hundred  \  ears  ago  we  began  in  this  Hemisphere  the  long  struggle  for 
freedom  w  Inch  now  inspires  people  in  all  parts  of  the  world.  .  .  .  No\\ 
■W'e  must  give  a  new  meaning  to  that  revolutionary  heritage.  For  Amer¬ 
ica  stands  at  a  turning  point  in  history.  The  men  and  women  of  (jur 
Hemisphere  are  reaching  for  the  better  life  which  today’s  skills  have 
placed  within  their  grasp.  They  are  determined  for  themselves  and  their 
children  to  have  decent  and  ever  more  abundant  lives,  to  gain  access  to 
knowledge  and  equal  opportunity  for  all,  to  end  those  conditions  which 
benefit  the  few  at  the  expense  of  the  needs  and  dignity  of  the  manx  .” 

These  were  fine  words,  and  the  specific  detail  to  fulfill  them  was  gen¬ 
erally  recognized.  The  latter  included  “a  substantial  and  sustained  growth 
of  per  capita  incomes  at  a  rate  designed  to  attain,  at  the  earliest  possible 
date,  levels  of  income  capable  of  assuring  self-sustaining  development, 
3nd  sufficient  to  make  Latin  American  income  levels  constantly  larger 
in  relation  to  the  levels  of  the  more  industrialized  nations.  ...  In  evaluat¬ 
ing  the  degree  of  relative  development,  account  will  be  taken  not  onh' 
nf  average  levels  of  real  income  and  gross  product  per  capita,  but  also 
of  indices  of  infant  momlity,  illiteracy,  and  per  capita  daily  caloric  in¬ 
take.”  The  minimum  desirable  rate  of  economic  growth  was  stated  to 
be  2.5  percent  per  capita  per  year.  It  was,  perhaps  unrealisticalh’,  stated 
that  economic  progress  should  be  made  “available  to  all  citizens  of  all 
economic  and  social  groups  through  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  na¬ 
tional  income,  raising  more  rapidly  the  income  and  standard  of  living 
of  the  needier  sectors  of  the  population,  at  the  same  time  that  a  higher 
proportion  of  the  national  product  is  devoted  to  investment.”  This  aim 
to  redistribute  income  and  achieve  simultaneously  higher  consumption 
‘ind  higher  investment  is,  of  course,  impo.ssiblc  except  in  the  most  ad- 
'  aiiced  industrial  societies  that  have  already  reached  sucli  lex  els  of  con¬ 
sumption  of  material  goods  that  further  increases  in  consumption  in- 
utea.se  problems  rather  than  solve  them.  To  add  to  this  rather  confused 
’dea  of  the  process  of  economic  development,  the  Charter  immediateh' 
added,  “Special  attention  should  be  given  to  the  establishment  and  de- 
'elopment  of  capital-goods  industries.” 

Cthcr  desirable  goals  listed  in  the  Charter  included  “replacing  lati- 
fundia  and  dwarf-holdings  by  an  equitable  system  of  land  tenure,”  “to 
’^laintain  stable  price  levels,  avoiding  inflation  or  deflation  and  the  conse¬ 
quent  social  hardships  and  maldistribution  of  resources,”  “to  strengthen 
existing  agreements  on  economic  integration,”  and  “to  develop  coopera- 
five  programs  designed  to  prevent  the  harmful  effects  of  excessive  fluc¬ 
tuations  in  the  foreign  exchange  earnings  derived  from  exports  of  priinarx 
products.  .  .  .”  Among  the  social  goals  were  “to  eliminate  adult  illiteracy 
®ud  by  1970  to  assure,  as  a  minimum,  access  to  six  years  of  primarx 
^•fucarion  for  each  school  age  child  in  Latin  America,”  “to  increase  life 
expectancy  at  binh  by  a  minimum  of  five  years,  and  to  increase  the 
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ability  to  leam  and  produce,  by  improving  individual  and  public  health 
...  to  provide  adequate  potable  water  supply  and  drainage  to  not  less 
than  70  percent  of  the  urban  and  50  percent  of  the  rural  population;  to 
reduce  the  mortalitv  rate  of  children  less  than  five  years  of  age  to  at 
least  one-half  of  the  present  rate;  to  control  the  more  serious  transmittihle 
diseases,  according  to  their  importance  as  a  cause  of  sickness  and 
death  .  .  .  ,”  and  so  on. 

The  methods  of  achieving  these  desirable  goals  were  onlv  incidentally 
established  in  the  Charter.  The  participating  Latin  American  countries 
were  required  to  formulate,  within  eighteen  months,  long-term  develop¬ 
ment  programs  that  would  include  improved  human  resources  through 
education  and  training,  a  reform  of  tax  structures  (including  adequate 
taxation  of  large  incomes  and  real  estate),  laws  to  encourage  investment 
both  foreign  and  domestic,  and  improved  methods  of  distribution  to 
provide  more  competitive  markets.  The  drawing  of  such  programs  in 
areas  that  lacked  adequate  statistical  information  and  had  few  traine 
economists  was  a  considerable  obstacle  to  carrying  out  the  Charter,  an 
only  a  handful  of  programs  were  approved  in  the  first  three  years  of  the 
Alliance. 

As  part  of  the  Charter  the  United  States  offered  “to  provide  assistance 
under  the  Alliance”  amounting  to  $20  billion,  of  which  half  was  to 
come  from  the  government  and  half  from  private  sources,  over  a  ten- 
year  period.  Nothing  was  said  in  the  Charter  as  to  the  nature  of  this  as¬ 
sistance,  but  the  government’s  share  has  been  generally  in  the  form  0 
credits,  the  least  helpful  type  of  such  foreign  assistance,  and  the  amount 
of  such  assistance  has  not,  as  might  appear  at  first  glance,  amounted  to 
§2  billion  a  year  in  new  moneys,  since  private  American  investments  m 
Latin  America  already  amounted  to  many  hundreds  of  millions  a  yeat 
and  aid  from  the  United  States  government  was  almost  equally  large,  so 
that  the  total  of  adciitio7ial  assistance  promised  by  the  Aliiance  wa* 
roughly  about  two-thirds  of  a  billion  dollars  or  less  each  year. 

It  would  be  possible  to  state  the  achievement  of  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  in  terms  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  housing  units,  schools, 
new  hospitals,  roads,  additional  drinking  water,  and  c.xperimental  or 
demonstration  farms,  but  such  lists,  however  large  the  numbers,  indicate 
little  about  the  success  of  the  Alliance.  On  the  whole,  it  cannot  be  sai 
that  the  Alliance  has  failed;  but,  even  more  emphatically,  it  cannot  he 
said  that  it  has  been  a  success.  Its  achievement  has  been  amekorati'e 
rather  than  structural,  and  this  alone  indicates  that  it  has  not  been  a  suc¬ 
cess.  For  unless  there  are  structural  reforms  in  Latin  American  society, 
its  economic  development  will  not  become  self-sustaining  or  even  manage 
to  keep  up  with  the  growth  of  population  on  the  basis  of  income  pe^ 
capita. 

The  failure  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress  to  achieve  what  it  was  touted 
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to  achie\'e  has  mativ’  causes,  but  the  chief  is  undoubtedly  that  it  was  not 
intended  priiuarily  to  be  a  method  for  achieving  a  better  life  for  Latin 
Americans  but  was  intended  to  be  a  means  of  implementing  American 
policy  in  the  Cold  War.  This  became  clearly  evident  at  the  second  Punta 
del  Este  Conference  of  January  22-31,  1962,  where  Washington’s  exclu¬ 
sive  control  over  the  granting  of  funds  for  the  Alliance  was  used  as  a  club 
to  force  the  Latin  American  states  to  exclude  Cuba  from  the  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  American  States.  The  original  plan  was  to  cut  off  Cuba’s  trade 
'vith  all  Western  Hemisphere  countries  and  to  break  off  diplomatic 
relations  as  well.  A  two-thirds  vote  by  countries  was  needed  to  make 
the  recommendations  official;  it  was  obtained  only  by  the  minimum 
margin  (14  votes  out  of  the  21  members)  and  only  after  the  most  intense 
American  “diplomatic”  pressure  and  bribery  involving  the  granting  and 
''Vithholding  of  American  aid  to  the  Alliance.  Even  at  that,  sLx  coun¬ 
tries,  representing  75  percent  of  Latin  America’s  area  and  70  percent  of 
Its  population,  refused  to  vote  for  the  American  motions.  These  six  were 
Brazil,  .Mexico,  Argentina,  Chile,  Bolivia,  and  Ecuador. 

Much  of  the  weakness  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress  arises  from  its  fail¬ 
ure  to  work  for  structural  reforms  that  will  change  the  patterns  of  Latin 
American  life  in  more  constructive  directions.  The  aid,  as  we  have  said, 
’s  entirely  under  the  control  of  the  Lmited  States;  it  generally  takes  the 
form,  not  of  money  which  can  be  used  to  buy  the  best  goods  in  the 
cheapest  market,  but  as  credits  which  can  be  used  only  in  the  United 
States.  .Much  of  these  credits  goes  either  to  fill  gaps  in  the  budgets  or 
foreign-exchange  balances  of  Latin  American  countries,  which  pro¬ 
vides  a  nia.ximum  of  leverage  in  getting  these  governments  to  follow 
America’s  lead  in  world  affairs  but  provides  little  or  no  benefit  to  the  im¬ 
poverished  peoples  of  the  hemisphere.  Moreover,  the  grants,  which 
provide  dollars  to  these  countries,  are  often  counterbalanced  by  contrary 
mfluenccs,  such  as  increased  tariffs  or  other  restrictions  on  the  flow  of 
Latin  American  goods  to  the  United  States,  or  decreases  in  the  prices 
uf  Latin  American  primary  products,  or  (what  leads  to  the  same  results) 
mcreases  in  the  export  prices  of  American  industrial  goods. 

A  decrease  of  a  cent  or  two  in  the  price  that  the  United  States  pays 
^ur  coffee  can  wipe  out  all  the  funds  that  it  provides  for  the  coffee- 
ptoducing  countries  under  the  .Alliance  for  Progress.  For  example,  from 
'959  to  i960  the  price  that  the  United  States  paid  for  its  coffee  fell  from 
uri  average  of  39(*  a  pound  to  34<‘  a  pound.  This  decrease  of  a  nickel  a 
pound  would  represent  a  decrease  in  the  total  amount  the  United  States 
paid  for  coffee,  from  one  v'ear  to  the  nc.xt,  of  more  than  $150  million 
*or  tlie  30  billion  pounds’  bought  in  1960.  Similarly,  a  decrease  of  one 
Cent  per  pound  on  Chile’s  copper  means  a  loss  of  about  $11,000,000  a 
year.  On  the  other  hand,  an  increase  in  the  prices  of  American  television 
•''Cts  of  one  dollar  each  costs  Latin  American  buyers  about  $15,000,000. 
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\\’hen  both  occur  together,  so  that  the  prices  of  what  Latin  America  sells 
are  falling  while  the  prices  that  it  has  to  pay  for  American  goods  are 
increasing,  as  has  been  generally  true  during  recent  years,  it  means  that 
most  of  the  funds  that  Washington  extends  to  Latin  America  under  the 
Alliance  for  Progress  are  evaporating  before  they  can  be  used,  in  terms 
of  the  total  amount  of  dollars  available  for  Latin  Am.erican  purchases 
of  goods  and  equipment  needed  to  modernize  the  Latin  American  ptO' 
duction  system. 

There  are  many  other  aspects  of  this  situation  that  help  to  explain  the 
weak  achievement  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress.  The  tax-reform  projects 
designed  to  force  the  rich  to  pay  a  fair  share  of  taxes  and  to  encourage 
them  to  invest  rather  than  simply  to  hoard  their  surplus  funds  have  come 
to  almost  nothing.  But  the  possibility  that  something  of  this  nature  niigh'^ 
be  done  has  caused  large  volumes  of  funds  to  flee  from  Latin  America 
to  seek  shelter  abroad.  It  is  possible  that  the  total  of  such  Latin  Amer¬ 
ican  funds  hiding  abroad  may  amount  to  as  much  as  $20  billion,  the 
same  amount  the  United  States  promised  to  provide  over  the  whole  ten 
years  of  the  Alliance’s  projected  life.  While  we  have  no  accurate  figure* 
on  these  sums,  an  official  report  gives  S4  billion  as  the  amount  of  Latm 
American  money  on  deposit  in  the  United  States  at  the  end  of  '9*^*' 

All  of  these  considerations  make  it  clear  that  problems  of  our  neigU' 
bors  in  the  Western  Hemisphere  are  still  rising  more  rapidly  than  they 
are  being  solved,  a  condition  equally  true  in  southern  Asia,  southeast 
Asia,  and  the  Near  East.  In  all  of  these,  failure  to  find  some  answers  t(> 
the  problems  that  are  rising  can  only  lead  to  neutralism,  eventual  hatre 
of  the  Western  world,  and  violent  explosions  by  disappointed  peop*^ 
that  achieve  nothing  constructive  either  for  them  or  for  us.  There  are 
those  who  sav  that  all  these  disappointments  are  inevitable  because  t 
problems  of  the  backward  areas  are  basically  insoluble.  To  these  skeptic* 
we  need  only  say;  Look  at  the  Far  East,  where,  in  vivid  contrast, 
can  see  the  outstanding  case  where  the  problem  of  development  has  beeU 
solved  and  the  most  frightening  e.\ample  of  what  may  happen  when  1 
is  not  solved. 


THF.  FAR  FAST 

From  the  opening  of  the  Far  East  to  Western  trade  and  influent'®’ 
largely  at  the  insistence  of  American  traders,  China  was  the  recipic  ^ 
of  American  favor  and  protection,  while  Japan  was  regarded  with  ^ 
picion  and  rivalry.  The  culmination  of  this  process  was  in  World 
II,  when  China  was  an  ally  and  Japan  was  our  enemy.  In  fact,  as  Fe 
Harbor  show  ed,  American  intervention  in  the  war  arose  over  its  e  ^ 
to  protect  China  from  Japanese  aggression.  Yet,  in  the  postwar  pc*^°  ’ 
this  relationship  was  reversed.  Japan  now  represents  the  greatest  su 
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3nd  China  the  greatest  failure  of  America’s  postwar  foreign  policy-  Our 
policies  are  often  praised  or  blamed  for  these  discordant  results,  but  they 
should  not  be,  for  it  could  easilv  be  argued  that  we  were  hardly  aware 
of  what  we  were  doing  in  either  case,  and  the  outcomes  were  the  con¬ 
sequence  of  forces  quite  bevond  our  control.  This  almost  certainly  is 
correct  in  China,  but  the  amazing  success  story  that  is  to  be  seen  in  con¬ 
temporary  Japan  may  well  be  attributed  to  successful  American  policies 
■0  combination  with  the  peculiar  social  and  personality  patterns  of  the 
Japanese  people. 

The  Japanese  Miracle 

The  word  “miracle”  has  been  applied  to  a  number  of  postwar  events, 
such  as  the  economic  upsurge  in  West  Germany,  but  it  is  nowhere  more 
applicable  than  in  Japan.  For  Japan  is  the  only  major  area  outside  Europe, 
except  the  United  States  itself,  which  has  reached  that  stage  in  economic 
flevelopment  which  W.  W.  Rostow  called  “takeoff.”  That  is,  it  has 
reached  a  point  in  development  where  the  process  continues  by  its  own 
momentum,  accumulating  and  investing  its  owm  capital,  with  increasing 
production  of  food  from  a  constantly  dwindling  farm  population,  a  shift 
m  diet  from  emphasis  on  “energy  foods”  to  emphasis  on  “protective 
^oods,”  and  a  shift  in  industrial  activity  from  products  requiring  unskilled 
labor  in  a  low  capital-to-labor  ratio  toward  products  requiring  highly 
skilled  labor  in  a  high  capital-to-labor  ratio.  The  Soviet  Union  itself  has 
not  yet  reached  this  point  in  development,  so  that  Japan  is  now  the  only 
fully  advanced  industrial  nation  in  Asia  and  has,  as  a  consequence,  taken 
un  characteristics  that  are  familiar  to  us  from  Western  European  and 
American  experience  but  are  totally  unknown  elsewhere  in  Asia,  Latin 
America,  or  Africa.  As  a  consequence,  Japan  is,  for  these  still  backward 
^•■eas,  a  more  helpful  model  of  economic  development  than  either  the 
United  States  or  Western  Europe,  since  these  wo  earlier  examples  of 
flevelopment  did  not  have  to  face  some  of  the  problems,  such  as  lack  of 
resources  and  heavy  population  pressure  on  the  land,  which  Japan  was 
®ble  to  overcome.  Thus  a  Peace  Corps  of  missionaries  for  development 
mchniques  would  be  more  helpful  from  Japan  than  the  present  American 
f^eace  Corps  of  recently  graduated  college  students,  on  the  ground  of 
•technical  experience  if  not  on  the  ground  of  humanitarian  motivation. 

The  key  to  the  Japanese  “takeoff”  rests,  as  it  must,  on  the  relation- 
*'bip  between  population  growth  and  food  supply. 

Japan,  w  hose  population  growth  from  44  million  in  1900  to  93  million 
'r>  i960  once  made  it  a  prime  e.xample  of  an  “overpopulated”  country, 
now  has  the  demographic  pattern  of  a  Western  industrial  society.  It  has 
°ne  of  the  world’s  lowest  birth  and  death  rates  and  a  life  expectancy  of 
Sixty-five  years  for  males  and  seventy  for  females,  w'ith  an  increasing 
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percentage  of  older  persons.  The  birthrate  and  death  rate  per  1,000  were 
both  cut  in  half  from  1946  to  1961,  the  former  from  34.6  to  16.9  aod 
the  latter  from  15.3  to  7.4.  By  1963  Japan  had  the  lowest  death  rate  in 
the  world  (about  7  per  1,000).  As  a  result  of  these  factors,  the  popula¬ 
tion  increase  of  Japan,  which  was  once  over  r, 700,000  a  year,  is  now 
about  900,000  yearly  and  in  1959  fell  to  780,000.  It  is  expected  that 
Japan’s  population  may  reach  a  peak  of  about  107  million  by  1990  and 
then  begin  to  decrease,  falling  belotv  too  million  again  by  2010. 

This  changing  population  picture  in  Japan  owes  nothing  to  the 
American  military  occupation  and  rests,  verv  largely,  on  the  strong, 
self-disciplined,  “inscrutable”  Japanese  character.  Of  this  w'e  know 
very  little.  There  have  been  a  number  of  studies  of  the  Japanese  per¬ 
sonality,  the  best  known  of  which,  by  Ruth  Benedict  and  GeoffreV 
Gorer,  are  based  on  no  real  personal  knowledge  and  on  impressionistic 
evidence.  The  truth  is  that  the  Japanese  personality  seems  to  have  an 
“achieving”  pattern,  but  at  present  we  know  very  little  about  it.  At  anV 
rate,  the  Japanese  solution  of  their  population  explosion  rests  very 
largely  on  aspects  of  their  personality  structure.  Abortion  plays  a  much 
greater  role  in  their  population  control  than  w'ould  be  acceptable  to 
many  persons  in  our  W'estern  culture. 

Unlike  their  population  control,  the  recent  Japanese  success  in  pf®' 
ducing  food  owes  a  great  deal  to  the  American  occupation.  Ih*® 
Japanese  agrarian  reform  is  one  of  the  remarkable  economic  transforma¬ 
tions  of  this  centurv. 

With  650  persons  per  square  mile,  compared  to  50  in  the  United 
States  and  25  in  the  Soviet  Union,  Japan  has  only  two-tenths  of  an  acre 
of  arable  land  per  person,  and  most  farms  arc  merely  gardens  of  Ics® 
than  two  acres.  By  1940  about  70  percent  of  Japanese  farmers  were 
paying  rent  for  land  and  almost  30  percent  were  landless.  Rents  were 
high,  and  agrarian  discontent  became  one  of  the  chief  pressures  behm 
Japanese  aggression  in  the  1930’s.  At  that  time,  the  land  w^as  extensivelv 
exploited  in  the  Asiatic  fashion,  by  applying  larger  amounts  of  han 
labor  to  it.  .Much  of  it  w'as  terraced;  more  than  half  of  it  was  irrigated, 
there  was  intensive  application  of  fertilizers,  including  human  waste, 
and  the  chief  emphasis  was  on  energy-yielding  food,  mostly  rice. 

The  reorganization  of  Japanese  agriculture  w^as  largely  due  to  the 
American  .Military  Occupation  (SCAP),  and  was  so  successful  that 
the  index  of  agricultural  production  increased  40  percent  in  the  decade 
1951-1961.  This  revolution  rested  on  tw'o  supports:  the  agrarian  1^' 
form  and  technological  advances. 

The  agrarian  reform  redistributed  the  ownership  of  land  by  the 
government  taking  ail  individual  land  holdings  beyond  7.5  acres,  a 
rented  land  over  2.5  acres,  and  the  land  of  absentee  owners.  The 
former  holders  were  paid  for  these  lands  wdth  long-term  bonds-  ' 
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turn,  peasants  ^^•ithout  land  or  with  less  than  the  maximum  permitted 
amount  of  7.5  acres  were  allowed  to  buv  land  from  the  state  on  a 
long-term,  low-interest-rate  basis.  Cash  rents  for  land  w'ere  also  lowered. 

As  a  result  of  this  program,  Japan  became  a  land  of  peasant  owners, 
'\’ith  about  90  percent  of  the  cultivated  soil  worked  by  its  owners. 
The  peasants  were  helped  in  making  the  transfer  because  the  early 
period  of  the  Occupation  was  one  of  food  shortages,  inflation,  and  an 
active  black  market  with  high  prices.  These  profits  also  helped  finance 
the  beginnings  of  the  new  revolution  in  agricultural  technology. 

This  drastic  change  in  farming  methods  in  Japan  was  toward  the 
American  method  of  farm  development,  using  less  and  less  hand  labor 
and  greater  amounts  of  capital,  especially  in  farm  machinery  and  fer¬ 
tilizers.  Today  all  kinds  of  power  and  mechanical  equipment,  such  as 
threshers,  pumps,  lifts,  sprayers,  and  such,  are  common  in  Japan.  .Most 
spectacular  has  been  the  spreading  of  hand  tractors  or  power  culti¬ 
vators  of  3  to  7  horsepower,  something  like  American  rototillers.  These 
have  increased  from  7,000  in  use  in  1947  to  85,000  in  1955,  and  to  almost 
a  million  by  1962.  These  can  be  used  with  special  attachments  as  plows, 
cultivators,  pumps,  sprayers,  saws,  and  draft  vehicles,  and  have  helped 
to  eliminate  draft  farm  animals  and  to  reduce  heavy  human  labor. 
Since  a  farmer  can  do  as  much  w'ork,  especially^  plowing,  with  this 
piece  of  equipment,  in  one  day  as  used  to  require  ten  days’  work  using 
animal  powder,  he  has  a  longer  growing  season,  can  e.xtend  the  practice 
of  double  cropping,  and  has  much  more  time  for  other  work. 

Two  aspects  of  this  agricultural  revolution  desert  e  special  mention. 
Japan,  like  the  United  States,  is  now  shifting  its  diet  from  energy  foods, 
like  rice,  tov'ard  protective  foods,  like  meat,  milk,  fruit,  and  green 
Vegetables.  And  Japan,  also  like  the  United  States,  has  now  broken  free 
from  the  older  alternative  of  either  high  output  per  acre  or  high  output 
per  unit  of  labor,  and  has  now  reached  the  stage  where  both  are  rising 
together.  In  the  ten  years  of  this  agricultural  revolution  (1951-1961) 
tice  production  went  up  30  percent,  but  dairy  cattle  increased  ten 
times,  meat  products  about  three  times,  fruit  production  almost  doubled, 
and  the  number  of  persons  engaged  in  farming  has  fallen  rapidly,  by 
better  than  10  percent,  or  more  than  1.5  million  persons,  in  the  five 
years  1956-1961.  As  a  result,  the  percentage  of  the  working  population 
engaged  in  farming  is  now  about  28  percent,  and  has  a  steadily  increas¬ 
ing  portion  of  older  persons  and  of  females,  as  the  younger  males 
stream  steadily  to  the  city,  seeking  jobs  in  industry. 

Of  course,  this  transformation  in  agriculture  could  never  have  oc¬ 
curred  if  there  had  not  been  taking  place  equally  drastic  changes  in 
industry.  These  industrial  change.s,  including  a  high  rate  of  investment, 
rapid  technological  change,  and  excellent  demand  for  industrial  prod¬ 
ucts,  provided  a  plentiful  supply  of  jobs  and  an  increased  demand  for 
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food  and  other  agricultural  products  by  city  dwellers.  These  conditions 
acted  hke  a  magnet  to  attract  a  growing  flood  of  farm  products  and 
energetic  young  peasants  to  the  cities. 

The  contrast  between  the  structure  and  distribution  of  Japan’s 
population  and  that  of  other  Asiatic  nations  shows  clearly  that  Japan 
IS  no  longer  a  backward,  underdeveloped,  or  colonial  area  from  any 
point  of  view.  The  marks  of  such  a  backward  society  are  usually  a 

gh  birthrate  and  death  rate,  a  largely  young,  rural  population,  with 
the  great  majority  in  agriculture,  and  mostly  illiterate.  In  Japan,  all  of 
these  characteristics  are  untrue.  Birth  and  death  rates  are  very  low;  the 
population  is  aging  rapidly,  is  almost  totally  literate,  has  below  29 
percent  in  agriculture,  and  has  over  6o  percent  resident  in  areas  classified 
as  urban.  Moreover,  the  revolution  in  Japanese  industrial  development 
has  shifted  the  country  out  of  its  previous  colonial  orientation  if 
economic  organization  and  commerce. 

Before  the  tvar,  Japan  lived  by  exporting  labor,  largely  unskilleti 
labor.  It  did  this  by  importing  raw  materials,  working  them  up  hy 
largely  unskilled  labor  into  products  of  light  industry,  chiefly  textiles, 
and  exporting  these  products  for  more  raw  materials  and  food.  Today 
the  Japanese  need  for  imported  food  is  decreasing  and  is  shifting  away 
from  its  previous  food  needs,  notably  rice,  to  foods  of  more  protective 
character,  such  as  proteins.  At  the  same  time,  its  raw  material  imports  are 
slowly  shifting  from  those  used  in  light  industry,  such  as  raw  cotton, 
to  those  used  in  highly  skilled  industrial  lines,  such  as  electronics,  where 
few  other  nations  can  compete.  This  inevitably  means  that  Japan  s 
trade  has  been  shifting  from  Asia  and  other  backward  areas,  where 
exchanged  cotton  textiles  for  rice,  to  the  United  States  and  Europe 
where  it  exchanges  cameras,  radios,  tape  recorders,  and  optical  sup¬ 
plies  for  metals,  manufactured  goods,  or  materials  for  advanced  in¬ 
dustry.  Its  needs  for  petroleum,  iron  ore,  and  other  bulk  raw  materials 
are  tending  to  shift  to  colonial  areas,  so  that  its  petroleum  now  comes 
from  the  Persian  Gulf  instead  of  the  United  States,  and  its  iron  ore 
comes  increasingly  from  India. 

The  social  impact  of  economic  changes  such  as  these  is  far-reaching' 
The  cities  are  growing  rapidly,  while  many  rural  areas  are  losing  popula¬ 
tion  as  their  peoples  flock  to  urban  areas.  By  1961,  44  percent  of  the  total 
population  was  clustered  in  i  percent  of  the  country’s  total  area- 
Tokyo,  with  7  million  people  in  1940,  was  down  to  3  million  in  1945’ 
and  passed  10  million  in  1961.  Other  cities  grew  steadily  but  at  ^ 
slower  rate,  and  by  the  present  day  are  agglomerating  into  four  megalu- 
politan  areas.  Tens  of  millions  of  commuters  swarm  into  these  to  work 
each  day,  and  the  traffic  problem,  especially  in  Tokyo,  has  become 
almost  insoluble. 

As  might  be  expected,  such  rapid  material  advance  and  profound 
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Social  change  has  given  rise  to  all  kinds  of  social  problems.  Family  dis¬ 
cipline  has  weakened,  and  the  older  Japanese  morality  and  outlooks 
are  now  widelv'  rejected.  Marxism  and  existentialism  vie  for  the  al¬ 
legiance  of  the  educated,  while  the  less  esoterically  informed  are 
satisfied  with  the  pursuit  of  material  success  and  personal  pleasures. 
The  gap  between  these  two  groups  is  considerable,  and  much  of  the 
stability,  both  political  and  social,  in  Japanese  society  today  seems  to 
tise  from  the  self-satisfaction  of  the  new  middle  class  and  the  eagerness 
of  many  peasants  and  workers  to  get  into  that  class  and  enjoy  its  bene- 
llts.  These  benefits  increasingly  provide  a  life  like  that  in  American 
suburl)ia,  with  television,  baseball,  bulldozers,  picture  windows,  neon- 
lighted  department  stores,  mass  advertising,  instant  foods,  and  weekly 
slick  magazines.  The  speed  with  which  this  has  come  about  is  almost 
l^eyond  belief.  Commercial  television  began  in  Japan  in  1953;  five  years 
later,  16  percent  of  urban  houses  had  a  set,  but  by  1961,  72  percent  had 
^cts;  electric  washing  machines  increased  from  29  percent  of  urban 
houses  in  1958  to  55  percent  three  years  later.  This  salaried  middle 
olass  is  the  key  to  the  rapid  achievement  and  political  stability  of 
Japan.  Ambitious,  hard-working,  loyal,  reliable,  very  adaptable  to  bureau- 
t^tatic  organization,  scientific  training,  and  rationalizing  processes,  they 
are  suspicious  of  ideologies  or  extremist  doctrines  of  any  kind,  and 
l^orm  one  of  the  world’s  most  amazing  peoples. 

These  general  attitudes  have  given  Japan  the  appearance  of  successful 
adaptation  to  democratic  political  life  as  determined  bv  the  SCAP-im- 
Posed  constitution  of  1947.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Japanese  are  basically 
Uneasy  about  individualism,  democracy,  mass  society,  and  the  speed  of 
*^heir  economic  change,  but  few  have  much  of  an  urge  to  rock  the 
hoar,  and  those  old  enough  to  remember  the  years  of  tension  and  war 
^rom  1931  to  1944  have  no  preference  for  them.  There  are  discontented 
groups,  including  the  ultranationalists  on  the  extreme  Right  and  the 
''arious  Socialist,  Communist,  and  student  groups  on  the  Left.  Both  of 
‘fiese  extremes,  especially  the  former,  operate  in  an  atmosphere  of  con¬ 
siderable  unreality.  The  really  notable  feature  of  Japanese  political 
ideology  is  the  way  in  which  SCAP’s  agrarian  reform  has  driven  Com¬ 
munism  out  of  the  rural  areas  and  restricted  it  to  the  cities,  chiefly  to 
student  groups. 

The  foundations  of  the  present  political  system  in  Japan  were  estab¬ 
lished  by  SCAP  in  the  early  years  of  the  Occupation.  In  the  early 
months  of  peace,  5,000,000  Japanese  military  were  demobilized  and 
3.000,000  civilians  were  repatriated  from  overseas  areas.  When  Japanese 
prisoners  of  war  were  eventually  returned,  about  375,000  in  the  hands 
the  Russians  were  never  accounted  for.  More  than  4,200  Japanese 
'''ere  convicted  of  war  crimes,  over  700  w’ere  executed,  and  about 
^>500  were  sentenced  to  life  imprisonment.  An  additional  220,000  per- 
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sons  were  permanently  excluded  from  public  life,  and  about  1,30° 
nationalist  and  extremist  organizations  were  banned.  The  Shinto  religion 
was  separated  from  the  state,  forbidden  to  propagate  militaristic  or 
ultranationalist  doctrines,  and  Emperor  Hirohito  was  forced  to  issue  a 
public  statement  denying  that  he  was  divine. 

A  Japanese  “Bill  of  Rights’’  protecting  the  rights  of  individuals  and 
political  freedoms,  on  a  much  more  e.xtensive  basis  than  we  have  in  the 
United  States,  was  issued  in  1945.  The  centralized  police  control  m 
the  Home  Ministry  was  abolished,  and  police  powers  w  ere  curbed.  A 
new  civil  code  established  freedom  from  family  domination  for  all  and 
equality  for  females. 

The  Constitution  itself,  issued  by  SCAP  in  1946,  provided  that  a 
prime  minister  be  chosen  by  the  467  members  of  the  Plouse  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  who  themselves  were  chosen  by  universal  adult  suffrage- 
These  were  elected  from  118  electoral  constituencies,  each  represented 
by  from  three  to  five  members,  although  the  voter  could  cast  his  ballot 
for  only  one  candidate.  This  ensured  representation  for  minority  views 
and  made  it  difficult  to  obtain  a  majority  in  the  House  without  coalitions 
of  parties.  However,  the  parties  have  tended  to  coalesce  into  two  wings 
around  the  consen'ative  Liberal  Democrats  and  the  Socialist  Party- 
Except  for  the  period  April  1947-Octobcr  1948,  when  the  Socialists 
controlled  the  government  during  a  period  of  e.xtreme  labor  unrest  and 
violence,  control  has  been  in  the  hands  of  the  Liberal  Democratic 
Party  and  its  allied  groups.  These  have  generally  won  almost  two-thirds 
of  the  seats  in  elections  over  the  last  ten  years  (since  1955),  while  the 
Socialists  have  had  difficulty  in  obtaining  one-third  of  the  seats. 

The  chief  differences  between  the  two  parliamentary  groups  revolve 
around  foreign  affairs,  with  the  Liberal  Democrats  committed  to  a 
pro-AVestern  policy  in  strong  alliance  with  the  United  States  and  rather 
isolated  from  Asia.  The  Socialist  group  wishes  to  weaken  the  American 
connection  and  resume  Japan’s  traditional  position  as  a  leading  Asiatic 
Power.  The  economic  orientation  of  Japan  and  its  booming  prosperity 
ha\  e  made  the  task  of  the  Socialists  a  difficult  one. 

The  different  views  of  the  tw’o  parties  in  domestic  politics  are  re¬ 
flected  in  a  controversy  over  the  Constitution.  Tliis  document,  in 
Article  Nine,  renounces  war  and  forbids  maintaining  an  army,  navy, 
air  force.  Despite  this,  in  July  1950,  General  ALacArthur  ordered  forma¬ 
tion  of  a  defense  force,  and  the  United  States  insisted  on  this  at  the 
time  of  the  Peace  Treaty  with  Japan,  the  following  year.  The  Mutual 
Defense  Alliance  with  the  United  States,  signed  in  Alarch  1954,  bound 
Japan  to  maintain  a  defense  force  of  275,000  men.  Since  this  force  is 
unconstitutional,  the  Socialists  have  sought  vigorously  to  keep  their 
parliamentary  representation  at  over  one-third  of  the  seats,  to  prevent 
an  amendment  renjoving  .Article  Nine.  All  amendments  require  a  two- 
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thirds  vote  of  the  Parliament  plus  a  majority  in  a  national  referendum. 
However,  even  in  1963,  when  the  Socialists  made  a  desperate  effort  to 
obtain  one-third  of  the  seats  (156),  they  fell  12  seats  short  of  the  neces¬ 
sary  number.  They  have  received  little  help  from  the  Communists, 
s\  hose  parliamentary  representatives  rose  to  a  peak  of  35  seats  in  the  dis¬ 
turbed  period  of  1949,  but  they  alienated  the  Japanese  bv  their  addiction 
to  violence  and  have  elected  only  a  handful  of  members  since  1950 
(none  in  October  1952,  following  the  May  Day  riots  of  that  year  and 
only  3  in  i960,  increased  to  5  in  1963). 

On  the  whole,  Japan  in  the  twentieth  century  has  been  an  extraordi¬ 
nary  country,  and  this  characterization  does  not  decrease  with  the  pass¬ 
ing  years.  It  is  a  bulwark  of  strength  to  the  Western  bloc,  not  because 
of  its  military  power,  which  is  insignificant,  or  even  as  an  American  mili¬ 
tary  base  in  the  Far  East,  but  because  it,  like  West  Germany,  is  an 
example  of  the  freedom  and  prosperity  associated  with  being  an  Ameri¬ 
can  “satellite,”  in  sharp  contrast  with  the  unhappy  plight  of  the  Soviet 
satellite  states.  Above  all,  Japan,  for  the  neutrals  and  the  backward 
areas  of  the  world,  is  a  living  proof  that  it  is  possible  to  advance  from 
backwardness  and  slavery  to  prosperity  and  freedom. 

Covnmimst  China 

Nothing  could  be  more  different  from  the  experience  of  Japan  than 
that  of  Japan’s  greatest  neighbor,  mainland  China.  On  Taiwan,  the 
Nationalist  Government  of  China  has  combined  a  typical  Chiang  Kai- 
shek  political  despotism  with  an  economic  program,  including  agrarian 
reform,  somewhat  similar  to  Japan’s,  but  Red  China,  as  far  as  we  can 
discern,  has  passed  through  one  great  crLsis  after  another  in  a  desperate 
and  tyrannical  effort  to  follow  the  Stalinist  model  of  Soviet  Russia’s  ex¬ 
perience.  Like  the  Soviet  Union,  Red  China  may  be  able  to  organize 
Itself  into  a  powerful  and  e.xpanding  society,  but  the  problems  in  China 
are  much  greater  and  more  intractable  than  they  were  in  Russia. 

For  one  thing,  China's  huge  population  has  been  placing  heavy  pres¬ 
sure  on  limited  resources,  while  Russia  has  always  been  an  under¬ 
populated  country  with  enormous  untapped  resources  capable  of  ex¬ 
tensive  exploitation.  Under  the  czar,  Russia  produced  great  surpluses, 
especially  of  food,  which  were  exported  abroad.  In  a  sense  the  Com- 
niunist  problem  in  Russia  was  to  reestablish  these  surpluses  (which 
had  been  destroyed  in  the  Civil  War  period  of  1917-1921)  and  divert 
them,  along  with  surplus  peasants,  to  the  city  to  provide  capital  and 
labor  for  the  industrialization  process.  In  China  there  was  no  surplus 
food,  so  that  the  problem,  from  the  beginning,  was  how  to  increase  the 
production  of  food,  not  how  to  reestablish  it  and  rechannel  it.  .More¬ 
over,  in  Russia,  a  centralized  despotic  state  capable  of  enforcing  tliesc 
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changes  was  part  of  the  country’s  past  experience;  the  direct  authority 
of  the  state  in  the  form  of  the  recruiting  officer,  the  tax  collector,  and 
the  priest  had  impinged  on  the  lowest  peasant,  at  least  since  the  abolition 
of  serfdom,  and  on  most  of  the  society  for  over  a  thousand  years.  I** 
China,  as  we  have  seen,  the  state’s  authority  was  remote  and  separated 
from  the  peasants  by  many  layers  of  semiautonomous  gentry.  In  China 
the  authority  that  impinged  on  the  peasant  was  social  rather  than 
political;  the  enveloping  influence  of  his  family  and  clan  formed  the 
real  social  unit  of  the  society,  which  was  structured  on  these  units  and 
not  on  the  individual,  as  in  Russia  or  the  West. 

Moreover,  in  China,  the  authority  that  impinged  on  the  ordinary 
individual  was  not  only  social;  it  was  static.  Based  on  custom  and  tradi¬ 
tion  rather  than  on  law  or  political  power,  its  whole  tendency  was  m 
resist  change.  In  Russia,  on  the  other  hand,  the  absence  of  such  a  binding 
social  nexus,  the  fact  that  the  basic  social  and  metaphysical  reality  there 
was  the  individual,  the  fact  that  the  state’s  power  impinged  on  that 
individual  and  that  that  power,  for  centuries,  had  been  seeking  change 
(as  it  had  under  Peter  or  Catherine,  under  Alexander  I  and  II), 
these  things  assisted  the  establishment  of  a  Communist  dictatorship  *** 
the  Soviet  Union.  .Moreover,  almost  constant  internal  migration  i** 
Russia  from  its  earliest  days,  and  the  constant  threat  and  reality  of 
war  and  invasion,  gave  Russia  an  ability  to  accept  changing  personal 
conditions.  This  was  in  the  sharpest  possible  contrast  with  Chinese 
conditions,  w’here  the  heaviest  obligation  on  each  family'  was  to  main¬ 
tain  its  fixed  ancestral  shrines,  an  obligation  that  tied  the  family  to  its 
traditional  village. 

Nowhere  was  the  contrast  between  Russian  and  Chinese  conditions 
more  emphatic  than  in  religion  and  general  outlook.  The  Chinese  were 
pragmatic,  while  the  Russians  were  dualistic,  and  the  West  was  plural¬ 
istic.  In  both  the  West  and  in  Russia,  belief  in  personal  salvation  in  the 
hereafter  and  the  need  to  work  or  to  suffer  for  such  future  reward  had 
given  the  prevailing  outlooks  a  powerful  impression  of  “future  prefer¬ 
ence.”  Moreover,  in  Russia  the  close  association  of  Church  and  State,  an 
the  teaching  of  the  former  that  the  latter  was  an  essential  element  m 
reality  and  that  submission  to  the  czar’s  authority  w'as  part  of  the 
process  of  future  salvation,  prepared  the  way  for  the  future  Communist 
system.  The  dualistic  and  messianic  outlook  of  Russia  prepared  Russian 
minds  to  accept  any  kind  of  uncompromising,  intolerant,  and  paintu 
authority'  as  the  only  mechanism  by  which  man  could  be  shifted  fro*!* 
this  level  of  materialistic  deprivation  to  the  other  level  of  Salvationist 
future  reward,  since  man,  by  his  own  power,  could  not  cross  the  meta- 
phy'sical  gap,  the  no-man’s  land  of  almost  unbridgeable  distance,  between 
the  two  levels  of  Russian  dualism.  In  the  West,  man  could,  by  his  own 
activity,  contribute  to  his  rise  to  a  high  level  of  value  and  reward  be- 
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cause,  to  the  West,  reality  was  not  dualistic  but  pluralistic,  with  an 
infinite  variety  of  steps  and  paths  formed  by  the  mutual  interpenetra¬ 
tion  of  spirit  and  matter  in  all  the  intermediate  levels  between  their 
two  extremes. 

China  had  none  of  this.  There  all  reality  was  on  the  same  mundane 
level;  human  activity  sought  to  survive,  that  is,  to  retain  the  existing 
situation,  by  pragmatic  adaptation  and  flexible  response  to  shifting 
pressures.  In  China  both  philosophy  and  religion  were  largely  ethics,  and 
this  ethics  was  both  pragmatic  and  conservative.  In  such  an  environment 
the  messianic,  Salvationist,  dynamic,  future-oriented,  state-dominated, 
abstract,  and  doctrinaire  nature  of  Marxist-Leninism  was  utterly  alien. 

Nevertheless,  Marxist-Leninism  came  to  China  and  took  control  of 
>t.  This  could  not  have  occurred  if  the  Old  China  had  not  been  almost 
totally  destroyed  by  the  intrusion  of  the  West,  by  the  destruction  of 
Chinese  confidence  in  their  way  of  life  in  the  face  of  Western  power, 
Wealth,  and  ideology,  and  by  the  sixty  years  of  turmoil  and  war  ex¬ 
tending  from  the  Japanese  attack  on  China  of  1894  to  the  final  Commu- 
ttist  pacification  in  1954. 

Of  course,  no  people  lose  their  culture  completely,  no  matter  how  it 
niay  disintegrate,  and  many  of  the  fragments  of  Chinese  cultural  pat¬ 
terns  continue  to  persist.  One  obvious  example  of  this  is  in  foreign 
policy,  where  China’s  patterns  were  remote  from  those  of  the  traditional 
sovereign  states,  equals  in  international  law,  found  in  modern  Europe. 
The  Chinese  system  was  always  very  ethnocentric  in  that  they  not 
only  saw'  themselves  as  the  center  of  the  w'orld,  but  saw'  themselves  as 
the  only  civilized  unit  in  their  w'orld  picture  in  a  planetary  arrange¬ 
ment  in  which  lesser  peoples  encircled  them  and  lived  in  increasingly 
tlark  barbarism,  depending  on  their  distance  from  Peking.  In  the  tradi¬ 
tional  view'  of  China  by  the  Chinese,  there  W'as,  outside  the  three 
planetary  rings  of  China  itself  (the  imperial  system,  the  provincial 
gentry,  and  the  Chinese  peasantry),  increasingly  remote  peoples  who 
were  dependent  upon  China  for  cultural  guidance,  civilized  example, 
and  economic  stimulation  and  w'ere,  in  many  cases  (such  as  Indochina, 
Tibet,  Mongolia,  or  Korea),  in  a  tribute-paying  relationship.  This 
whole  relationship,  which  w'as  quite  alien  to  Europe’s  idea  in  the 
nineteenth  century  of  the  balanced  powers  of  equally  sovereign  states, 
'vas,  on  the  contrary,  very  similar  to  the  modern  Communist  idea  of 
satellite  states. 

It  seems  likely  that  the  Chinese,  in  spite  of  the  many  good  reasons 
fhey  had  to  be  resentful  of  the  Russians,  were  w'illing  to  be  a  satellite 
m  the  Russian  sun  until  about  1955,  w'hen  they  became  increasingly 
impatient  with  Khrushchev’s  efforts  to  relax  the  Cold  War. 

These  relationships  can  be  seen  most  clearly  in  military  assistance 
and  economic  aid.'  The  Chinese  Communists  triumphed  over  Chiang 
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Kai-shek  in  the  civil  war  with  only  limited  Soviet  assistance,  since 
Staiin  apparent!)'  wanted  China  to  be  controlled  by  a  Nationalist  coali¬ 
tion  government  in  which  the  Communists  would  participate.  Stalin 
wanted  China  weak  rather  than  Communist,  and  all  his  actions  seem 
to  have  been  consistent  with  this  aim.  The  Russians  allowed  some  of 
the  captured  Japanese  militar\’  equipment  to  go  to  the  Communists  m 
1945,  but  this  was  small  in  amount  compared  to  that  which  the  Com¬ 
munists  obtained  b)-  capture  or  purcha.se  from  the  Nationalist  forces, 
and  the  Soviet  Union  gave  no  militarv  aid  to  the  Communists  during 
the  last  four  years  of  the  civil  war  (1945-1949). 

The  Sino-Soviet  Alliance  of  February  1950  was  accompanied  by  an 
economic  development  loan  of  $300  million  and  was  followed  by 
arrival  in  Cliina  of  a  Soviet  military  mission  of  about  3,000  men,  but 
all  militar)'  aid  was  sold  to  China,  and  at  high  prices.  These  arms, 
which  were  entirel)’  of  obsolescent  types,  cost  about  two  billion  dollars 
over  seven  years,  1950-1957.  No  effort  was  made  toward  coordination 
of  military  e.xercises  or  training,  in  spite  of  the  alliance  of  1950;  there 
was  no  coordination  of  air  or  sea  defenses,  and  China  was  not  brought 
into  the  ^^'arsaw  Pact.  .Moreover,  the  Soviet  Union,  by  its  e.\clusive 
control  of  the  North  Korean  .\rmy,  built  it  up,  launched  it  into  the 
Korean  War,  and  thus  eventually  dragged  Red  China  into  a  war  on 
which  thev  had  not  been  consulted  and  had  no  wish  to  be  involved, 
but  were  compelled,  in  defense  of  their  own  security,  to  intervene. 
Early  in  1955,  the  Soviet  Union  gave  China  some  moderate  help  i'’ 
starting  a  Chinese  military  industrial  base,  chiefly  in  the  assemblage  of 
light  planes,  tanks,  and  naval  vessels,  but  the  development  of  American 
and  Soviet  thermonuclear  capacity  and  missiles  left  China  even  further 
behind.  In  November  1957,  Mao  Tse-tung  took  a  delegation  to  Moscow 
and  made  a  formal  request  for  nuclear  warheads,  but  was  rebuffed- 
As  a  result,  by  1958  Red  China  was  embarked  on  the  long  and  difficult 
task  of  seeking  to  make  an  atomic  bomb  of  its  own.  This  seemed  such 
an  impossible  job  that,  almost  at  once,  Mao  began  to  issue  public  state¬ 
ments  belittling  nuclear  weapons  and  promising  that  the  enormous 
numbers  of  China’s  militia  would  be  able  to  survive  any  nuclear  at¬ 
tack.  The  Quemoy  crisis  of  August-September  1958  showed  how  little 
support  the  Soviet  Union  would  give  Red  China  on  that  issue  and 
showed  equally  how  divided  the  two  countries  were  and  how  averse 
the  Soviet  Union  was  to  China’s  approach  “to  the  brink  of  war”  in  the 
Far  East. 

The  defensive  power  of  Red  China  remains  very  great,  chiefly  be¬ 
cause  of  its  large  population  and  the  great  distances  in  which  it  can 
maneuver,  but  its  offensive  power,  e.vcept  over  the  minor  states  on  its 
borders,  is  small.  .Military  strength  in  the  Far  East  is  still  in  the  hands 
of  the  Soviet  Union,  which  has  no  intention  of  allowing  it  to  be  used 
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in  that  part  of  the  world,  except  in  the  unlikely  event  that  the  United 
States  made  an  all-out  assault  on  Red  China.  Even  in  that  remote  case, 
the  Soviet  Union’s  contribution  would  be  limited,  and  its  real  strength 
"’ould  continue  to  be  aimed  at  Europe,  to  be  used  there  rather  than  in 
the  Far  East.  Nonetheless,  China’s  power  in  world  politics  does  not 
test  on  its  own  military  strength  but  on  the  nuclear  stalemate  of  the 
Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States,  both  of  whom  are  iminenselv 
more  powerful  in  a  strategic  sense  than  anyone  else  in  the  Far  East. 

Under  cover  of  that  nuclear  stalemate  and  the  high  restraint  of  both 
Superpowers  in  the  use  of  nuclear  weapons.  Red  China  is  in  a  position 
to  engage  in  local  wars,  “national  liberation  movements,”  and  “anti-im- 
perialist”  guerrilla  activities  all  around  its  own  borders,  except  along 
the  frontier  it  has  with  the  Soviet  Union  itself.  These  guerrilla  ad¬ 
ventures  by  Red  China  are  correlated  with  domestic  policy  rather  than 
"''ith  foreign  policy,  as  the  Quemoy  crisis  of  summer  1958  was  related 
to  the  “Great  Leap  Forward”  of  that  year. 

In  this  correlation  of  China’s  domestic  and  foreign  policies,  a  major 
role  will  be  played  by  China’s  most  critical  problem:  the  population- 
food-production  balance. 

This  problem  is  probably  more  acute  in  China  than  in  any  similarly 
large  area  in  the  world.  The  Communist  census  of  1953  showed  a 
Chinese  population  of  almost  583  million,  considerably  more  than  had 
heen  expected.  By  1961  this  figure  may  have  reached  700  million.  With 
3  birthrate  of  17  per  1,000,  China’s  natural  increase  was  about  2  percent, 
and  gave  the  country  about  one-quarter  of  the  world’s  total  population. 
Uuly  about  one-tenth  of  the  land  was  arable,  providing  about  270 
'Tiillion  acres,  or  less  than  an  acre  of  cultivated  land  for  every  two 
persons.  There  has  been  some  small  success  in  increasing  the  area  of 
eultivated  lands,  but  obviously  the  problem  can  be  solved  only  by 
slovt  ing  up  the  increase  in  population  and  by  increasing  the  yields  of 
Stops’  per  unit  area  of  land.  There  seems  to  have  been  little  success  in 
whiter  of  these  over  the  past  decade  or  so.  However,  the  centralized 
'-'ontrol  of  the  Peking  government  over  the  Chinese  people  is  so  strong 
’^bat  it  could  probably  bring  the  population  explosion  under  control 
fairly  quickly  if  a  decision  was  made  to  do  so.  This  would  probably 
be  achieved  by  supplying  every  xt'oman  with  a  birth-control  pill  at  the 
•^oon  meal  each  day,  since  that  meal,  for  the  majority  of  Chinese,  is 
Usually  taken  in  a  communal  eating  place  where  the  process  could  be 
Controlled  as  the  authorities  wished.  The  exclusive  control  of  the  state 
ever  information  and  public  opinion,  and  its  ability  to  mobilize  local 
Social  pressures,  increase  its  ability  to  carry  out  this  policy. 

This  steadily  groxvdng  crisis  was  brought  abruptly  to  the  acute 
stage  by  the  “Great  Leap  Forward”  in  1958,  the  first  year  of  the 
Second  Five-Year  Plan.  The  earlier  Five-Year  Plan  of  1953-1957  xt’as 
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based  on  the  similar  plan  of  the  Soviet  Union.  It  concentrated  on 
investment  in  heavy  industry,  with  little  attention  to  consumers’  goods 
or  agriculture.  About  $3.5  billion  a  year,  probably  20  percent  of  national 
income,  was  allotted  to  investment,  with  another  16  percent  assigned  to 
the  armed  forces.  If  we  can  believe  China’s  own  figures,  the  plan  was 
a  success,  with  output  of  coal,  electricity,  cement,  and  machine  tools 
doubled  and  production  of  steel  tripled.  Total  production  of  these 
commodities  still  left  China  largely  unindustrialized,  but  by  1957  the 
government  controlled  70  percent  of  all  industry,  85  percent  of  retail 
trade,  and  almost  all  banking,  foreign,  and  wholesale  trade. 

In  the  First  Five-Year  Plan,  China  was  almost  totally  lacking 
trained  personnel,  and  was  dependent  for  these,  as  well  as  for  necessary 
equipment,  on  foreign  sources.  These  could  be  found  only  within  the 
Soviet  bloc,  but  were  not  provided  freely  and  had  to  be  paid  for,  with 
settlement  of  accounts  and  new  yearly  agreements  on  an  annual  basis- 
The  severity^  of  the  Soviet’s  terms  on  aid  to  China  were  in  sharp 
contrast  to  its  more  generous  behavior  toward  some  of  China’s  lesser 
neighbors  and  must  have  had  an  adverse  influence  on  China’s  attitude 
toward  Moscow  even  from  the  beginning.  However,  the  necessary 
help  could  not  be  obtained  elsewhere,  and  the  achievement  of  rhe 
First  Chinese  Five-Year  Plan  rested  on  this  assistance.  In  addition  to 
the  loan  of  $300  million  in  1950,  the  Soviet  Union  in  1953-1956  ogro^° 
to  sell  China  $2  billion  in  equipment,  and  sent  several  thousand  technica 
advisers  to  help  build  211  major  industrial  projects. 

On  this  basis,  the  First  Five-Year  Plan  achieved  an  annual  rate  0 
increase  in  production  of  at  lea-.t  6  percent.  The  effort  was  finance 
very'  largely'  by'  accumulation  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  fro'^ 
China’s  hard-pressed  peasantry  and  exchange  of  these  for  petroleum, 
machinery',  and  other  commodities  needed  for  the  industrialization  0 
China.  Since  these  came  largely  from  the  Soviet  Union  and  th^ 
European  Communist  satellites,  80  percent  of  China’s  trade  was  w'tH 
the  Communist  bloc  at  the  end  of  this  First  Five-Year  Plan. 

It  is  possible  that  this  process  could  have  continued,  but  it  is  even 
more  likely  that  the  faster  rate  of  increa,se  of  population  in  comparison 
with  the  rise  in  food  production  may  have  indicated  that  the  process 
could  not  continue.  In  any  case,  the  powers  in  Peking  decided  to  do 
something  about  it.  Although  it  is  not  completely  clear  what  they  de¬ 
cided  to  do,  and  even  less  clear  why  they'  decided  to  do  it,  the  conse¬ 
quence  was  a  disaster.  The  “Great  Leap  Forward’’  of  1958  became  a 
great  stumble.  This  was  the  third  stage  in  the  agrarian  reorganization 
of  China. 

The  first  stage  in  agrarian  reform  had  been  the  “elimination  of  land¬ 
lordism’’  in  1950-1952.  Previous  to  the  Land  Reform  Law  of  Jnn^ 
1950,  10  percent  of  families  owned  53  percent  of  the  farm  land,  wni 
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32  percent  owned  78  percent  of  the  land.  This  left  over  two-thirds  of 
such  families  (58  percent)  with  only  22  percent  of  the  land.  The 
landlords  were  eliminated  with  great  brutality  in  a  series  of  spectacular 
public  trials  in  which  landlords  were  accused  of  every  crime  in  the 
book.  At  least  three  million  w'ere  executed  and  several  times  that  number 
svere  imprisoned,  according  to  the  official  figures,  but  the  total  of  both 
groups  may  have  been  much  higher.  The  land  thus  obtained  was  dis¬ 
tributed  to  poor  peasant  families,  with  each  obtaining  about  one-third 
of  an  acre. 

The  second  stage  in  the  agrarian  reform  (1955)  sought  to  establish 
cooperative  fanning.  In  effect  it  took  away  from  the  peasants  the  lands 
they  had  just  obtained.  The  argument  for  forming  collectives  was 
persuasive;  most  peasant  holdings  were  too  small  to  work  effectively, 
since  abundant  fertilizers,  new'  crops  and  methods,  specialized  tools, 
3nd  efficient  land  management  could  not  be  used  on  the  average  peasant 
farm  of  half  an  acre.  To  permit  such  improvements  in  farm  practices, 
fhe  peasants  were  forced  into  cooperatives.  By  the  end  of  1956,  83 
percent  of  the  peasants,  or  125  million  families,  had  joined  into  750 
thousand  cooperatives. 

The  third  stage  of  agrarian  reform,  constituting  the  basic  feature  of 
the  “Great  Leap  Forward,”  merged  the  750  thousand  collective  farms 
tuto  about  26,000  agrarian  communes  of  about  5,000  families  each. 
This  was  a  social  rather  than  simply  an  agrarian  revolution,  since  its 
^inis  included  the  destruction  of  the  family  household  and  the  peasant 
''Ullage.  All  activities  of  the  members,  including  child  rearing,  education, 
entertainment,  social  life,  the  militia,  and  all  economic  and  intellectual 
bfe  came  under  the  control  of  the  commune.  In  some  areas  the  previous 
villages  were  destroyed  and  the  peasants  were  housed  in  dormitories, 
"'ith  communal  kitchens  and  mess  halls,  nurseries  for  the  children,  and 
^paration  of  these  children  under  the  communes’  control  in  isolation 
from  their  parents  at  an  early  age.  One  purpose  of  this  drastic  change 
"as  to  release  large  numbers  of  W'omen  from  domestic  activities  so 
*^hat  they  could  labor  in  fields  or  factories.  In  the  first  year  of  the 
Great  Leap  Forward,”  90  million  peasant  women  w'ere  relieved  of 
*^beir  domestic  duties  and  became  available  to  work  for  the  state.  In 
oiany  cases,  factories  and  craft  centers  were  established  in  the  com- 
^lUncs  to  use  this  labor,  manufacturing  goods  not  only  for  the  commune 
but  for  sale  in  the  outside  market. 

One  of  the  chief  aims  of  this  total  reorganization  of  rural  life  was 

make  available,  for  savings  and  investment,  surpluses  of  agricultural 
‘Ucome  from  the  rural  sector  of  Chinese  society  in  order  to  build  up 
*^be  industrial  sector.  The  regime  estimated  that  it  could  reverse  the 
previous  division  of  agricultural  incomes,  under  which  70  percent  was 
Consumed  b)'  the  agricultural  population  and  only  30  percent  was 
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available  to  the  nonagricultural  sectors  of  Chinese  society.  At  the  same 
time,  it  was  expected  that  the  communes  would  totally  shatter  the  re¬ 
sistant  social  structure  of  Chinese  society,  leaving  isolated  individuals 
to  face  the  power  of  the  state.  Finally,  it  was  expected  that  these 
isolated  individuals  could  be  mobilized  along  military  lines  to  carry  ouj 
agricultural  duties  in  squads  and  platoons  assigned  to  specific  fields  and 
tasks. 

This  last  expectation,  at  least,  was  mistaken.  “The  Great  Leap  For¬ 
ward”  did  not  increase  agricultural  output  but  on  the  contrary  reduced 
it  drastically,  despite  the  extravagant  estimates  of  increases  in  production 
that  were  issued  bv  officials  toward  the  end  of  the  first  year.  Officially’ 
the  agricultural  disasters  of  1958-1962  were  attributed  to  unfavorable 
climate  conditions,  including  unprecedented  droughts,  floods,  storms,  an 
insect  pests,  but  the  reversal  of  the  “Great  Leap’s”  plans  and  priorities 
in  1960-1961  shows  that  the  Chinese  themselves  recognized  the  organi¬ 
zational  element  as  contributing  to  their  farming  problems.  It  is  un¬ 
doubtedly  true  that  adverse  climate  also  contributed  to  the  difficulties. 
and  it  may  well  be  true  that  such  climate  conditions  in  the  nineteen^ 
century  might  have  resulted  in  far  greater  want  and  famine  than  di 
actually  occur  in  1958-1962,  for  the  Communist  government  was  not 
involved  in  corruption,  self-enrichment,  and  calculated  inefficiency 
earlier  Chinese  governments  were,  and  had  both  greater  power  and 
greater  desire  to  operate  a  fair  rationing  system,  but  the  fact  remains 
that  in  China,  as  in  other  Communist  states,  including  the  Soviet 
Union  and  Yugoslavia,  the  inability  of  a  communized  agricultural  sys¬ 
tem  to  produce  sufficient  food  surpluses  to  support  a  thoroughly  com¬ 
munized  industrial  system  at  a  high  rate  of  expansion  is  now  confirmed- 
On  the  other  hand,  the  need  for  all  these  Communist  regimes  to  pni"' 
chase  grain  from  the  bulging  agricultural  surpluses  of  the  Western 
countries,  including  Australia,  Canada,  the  United  Statc.s,  and  even 
Europe,  confirms  the  fact  that  there  is  something  in  the  Western  pattern 
of  living  (but  not  necessarily  in  its  economic  organization)  which  does 
provide  a  bountiful  agricultural  s)-stem. 

The  details  of  the  Chine.se  agricultural  fiasco  are  not  yet  clear.  1^ 
would  appear  that  the  Chinese  diet  (in  which  at  least  three-quarter-s 
of  food  is  carbohydrates,  and  statistically  recorded  as  “grain”  even 
when  it  may  be  potatoes)  requires  a  basic  survi\’al  diet  of  at  least  2,000 
calorics  a  day.  with  at  least  1,500  calories  from  “grain.”  For  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  700  million  this  requires  a  miniviuvi  crop  of  180  million  metric 
tons  of  “grain”  a  year,  a  figure  that  leaves  nothing  for  reserves  or  for 
the  inevitable  inefficiencies  of  maldistribution  through  the  inadequate 
Chinese  transportation  system.  .Moreover,  this  crop  must  increase  each 
year  to  provide  for  the  annual  population  increase  of  2  percent  (which 
gave  14  million  more  mouths  in  1962). 
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The  official  estimates  for  the  1958  grain  crop  were  originally  set  at 
over  300  million  tons,  but  in  1959  and  later,  this  was  revised  to  less 
dian  250  million  tons.  It  was  probably  less  than  200  million.  The  crop 
^or  1959  was  even  less  (perhaps  190  million  tons),  while  that  for  i960 
may  have  been  150  million  tons.  These  three  adverse  years  undoubtedly 
used  up  all  China’s  grain  reserves,  and  the  Chinese  purchases  of  grain 
in  the  world’s  markets,  beginning  with  about  10  million  tons  in  1961, 
may  have  been  to  rebuild  some  reserves  rather  than  to  provide  a  mini¬ 
mal  increase  for  the  average  hungry  Chinaman.  It  seems  clear  that  the 
‘average  diet”  of  urban  Chinese  over  these  three  harsh  years  may  have 
fallen  as  low  as  1,400  calories  a  day,  at  least  600  below  the  level  that 
permits  stead)'  effective  work. 

The  impact  of  the  Chinese  food  crisis  of  1958-1962  e.xtended  into 
all  aspects  of  Chinese  life  and  policy,  including  foreign  affairs.  This 
process  was  intensified  from  the  fact  that  the  “Great  Leap  Forward,” 
from  the  beginning,  involved  much  more  than  the  reorganization  of 
China’s  agriculture.  It  also  included  a  considerable  decentralization  of 
economic  management  of  China  as  a  w’hole,  from  centralized  technical 
experts  to  local  party  and  wmrking  leaders;  there  w’as  a  considerable 
mcrease  in  the  influence  of  the  Communist  Part)'  in  contrast  to  the 
state  bureaucracy,  and  there  w'as  the  general  shift  from  emphasis  on 
heavy  industrial  investment  to  more  short-range  economic  objectives, 
ft  seems  likely  that  there  w’as  also  a  change  in  economic  accounting 
from  emphasis  on  output  to  emphasis  on  the  profits  accumulation  of 
mdividual  enterprises. 

Some  of  these  changes  were  undoubtedl)^  steps  in  the  right  direction, 
hut  they  were  lost  to  \’iew'  under  the  general  failure  of  agricultural  pro- 
tftiction  in  1938-1961.  This  failure  reacted  on  industrial  production  by 
t^urtailing  both  investment  and  labor,  so  that  output  from  this  sector 
of  the  economy  may  have  fallen  by  half.  At  the  same  time,  China’s  re¬ 
duced  ability  to  e.vport  raw'  materials  and  agricultural  products  (simply 
because  they  could  not  be  spared)  and  the  need  to  make  bulk  pur¬ 
chases  of  food,  especially  grain,  in  Australia,  Canada,  or  elsewhere, 
brought  China  face  to  face  with  a  great  shortage  of  foreign  e.vchange 
3ud  made  it  almost  impossible  for  China  to  purchase  necessary  equip- 
nient  abroad.  China  received  little  help  from  the  Soviet  Lffiion  during 
diese  difficult  years.  The  repayment  of  loans  to  Russia  continued  and 
"'as,  if  anything,  speeded  up  in  spite  of  the  terrible  burden  they  placed 
cn  the  Chinese  economy.  Soviet  imports  from  China  w'ere  793  million 
*^ubles  in  1958  and  990  million  in  1959,  but  fell  to  496  million  in  1961; 
Soviet  exports  to  China,  which  were  859  million  rubles  in  1959,  were 
down  to  331  million  in  1961.  As  a  result,  Sino-Soviet  trade  as  a  w'hole 
had  a  total  balance  favorable  to  China  (in  the  sense  that  China  received 
niore  than  it  gave  to  Russia)  of  984  million  rubles  over  six  years, 
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1950-1955,  but  had  a  total  balance  unfavorable  to  China  of  — 75° 
million  rubles  over  six  years,  1956-1961.  The  Soviet  Union  advanced  00 
development  credits  to  China  in  these  difficult  years  (as  it  was  doing  to 
Mongolia,  North  Korea,  and  North  V^ietnam  at  the  time),  but  collected 
payment  on  China’s  debts  to  it  exactly  as  if  no  Chinese  food  crisis  were 
occurring.  The  Soviet  Union  exported  6.8  million  tons  of  grain  w 
other  countries  in  i960  and  7.5  million  tons  in  1961,  but  none  to  China. 
On  the  contrary,  China’s  debt  obligations  made  it  necessary  for  it  to 
ship  over  $250  million  in  agricultural  exports  to  Russia  in  i960  at  the 
same  time  that  it  was  paying  out  over  $300  million  of  hard-earned 
foreign  e.xchange  for  grain  from  Western  countries.  The  Soviet  attitude 
was:  Business  is  business;  an  agreement  is  an  agreement;  and  the  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  the  Soviet  Union  itself  cannot  be  sacrificed  for 
the  sake  of  a  heretical  member  of  the  Communist  bloc.  In  1961  the 
Soviet  Union  made  some  minor  concessions  to  China’s  difficulties,  lO- 
eluding  release  of  500,000  tons  of  Cuban  sugar  to  China  from  the  total 
due  to  Russia,  to  be  repaid  in  sugar  later,  and  the  sale  of  300,000  tons  of 
Soviet  grain  to  China  (only  about  5  percent  of  China’s  foreign  grain  pur¬ 
chases  that  year).  The  withdrawal  of  almost  all  Soviet  technical  and  mill' 
tary  advisers  in  China  during  the  summer  of  i960  could  not  be  defendeo 
solely  on  the  basis  of  “good  business  practice,”  and  marked  one  of  the 
major  steps  on  the  continued  deterioration  of  Sino-Soviet  relations- 
It  also  established  the  almost  complete  dependence  of  China  on  its  oWU 
resources,  supplemented  by  whatever  it  could  get  wherever  it  coul 
get  it,  for  building  up  its  economic  system.  As  one  symbol  of  that 
changed  situation,  it  might  be  noted  that  trade  with  the  Communist 
bloc  had,  at  its  peak,  accounted  for  over  80  percent  of  China’s  tota 
foreign  trade,  but  by  1962  it  had  fallen  below  50  percent. 

The  food  crisis  in  Red  China  is,  apparently,  chronic,  as  it  is,  to  a 
lesser  degree,  in  all  Communist  countries.  For  example,  in  May  19*^^' 
not  a  year  in  which  the  crisis  was  generally  acute,  70,000  hungO 
Chinese  pushed  across  the  barricaded  border  of  China  into  the  booming 
British  colony  of  Hong  Kong  during  the  month.  This  intrusion  was 
apparently  caused  by  some  local  food  maldistribution  within  Chin®’ 
It  is  not  clear  why  the  Chinese  border  guards  permitted  this  worldwi°° 
revelation  of  its  agricultural  failure,  although  it  might  have  been  p®*''- 
of  an  effort  to  overwhelm  and  suffocate  Hong  Kong’s  booming 
perity,  w’hich  must  be  as  unacceptable  on  Cliina’s  border  as  the  pf°* 
perity  of  VV’est  Germany  or  West  Berlin  is  to  Communist  East  German'^ 


Although  the  Soviet  Union  did  not  take  advantage  of  China’s 


food 


crisis  in  1958-1962  to  wage  direct  economic  warfare  on  its  fello'' 
Communist  regime,  its  businesslike  indifference  to  all  appeals  of  fello" 
ship  or  even  humanitarian  considerations  undoubtedly  intensified  t 
alienation  of  the  two  countries,  which  had  begun  much  earlier  an 
on  quite  different  grounds. 
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This  alienation  of  the  world’s  two  greatest  areas  of  Communist  rule 
began  in  the  earliest  days  of  the  Red  Chinese  regime  and  was  bound 
to  become  an  open  schism  sooner  or  later.  From  the  simple  fact  of 
balance  of  power,  the  one  political  event  the  Soviet  Union  had  to  fear 
tvas  the  appearance  of  a  new  Superpower  adjacent  to  the  Soviet  Union 
on  the  land  mass  of  Eurasia.  The  only  possibilities  for  such  a  develop- 
ntent  would  be  a  unified  western  Europe  or  a  powerful  China,  with 
India  as  a  much  more  remote  and  unlikely  possibility. 

In  the  second  place.  Communist  China’s  needs  for  technical  and  eco¬ 
nomic  assistance  were  inevitably  so  great  that  they  directly  compete 
"ith  the  Soviet  Union’s  need  for  its  own  resources  for  its  own  develop- 
nient.  Whatever  China  obtained  of  this  nature  from  Russia  could 
hardly  fail,  in  the  long  run,  to  become  a  source  of  bitter  feelings. 

In  the  third  place,  from  the  beginning,  a  fissure  between  the  two 
"'as  inevitable,  because,  to  the  Soviet  Union,  Europe  was  the  primary 
3rea  of  concern,  w  hile  to  China  the  Far  East  was  primary.  Each  Power 
inevitably  felt  that  the  other  should  support  it  in  its  primary  area  and 
^ase  off  pressures  in  the  area  of  its  owm  primary  concern,  an  assumption 
about  as  unrealistic  as  any  could  be.  Thus  Red  China  resented  the 
Soviet  Union’s  attempts  to  wmrk  up  crises  over  Berlin  as  deeply  as 
i^Ioscow"  resented  Peking’s  efforts  to  work  up  crises  over  Taiw^an.  As 
"'e  shall  see  in  a  moment,  China’s  aggressive  foreign  policy  in  the  Far 
East  e.xtended  far  beyond  Tai\van,  to  all  of  the  border  areas  that  had 
once  been  tributar)^  to  Peking. 

A  fourth  source  of  discord  arose  from  the  fact  that  the  tw'o  Commu¬ 
nist  Pow'ers  w  ere  at  quite  different  stages  on  the  road  to  Socialism.  The 
basic  question  in  the  allotment  of  economic  resources  in  any  state 
IS  concerned  with  the  division  of  such  resources  among  the  three 
Sectors  of  (i)  governmental,  especially  defense;  (2)  investment  in 
Capital  equipment;  and  (3)  consumers’  goods  for  rising  standards  of 
"'ing.  In  Stalin’s  day  the  Soviet  Union  placed  major  emphasis  on  (i) 
(2)  at  the  expense  of  (3),  but  under  Khrushchev  there  have  been 
‘Increasing  pressures  to  shift  the  allotment  of  resources  toward  (3). 
Eed  China,  which  is  at  least  forty  years  behind  the  Soviet  Union  in 
^be  development  process,  must  emphasize  the  first  two  sectors,  and 
‘■an  obtain  the  resources  to  do  this  only  from  curtailed  consumption. 
I^bus  it  must  look  at  its  problems  from  a  point  of  view'  much  closer 
Stalin  than  to  Khrushchev,  a  difference  that  led  to  alienation  when 
E^hrushchev  began  to  attack  Stalinism  in  1956. 

Closely  related  to  this  fourth  source  of  friction  was  a  fifth,  the 
‘"onolithic  quality  of  the  Mar.xist-Leninist  states.  By  i960  the  Soviet 
'“'nion’s  experiences  in  Europe,  especially  with  Yugoslavia,  Hungary, 
“"d  Poland,  clearly  demonstrated  that  Communist  states  had  their  indi- 
''idual  characteristics  and  rhythms  of  development  and  could  not  all  be 
'■"led  from  one  center.  This  necessity  by  i960  was  being  hailed  in  Mos- 
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COW  under  the  name  “Socialist  polycentrism,”  but  was  unacceptable  m 
Peking  under  anv  name.  At  first  Peking  wanted  the  monolithic  solidarity 
for  which  it  \  carned  to  be  operated  from  Moscow  after  discussion  by  sH 
Communist  states,  but  bv  i960  it  was  clear  that  if  a  Communist  monolith 
w  ere  to  be  created  it  would  have  to  be  done  by  Peking  itself. 

A  si.xth  source  of  alienation  between  Moscow  and  Peking  is  rather  dii- 
ficult  to  document  but  may  well  be  more  important  than  the  others.  It 
is  concerned  M  ith  a  grow'ing  recognition,  by  China  if  not  by  the  Soviet 
Union,  that  the  Kremlin  was  being  driven,  under  a  multitude  of 
sures,  toward  a  policy  of  peaceful  co-e.\istence  with  the  United  States, 
not  as  a  temporarv  tactical  maneuver  (which  would  have  been  acceptable 
to  China)  but  as  a  semipermanent  policy.  Part  of  this  policy  involveil 
the  Soviet  attitude  toward  the  fundamental  theories  of  Marxist-Leninism, 
especiallv  on  the  Leninist  side.  These  theories  had  envisioned  the  3°- 
vanced  capitalist  states  as  approaching  a  condition  of  economic  collapse 
from  “the  internal  contraditions  of  capitalism  itself.”  According  to  the 
theory,  this  crisis  would  be  reflected  in  two  aspects:  the  continued  iii’" 
poverishment  of  the  worldng  class  in  advanced  industrial  countries,  with 
consequent  growth  of  the  violence  of  the  class  struggle  in  such  countries 
and  increasing  violence  of  the  imperialist  aggressions  of  such  countnes 
toward  each  other  in  struggles  to  control  more  backw'ard  areas  as  marked 
for  the  industrial  products  that  the  continued  impoverishment  of  theit 
own  workers  made  impossible  to  sell  in  the  domestic  market.  The  false' 
ness  of  these  theories  was  fully  evident  in  the  rising  standards  of  living 
of  the  advanced  industrial  countries,  and  especially  in  the  ones,  such  as 
West  Germany  or  the  United  States,  which  were  most  capitalistic  in 
their  orientation;  it  w'as  also  evident  in  the  willingness  of  Britain,  the 
United  States,  and  others  to  see  the  end  of  colonialism  in  Asia  and  Africa- 

This  evidence  of  the  errors  of  Marxist-Leninist  theories  was  increas¬ 
ingly  clear  to  the  Kremlin,  although  it  could  not  be  admitted,  but  it 
quite  unclear  to  Peking,  whose  leaders  w'ere  almost  totally  ignorant  0 
the  conditions  of  the  non-Communist  world.  None  of  the  chief  Chinese 
leaders  had  any  firsthand  knowledge  of  the  outside  world  and,  indee  , 
had  in  most  cases  never  been  outside  China  at  all,  e.xcept  for  a  couple 
of  quick  visits  to  the  Soviet  Union  late  in  life.  As  a  consequence,  the 
Chinese  Communist  leaders  were  ignorant,  dogmatic,  doctrinaire,  af 
rigid. 

These  attitudes  appeared  clearly  within  China  in  the  fading  of  the 
“Hundred  Flowers  Campaign”  of  1957.  In  theory  the  Communist  syS 
tern,  after  the  elimination  of  Trotsky,  accepted  free  discussion  of 
and  means  until  a  decision  on  the.se  had  been  reached  by  the  party  fi® 
chinery,  w  hen  discussion  must  stop  and  the  decision  be  carried  out  wit 
full  loyalty.  This  procedure  had  never  been  observed  under  the  tyra^ 
nical  rule  of  the  Kremlin  and  was  even  less  likely  to  be  follo^  e^^ 
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lacking.  In  1956,  however,  .Mao  Tse-tung  announced  a  new'  policy  of 
free  criticiMii  of  the  regime:  as  he  said,  “l^ct  a  hundred  flowers  bloom 
'>nd  a  hundred  schools  of  thought  contend.”  This  w  as  a  period  of  ideolog¬ 
ical  confusion  in  tlie  world  Communist  movement,  which  looked  back 
<in  tile  struggle  in  the  Kremlin  to  establish  Stalin’s  successor,  was  still 
reeling  from  Khrushchev’s  anti-Stalin  speech  at  the  Twentieth  Party 
Congress,  and  late  in  1956  was  called  upon  to  face  revolts  against  the 
Kremlin  in  Budapest  and  Warsaw'.  Although  Chou  En-lai,  the  foreign 
minister  of  Red  China,  rushed  to  Europe  to  extend  his  country’s  support 
ro  Khrushchev  in  this  power  struggle,  ideological  confusion  was  every- 
wherc  within  the  Communist  world,  and  Mao  w'as  undoubtedly  con¬ 
cerned  about  tile  .solid  basis  for  his  ow’n  power  and  the  problem  of  es- 
rabli.shing  a  rule  of  succession  in  Peking. 

In  February  1957,  Mao  gave  a  speech  to  a  large  conference  on  the 
I’Ubject  of  “The  Correct  Handling  of  Contradictions  Among  tlie  People.” 
It  Was  not  published  until  June,  but  in  the  interval  gave  rise  to  the  “Hun- 
tlrcd  Flowers”  controversy.  In  his  speech  .Mao  invited  criticism  and  free 
tiiscussion  -Lvithin  the  structure  of  the  existiug  Comvmnht  state  system. 
He  promised  immunity  to  the  critics,  so  long  as  their  criticism  contrib¬ 
uted  to  the  unity  of  Red  China.  These  restrictive  phrases  were  widely 
'giiored  and,  in  a  few*  weeks,  widespread  and  often  fundamental  criticisms 
uf  the  regime  were  being  voiced  in  meetings,  the  pres's,  and  especially 
m  educational  institutions.  Three  evils  that  Mao  had  mentioned— “bu- 
tcaucracy,  dogmatism,  and  sectarianism”— were  being  freely  denounced, 
"’•til  the  Communist  Party  cadres  the  chief  targets.  Some  critics  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  proper  solution  to  these  problems  was  to  permit  the  es- 
’^ablishnicnt  of  a  legal  opposition  party  within  some  kind  of  parliamentary 
^."stem.  The  general  consensus  of  the  complaints  w'as  aimed  at  the  lack 
uf  freedom  to  speak  out,  to  move  about,  to  disagree,  or  to  publish. 

On  June  8th  the  government’s  counterattack  began,  at  first  relatively 
uioderately  but  with  increasing  insistence.  The  principle  of  free  crit¬ 
icism  W'as  not  revoked,  but  the  publication  of  Mao’s  February  speech  on 
June  17th  set  the  limits  that  had  presumably  always  been  in  effect. 
^Vithiii  a  year  there  had  been  a  considerable  sliake-up  of  party  and  state 
personnel,  many  discontented  persons  (revealed  by  their  criticism)  had 
I^een  removed  or  disciplined  in  various  ways,  and  “all  Rightists  had  been 
eliminated.”  The  chief  punishment  w'as  public  denunciation  and  personal 
criticism  of  these  discontented,  but  undoubtedly  punishment,  in  many 
eases,  w'ent  much  further  than  that. 

One  sequel  to  the  “Hundred  Flowers”  criticism  w'as  a  reorganization 
ef  the  upper  ranks  of  the  party  and  government  and  the  provision  of  a 

succession  to  .Mao. 

•Mao  Tse-tung,  son  of  a  peasant  who  became  w  ealthy  on  speculation 
^nd  moneylending,  w’as  born  in  1893  in  Hunan  Province.  His  father,  a 
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domestic  tyrant  and  local  miser,  had  less  than  four  acres,  but  used  the 
labor  of  his  three  sons  and  a  hired  hand  to  work  them.  He  gave  his  sons 
a  basic  education,  but  his  personal  despotism  drove  his  whole  family 
alliance  against  him.  Young  Mao’s  early  life  thus  was  one  of  severe  di*' 
cipline,  constant  domestic  strife,  and  secret  dreams  of  rebellion.  By  p^V" 
ing  for  a  substitute  worker  in  his  own  stead  on  the  family  land,  he 
able  to  get  away  to  study  for  five  years  in  Hunan  Normal  School  (fi^" 
ished  1918).  There  he  read  deeply  in  Chinese  history,  especially  military 
history,  and  formed  a  discussion  group  on  large  social  questions.  Becom¬ 
ing  an  employee  of  the  library  of  Peking  National  University,  he  con¬ 
tinued  his  reading,  discussion,  and  self-education,  and  in  1920  was  one  of 
the  eleven  original  founders  of  the  Chinese  Communist  Party  (CCP)- 
Until  1935,  .Mao’s  position  in  the  CCP  was  that  of  a  dissident,  and  he 
was,  more  than  once,  reprimanded  and  demoted,  or  removed  from  part)’ 
positions.  His  chief  difficulty  was  that  he  refused  to  accept  the  party® 
official  view,  insisted  on  by  Russian-trained  Communist  leaders,  that  the 
revolution  must  be  based  on  urban  industrial  workers,  the  “real  prO' 
letariat.”  Instead  Mao  envisioned  the  party  as  a  tightly  disciplined  group 
that  could  be  raised  to  power  on  the  revolutionary  activities  of  the  grea^ 
mass  of  impoverished  and  discontented  peasantry.  Closely  related  to  this 
idea  were  two  others  that  were  equally  unorthodox:  (1)  the  role  ot 
rural  guerrilla  warfare  in  wearing  down  and  ultimately  defeating  a 
“reactionaty"  government”  and  (2)  a  fundamental  emphasis  on  the  d*®' 
tinction  between  “imperialist”  and  “colonial”  nations.  This  last  poi^’j 
made  it  possible  for  .Mao  to  regard  the  backward  and  undeveloped 
colonial  areas  as  possible  areas  of  revolutionary  activity,  where,  as  i'' 
China,  the  exploited  peasants  could  provide  the  revolutionary  impetus 
and  could  defend  their  revolutionary  achievements  by  guerrilla  warfare- 
The  more  orthodox  Communist  line  was  that  a  revolution  could  be  car¬ 
ried  out  only  by  an  urban  proletariat  that  could  be  found  only  in  au 
advanced  industrial  area,  and  that  such  an  industrial  base  was  essentia 
to  provide  the  modern  military  equipment  needed  to  defend  the  revolu¬ 
tionary  achievement  against  the  counterattacks  of  aggressive,  capitalist 
countries.  In  a  sense  Mao  was  much  closer  to  the  realities  of  modern 
politics  and  to  the  experience  of  Soviet  Russia  itself,  since  it  is  perfect  y 
clear  that  no  advanced  industrial  nation  will  go  Communist  and  that  t 
movement  must  make  its  advances  in  underdeveloped  areas  if  it  is  to 
successful  anywhere.  Since  the  objections  to  Mao’s  position  came  from 
the  center  of  world  Communist  theory  in  Moscow,  Mao  distinguished  be 
tween  the  Rus.sian  and  the  Chinese  experience  by  calling  Russia  an 
imperialist”  country  and  China  an  “ex-colonial  country.”  In  fact,  hoV' 
ever,  they  both  became  Communist  while  still  backward  countries,  ao 
did  so  as  a  consequence  of  invasion  and  defeat  of  the  established  govern 
ment  in  a  foreign  war.  Thus  Mao’s  interpretation,  while  possibly  erro 


THE  NEW  ERA,  1957-I964  I167 

neous  in  its  belief  that  the  revolutionarv  regime  comes  to  power  by 
guerrilla  warefare  supported  by  discontented  peasantry,  may  well  be  cor¬ 
rect,  based  on  the  Russian  precedent,  that  Communist  regimes  are  more 
likely  to  come  to  power  in  backward  states  and  will  survive  there  if 
they  are  able  to  use  the  state’s  despotic  power  to  direct  the  utilization 
of  economic  resources  toward  investment  to  provide  a  high  rate  of  eco¬ 
nomic  development,  as  Soviet  Rusisa  has  done. 

Red  China,  like  Soviet  Russia,  is  governed  under  a  parallel  structure 
of  the  part\'  and  the  government  in  which  successive  layers  of  assemblies 
3nd  committees  build  up  from  the  local  level  to  the  central  authority. 
Until  1959,  Mao  held  the  chairmanship  at  the  peak  of  both  party  and 
government.  As  a  first  step  toward  establishing  a  succession  that  would 
not  repeat  the  desperate  intrigue  and  violence  that  had  occurred  in  the 
Kremlin  following  Stalin’s  death,  he  resigned  from  the  chairmanship  of 
the  republic  in  favor  of  Liu  Shao-chi,  but  retained  his  position  as  chair- 
nian  of  the  Central  Committee  of  the  party.  The  third  man  in  the  system, 
Chou  En-lai,  is  a  member  of  the  seven-man  Standing  Committee  that 
controls  the  party,  has  been  premier  of  the  government  since  1949,  and 
tvas  also  foreign  minister  in  1949-1958. 

While  the  structure  of  the  governmental  system  of  Red  China  is  very 
similar  to  that  of  Soviet  Russia,  its  spirit  seems  quite  different.  This  is 
reflected  in  two  ways.  In  Russia  the  Old  Bolsheviks  of  the  early  days  of 
the  party  were  all  eliminated,  mostly  by  violent  death,  in  the  internecine 
power  struggles  which  went  on  behind  the  grim  walls  of  the  Kremlin, 
't'hile  the  Politburo  throughout  maintained  a  monolithic,  impassive  face 
to  the  outside  world.  In  Red  China  most  of  the  party  leaders  of  today 
3re  still  those  who  came  together  to  engage  in  the  earliest  revolutionary 
struggles  of  the  party  in  the  1920’s.  Moreover,  they  have,  over  the  past 
forty  years,  often  differed  and  even  engaged  in  violent  struggles  and  con¬ 
troversies  with  each  other,  but  always  were  able  to  continue  to  work  to¬ 
gether,  and  to  patch  up  their  differences.  The  real  distinction  here  is  that 
the  Kremlin  has  always  insisted  on  presenting  to  the  outside  wmrld  a  pic¬ 
ture  of  itself  as  united  and  infallible.  This  is  why  Khrushchev’s  speech  at 
the  Twentieth  Party  Congress,  attacking  Stalin,  was  such  a  shock  to  the 
^orld.  But  the  Chinese  party  leadership  has  never  hesitated  to  admit 
that  it  has  often  been  divided  and  fallible.  Even  Mao  has  changed  his 
ideas  and  admitted  his  errors.  Moreover,  this,  apparently,  can  be  done 
'vithout  any  need  to  punish  or  to  liquidate  the  fallible  comrades. 

The  key  to  this  rather  significant  difference  in  the  tone  of  Communist 
government  in  Moscow'  and  Peking  may  be  found  in  tw'o  basic  distinc¬ 
tions:  a  difference  of  outlook  and  a  difference  of  procedure.  In  Russia 
the  ancient  doctrinaire  and  rigidly  ideologistic  tone  associated  with  the 
traditional  Russian  outlook  and  the  traditional  Russian  religious  system, 
both  going  back  to  their  roots  in  Greek  rationalism  and  Zoroastrian  re- 
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ligion,  established  patterns  of  ideology  that  have  continued  under  ma¬ 
terialistic  and  atheistic  Communism.  Such  attitudes  are  foreign  to  the  tra¬ 
ditions  of  Chinese  pragmatism.  Moreov'er,  the  origins  of  Chinese 
Communist  organization  in  discussion  groups  in  which  all  those  present 
recognized  their  own  ignorance  and  the  inadequacy  of  their  information 
on  social  facts,  as  well  as  on  .Mar.xist  dogma,  has  continued  in  the  practice 
of  almost  endless  party  meetings  on  all  levels,  filled  with  discussion,  de¬ 
bate,  and  individual  examination  of  one’s  own  position  and  attitudes.  As 
one  remarkable  consequence  of  these  differences  between  China  and  the 
Soviet  Union,  there  are  at  least  half  a  dozen  legal,  minor  political  parties 
in  Red  China  today.  These  not  only  exist  and  are  permitted  to  participate 
in  the  go\  eming  process  in  a  very  minor  way,  but  they  are  subject  to 
no  real  effons  at  forcible  suppression,  although  they  are  subject  to  per¬ 
sistent,  rather  gentle,  efforts  at  conversion.  Such  efforts  would,  of  course, 
change  to  ruthless  reprisal,  if  these  tamed  minor  parties  made  any  rca 
effort  to  change  or  destroy  the  position  of  the  Communist  Party  itself' 

These  differences  between  Communism  in  China  and  the  Soviet  Union 
may  be  explained  most  readily  in  terms  of  the  different  traditions  of  the 
two  countries.  The  same  applies  to  their  different  foreign  policies,  m 
which  we  have  already  referred. 

The  foreign  policy  of  Red  China  has  a  number  of  diverse  aims  that 
hold  quite  distinct  status  on  any  list  of  Chinese  priorities.  Naturally, 
first  place  is  to  avoid  any  foreign-policy  action  that  might  jeopardize  the 
Communist  regime  in  China.  In  second  place  is  the  desire  to  restore 
the  traditional  international  position  of  old  imperial  China  as  a  self- 
sufficient,  isolated  giant  surrounded  by  subordinate  tributary  states; 
this  case  the  tribute  consists  of  ideological  loyalty  to  the  Chinese  Com¬ 
munist  position.  In  third  place  is  the  Chinese  desire  to  restore  a  unifie<f 
ideological  bloc  on  a  world-wide  basis  supporting  the  true  (Chinese) 
version  of  .Marxist-Leninism.  This  version  is  not  completely  orthodox 
in  traditional  .Marxist-Leninist  terms,  since  it  expects  Communist  regimes 
to  rise  in  backward  and  ex-colonial  countries  rather  than  in  advanced 
industrial  countries,  and  expects  these  events  to  be  precipitated  and  car¬ 
ried  tltrough  by  discontented  peasants  under  intellectual  leaders  rather 
than  by  tlie  industrial  proletariat.  On  the  other  hand,  this  version  is  cer¬ 
tainly  closer  to  the  facts  of  present-day  politics,  and  on  many  points,  such 
as  the  inevitability  of  revolution,  the  necessary  imperialist  aggression  of 
advanced  capitalist  states,  and  the  role  of  war  as  the  midwife  of  Com¬ 
munism.  is  closer  to  Leninism  than  the  ideas  actually  held  in  the  Kremlin- 
The  argument  as  to  which  version  of  Communist  ideology,  the  Chi¬ 
nese  or  the  Russian,  is  closer  to  Mar.xist-Leninist  orthodoxy  is  singularly 
unrewarding,  since  both  sides  claim  the  advantage  here,  and  the  ideology’ 
itself,  houever  interpreted,  is  so  remote  from  the  facts  of  economic- 
social  development  in  advanced  countries  that  no  real  virtue  can  exist  in 
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being  orthodox.  The  chief  fact  is  that  the  Chinese  version  is  potentially 
a  much  greater  source  of  trouble  to  the  outside  world  than  Khrushchev’s 
ideas  of  peaceful  competition  and  noninevitable  war.  The  Chinese  version 
is  dangerous  simply  because  it  threatens  the  West  in  an  area  where  it 
IS  particularly  vulnerable  and  where  it  has  shown  no  great  competence, 
that  is,  among  the  underdeveloped  nations. 

However,  Chinese  aggression  in  the  period  since  1954  has  not  been 
based  on  this  third  priorin^  in  its  foreign-policy  schedule  but  on  its  sec¬ 
ond  priority,  which  seeks  to  create  a  belt  of  satellite  subordinate  states 
around  the  Chinese  borders.  The  t  ear  1954  may  be  taken  as  the  initial 
date  in  this  effort,  because  at  that  time  the  Peking  government  published 
a  map  of  China  that  showed  the  Chinese  border  pushed  deeply  into 
Hbct,  India,  and  southeast  Asia.  As  early  as  the  end  of  1949,  the  Red 
Chinese  had  commenced  a  moderate  intervention  in  Vietnam,  but  their 
niost  successful  effort  to  restore  the  traditional  Chinese  satellite  system 
Was  in  Tibet. 

China’s  suzerainty  in  Tibet  has  been  generally  recognized  by  the  out¬ 
side  world,  even  in  the  years  when  China  was  rent  by  civil  wars  and 
banditry.  By  the  treaty  of  .May  23,  1957,  Tibet  itself  accepted  this  status 
without  recognizing  that  the  status  of  “suzerainty”  could  become  one 
of  direct  subordination,  under  Chinese  pressure.  This  pressure  began  at 
once,  and  reached  an  acute  stage  in  .Vlarch  1959,  when  the  Chinese 
authorities  sought  to  arrest  the  Dalai  Lama,  head  of  the  theocratic  Tibetan 
government.  The  anti-Chinese  revolt  that  resulted  was  crushed  in  two 
Weeks,  and  the  Dalai  Lama  fled  to  India. 

During  this  period  Chinese  pressure  continued  into  southeastern  Asia, 
in  Burma,  which  desperately  tried  to  maintain  a  neutralist  course,  and 
especially  in  the  successor  states  of  former  Indochina.  The  subsequent 
division  of  Vietnam,  the  struggle  for  Laos,  and  the  valiant  efforts  of 
Cambodia  to  follow  Burma’s  path  to  neutralism  have  already  been  men- 
ffoned.  For  years,  guerrilla  operations  in  South  N'^ietnam  and  Laos  have 
permitted  an  increased  Chinese  intervention  in  the  area  and  have  made 
increasing  demands  on  American  wealth  and  power  to  oppose  it. 

No  solution  to  the  problem  of  southeast  Asia  can  be  based  on  the  be¬ 
lief  that  its  troubles  arise  wholly,  or  e\'en  largely,  from  Communism  or 
from  Chinese  aggression.  For  centuries,  the  central  portion  of  the  .Malay¬ 
sian  peninsula,  consisting  of  Laos  and  Cambodia  along  the  .Mekong  River, 
bas  been  under  pressure  from  the  Thai  peoples  to  the  west  and  the  \^iet- 
namese  to  the  east.  From  at  least  the  seventeenth  century,  the  area  we 
regard  as  Laos  was  divided  into  three  or  more  petty  kingdoms  that  were 
unable  to  unite  in  resistance  to  their  more  imperialist  neighbors.  The 
French  hegemony  in  all  of  Indochina,  from  the  nineteenth  century  to 
*^he  Japanese  invasion  in  1942,  suspended  this  process,  but  it  would  have 
been  resumed  in  any  case  with  the  collapse  of  the  French  colonial  sys- 
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tern  there  in  1954.  So  too,  the  southward  movement  of  the  Chinese,  at¬ 
tracted  by  the  rich  rice  lands  of  the  Malayan  river  deltas,  would  have  oc¬ 
curred  in  any  case,  even  if  Communism  had  never  been  invented.  The 
Communist  issue  simply  added  another,  very  acute,  issue  to  a  complex 
situation. 


.\s  w  e  have  seen,  French  expenditure  of  57  billion  and  about  100,000 
lives  during  an  eight-year  struggle  ended  at  Geneva  in  1954.  The  Geneva 
agreements  opened  the  way  to  a  succession  of  troubles  in  Laos  by  recog¬ 
nizing  the  Leftist  Pathet  Lao  as  the  government  of  two  provinces,  and 
recommending  that  it  be  admitted  to  a  coalition  government  after  a 
proved  cease-fire  and  free  elections.  The  most  vital  clause  provided  that 
all  foreign  military  forces,  except  a  French  training  group,  be  withdrawn 
from  Laos.  An  International  Control  Commission  representing  Indiat 
Poland,  and  Canada  was  to  supervise  these  provisions. 

These  agreements  settled  nothing.  The  elections  of  December  i955 
brought  the  premiership  to  Prince  Souvanna  Phouma;  he  was  a  neutralist 
and  brother  of  Souphannouvong,  a  Communist  fellow  traveler  and 
founder  of  Pathet  Lao.  The  two  brothers  brought  Pathet  Lao  into  the 
government,  but  it  did  not  give  up  its  military  bases  in  the  two  provinces 
it  dominated.  The  withdrawal  of  other  miltary  forces  greatly  increased 
the  potential  power  of  Pathet  Lao.  When  the  latter  showed  increased 
strength  in  subsequent  elections  in  May  1958,  the  anti-Communist  group 
combined  in  August  to  oust  Souvanna  Phouma  and  put  in  as  premier 
the  pro-Western  Phoui  Sananikone.  This  government  in  turn  was  ejecte 
and  replaced  by  a  Right-wing  military  junta  led  by  General  Phounu 
Nosavan  in  January  i960;  but  within  seven  months  a  new  coup,  tl’*® 
time  from  the  Left,  and  led  by  Kong  Le,  changed  the  regime  and  brought 
Souvanna  Phouma  back  to  office.  Four  months  later,  in  December  19*^“’ 
Nosavan  once  again  replaced  Phouma  by  military  force.  The  Communist 
countries  refused  to  recognize  this  change,  continued  to  recognize  Sou¬ 
vanna  Phouma,  and  increased  their  supplies  to  the  guerrilla  Pathet  Lno 
by  Soviet  airlift.  In  March  1961,  England  and  France,  acting  throug' 
the  SEATO  conference  in  Bangkok,  vetoed  any  direct  American  ot 
SEATO  intervention  in  Laos. 


At  the  suggestion  of  Soviet  Russia,  the  Geneva  Conference  was  r 
a.ssembled  in  1962  and  drew  up  two  complicated  agreements  whose  chi 
consequence  was  to  revive  the  aerreements  of  lora  within  a  more  neutra 


E  the  agreements  of  1954  v 


ized  frame;  coalition  government,  elimination  of  all  foreign  niilita  . 
forces,  neutrality,  and  a  reactivation  of  the  International  Control  Com 
mission.  The  resulting  troika  coalition  of  Leftists,  Neutrals,  and  Right^ 
served  to  parah^ze  the  country,  while  the  Pathet  Lao  guerrillas,  using 
Communist  North  V'ietman  as  a  base,  threatened  to  secure  control  of  t  ^ 
whole  country.  This  effort  broke  out  into  open  warfare  in  the  Plain® 
des  Jarres  in  April  1963.  The  growing  success  of  these  attacks  over  t 
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''ext  few  years  greatly  agitated  Washington,  where  officials  generally  felt 
that  the  fall  of  Laos,  because  of  its  central  position,  might  well  lead  to 
3  succession  of  Communist  take-overs,  in  Cambodia,  South  Vietnam, 
Thailand,  and  Burma,  leaving  India  wide  open  to  a  Red  Chinese  intrusion 
directly  across  these  collaborating  areas  into  the  Indian  plains.  Some 
substance  was  lent  to  this  fear  from  the  fact  that  Red  China  spent  the 
years  1955-1958  constructing  a  number  of  military  roads  that  linked 
Sinkiang  to  Tibet,  with  offshoots  southward  toward  the  Malay  Peninsula. 
This  fear  became  intensified  in  1962-1964  as  a  consequence  of  the  Com- 
ntunist  take-over  in  Burma,  the  American  fiascoes  in  Vietnam,  and  the 
direct  Chinese  attack  on  India. 

The  strange  thing  about  Burma  was  that  the  increase  in  Communist 
power  was  brought  about  by  the  army,  which  was  increasingly  dissatis¬ 
fied  by  the  ineffectual  and  corrupt  government  of  the  democratic  U  Nu. 
The  latter,  who  was  personally  sincere,  idealistic,  and  honest,  represented 
Burmese  desire  for  peace,  democracy,  and  unity  from  World  War  II 
on.  By  October  1958,  however,  his  subordinates  in  the  government  had 
paralyzed  the  government  with  bickering  and  corruption.  When  the  rul- 
‘ng  Anti-Fascist  Party  split,  U  Nu  judged  it  impossible  to  carry  out  the 
approaching  elections,  and  yielded  control  of  the  country  to  a  care- 
^*ker  military  government  that  promised  to  restore  unity,  honesty,  and 
adequate  administration,  and  supervise  the  elections. 

By  February  i960,  the  military  leaders  judged  their  task  to  be  achieved, 
3nd  held  the  new  elections.  U  Nu’s  section  of  the  Anti-Fascist  Party  won 
3  sweeping  victory,  and  he  returned  to  office.  The  restored  premier  made 
''aliant  efforts  to  establish  national  unity,  to  raise  the  level  of  public  spirit 
and  cooperation,  and  to  placate  the  various  groups  that  divided  the  coun- 
but  was  no  more  successful  in  restraining  partisan  conflict  and  cor- 
'■"ption  in  1960-1962  than  he  had  been  in  the  period  before  October 
'958.  Accordingly,  in  .March  1962,  another  military  coup,  led  by  Gen¬ 
eral  Ne  Win,  ousted  U  Nu,  suspended  the  constitution,  and  ruled  through 
^  junta  of  seventeen  officers.  Soon  an  effort  was  made  to  merge  all  po¬ 
litical  groups  into  a  single  national  political  party  with  a  socialist  pro- 
§tam.  The  Communists  were  treated  with  increasing  leniency,  while 
leaders  of  democratic  groups  continued  to  languish  in  prison.  Students 
^"d  other  dissident  groups  were  violently  suppressed,  and  civil  liberties 
"ere  generally  curtailed.  Suddenly,  in  February  1963,  a  completely 
socialist  regime  was  established  by  the  nationalization  of  most  property 
'"'gilts  under  increasing  Communist  influence. 

Although  Burma  has  sought  to  hold  a  neutralist  course  in  foreign  af- 
^®irs,  it  has  been  drifting  toward  the  Red  Chinese  camp.  Late  in  i960  a 
P'^otracted  frontier  dispute  between  the  two  nations  was  ended  by  an 
agreement  that  was  generally  favorable  to  Burma,  and  a  few  months  later, 
'961,  the  two  countries  signed  an  economic  agreement  that  brought 
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Burma  a  loan  of  §84  million  and  technical  cooperation  from  China, 
cver\'thinCT  in  Burma,  this  was  implemented  in  a  lackadaisical  fashion, 
and  the  Burmese  economic  situation  has  deteriorated  steadily  since  orW 
War  II.  Part  of  tliis  has  been  due  to  increased  difficulty  in  marketing 
Burma's  ciiief  e.xports.  rice  and  lumber,  but  the  chief  problem  lias  been 
the  steadx'  increase  in  population,  which  has  reduced  the  per  capita  in¬ 
come  b\-  about  a  third,  although  national  income  as  a  w  hole  lias  increased 
about  a  sewenth  since  independence  was  won  in  1948. 

■While  Burma  on  the  western  edge  of  the  Malay  Peninsula  thus  drifted 
toward  Communism,  Vietnam  on  the  eastern  edge  moved  in  the  same 
direction  with  violent  struggles.  The  Geneva  agreement  of  1954  had 
recognized  the  Communist  government  of  North  \tietnam,  dividing  the 
country  at  the  17th  parallel,  but  this  imaginary  line  across  jungle  terrain 
could  not  keep  discontent  or  Communist  guerrillas  out  of  South  Vietnam 
so  long  as  the  American-supported  southern  government  carried  on  its 
tasks  with  corruption,  favoritism,  and  arbitrary  despotism.  These  grow¬ 
ing  characteristics  of  the  \'ictnam  government  centered  around  the  aiitic-s 
of  the  Diem  family.  The  nominal  leader  of  the  family  was  President  Ngn 
Dinh  Diem,  although  the  fanatical  spirit  of  it  was  his  brother’s  wife, 
.Madame  Nhu.  The  brother,  Ngo  Dinh  Nhu,  was  the  actual  power  m 
the  government,  residing  in  the  palace,  and  heading  up  a  semisecrct  po¬ 
litical  organization  that  controlled  all  military  and  civil  appointments. 
Madame  Nhu’s  father,  Tran  \^an  Chuong,  who  resigned  from  his  post 
as  \'ietnam  Ambassador  to  the  United  States  as  a  protest  against  the 
arbitrary  nature  of  the  Diem  family  government,  summed  up  his  daugh¬ 
ter's  career  as  “a  very  sad  case  of  powder  madness.”  The  same  authont_v 
spoke  of  President  Diem  as  “a  devoted  Roman  Catholic  with  the  mind  of 
a  medieval  inquisitor.”  On  the  Diem  family  team  were  three  other  broth¬ 
ers,  including  the  Catholic  Archbishop  of  \Hetnam,  the  country’s  ambas¬ 
sador  in  London,  and  the  political  boss  of  central  Vietnam,  who  had  his 
own  police  force. 

The  Diem  family  tyranny  came  to  grief  from  its  inability  to  keep 
touch  with  reality  and  to  establish  some  sensible  conception  of  "hat 
was  important.  "While  the  country  was  in  its  relentless  struggle  \\  ith  the 
Victcong  Communist  guerrillas  who  lurked  in  jungle  areas,  striking  with¬ 
out  warning  at  peasant  villages  that  submitted  to  the  established  govern¬ 
ment  or  did  not  cooperate  with  the  rebels,  the  Diem  family  was  engaged 
in  such  pointless  tasks  as  crushing  Saigon  high  school  agitations  by  secret 
police  raids  or  efforts  to  persecute  the  overwhelming  Buddhist  majority 
and  to  e.xtend  favors  to  the  Roman  Catholics  who  were  less  than  10  per¬ 
cent  of  the  population. 

When  Diem  became  pre.sident  in  1955,  after  the  deposition  of  the  pm- 
French  Emperor  Bao  Dai,  the  country  had  just  received  800,000  refugees 
from  North  \^ietnam  which  the  Geneva  Conference  of  1954  had  v'ielded 
to  Ho  Chi  .Minh's  Communists.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  these 
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refugees  were  Roman  Catholics,  and  their  arrival  raised  the  Catholic 
population  of  South  Vietnam  to  over  a  million  in  a  total  population  of 
about  14  million.  Nevertheless,  President  Diem  made  these  Catholics  the 
chief  basis  of  his  power,  chiefly  by  recruiting  the  refugees  into  various 
police  forces  dominated  by  the  Diem  familv.  By  1955  these  were  already 
beginning  to  persecute  the  Buddhist  majority,  at  first  by  harassing  their 
religious  festivals  and  parades  but  later  with  brutal  assaults  on  their  meet¬ 
ings.  An  attempted  coup  d'hat  by  army  units  which  attacked  the  Royal 
Palace  in  November  i960  was  crushed.  From  that  date  on,  the  Diem  rule 
became  increasingly  arbitrary. 

In  the  middle  of  all  this  disturbance,  American  aid  tried  to  revive  the 
country’s  economy,  and  American  military  assistance  tried  to  curtail  the 
depredations  of  the  Communist  guerrillas.  The  two  together  amounted 
to  about  1 2  00  million  a  year,  although  economic  aid  alone  was  originally 
twice  this  figure.  The  intensity  of  the  guerrilla  attacks  steadily  increased, 
following  President  Diem’s  reelection,  with  88  percent  of  the  vote,  in 
April  1961.  As  these  attacks  sloudy  increased,  the  American  intervention 
Was  also  stepped  up,  and  gradually  began  to  shift  from  a  purely  advisory 
3nd  training  role  to  increasingly  direct  participation  in  the  conflict.  From 
>9<5i  onward,  American  casualties  averaged  about  one  dead  a  week,  year 
after  year.  The  Communist  guerrilla  casualties  were  reported  to  be  about 
500  per  week,  but  this  did  not  seem  to  diminish  their  total  numbers  or 
relax  their  attacks,  even  in  periods  when  their  casualties  were  heavy. 

These  guerrilla  attacks  consisted  of  rather  purposeless  destruction  of 
peasant  homes  and  villages,  apparently  designed  to  convince  the  natives 
of  the  impotence  of  the  government  and  the  advisability  of  cooperating 
^ith  the  rebels.  To  stop  these  depredations,  the  government  undertook 
the  gigantic  task  of  organizing  the  peasants  into  “agrovilles,”  or  “strategic 
hamlets,”  which  were  to  be  strongly  defended  residential  centers  en¬ 
tirely  enclosed  behind  barricades.  The  process,  it  was  said,  w’ould  also  im¬ 
prove  the  economic  and  social  welfare  of  the  people  to  give  them  a 
greater  incentive  to  resist  the  rebels.  There  was  considerable  doubt  about 
the  effectiveness  of  the  reform  aspect  of  this  process  and  some  doubt 
3bout  the  defense  possibilities  of  the  scheme  as  a  whole.  The  American 
advisers  preferred  stalking-patrols  to  seek  out  the  guerrillas  rather  than 
static  defenses,  stressed  the  need  for  night  rather  than  only  daytime  coun¬ 
teractions,  and  the  use  of  the  rifle  instead  of  large-scale  reliance  on  air 
power  and  artillery.  Moreover,  most  observers  felt  that  very  little  of 
America’s  economic  aid  ever  reached  the  village  level  but,  instead,  was 
'ost  on  much  higher  levels,  beginning  with  the  royal  palace  itself.  By 
the  summer  of  1963,  guerrillas  were  staging  successful  attacks  on  the  stra- 
^^gic  hamlets,  and  the  need  for  a  more  active  policy  became  acute.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  just  at  that  time,  the  domestic  crisis  in  Vietnam  also  was 
becoming  acute. 

This  final  crisis  in  the  story  of  the  Diem  family  and  its  henchmen  arose 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


1174 

from  religious  persecution  of  the  Buddhists  under  the  guise  of  maintaining 
political  order.  Restrictions  on  Buddhist  ceremonies  led  to  Buddhist  pro¬ 
tests,  and  these  in  turn  led  to  violent  police  action.  The  Buddhists  struck 
back  in  a  typically  Asiatic  fashion,  w  hich  because  it  was  Asiatic  proved 
to  be  very  effective  in  the  Asiatic  contc.vt:  individuals  or  small  groups 
of  Buddhists  committed  suicide  in  some  crowded  public  place  near  a 
governmental  center.  The  favorite  mode  of  suicide  was  to  drench  the 
victim’s  long  yellow  robes  with  gasoline  and  ignite  these  with  a  match 
as  he  knelt  in  a  public  square  or  street.  The  calloused  reaction  of  the 
Diem  family,  especially  of  .Madame  Nhu,  shocked  the  world,  and  out¬ 
raged  feeling  rose  rapidly  in  the  summer  of  1963.  When  thirty-five  uni¬ 
versity  professors  and  a  number  of  public  officials  (including  the  father 
of  .Madame  Nhu)  resigned,  the  police  attacked  Buddhist  shrines,  arrest¬ 
ing  hundreds  of  their  priests.  Student  agitations  led  to  the  closing  of 
Saigon  University  and  of  all  public  and  private  schools,  with  the  arrest 
of  many  students.  A  United  Nations  fact-finding  commission  was  iso¬ 
lated  bv  Diem  police.  On  November  1,  1963,  an  American-encouraged 
military  coup,  led  by  General  Duong  V'an  Alinh,  overthrew  the  Dicni 
family,  killing  several  of  its  members.  A  new  government,  uitli  ® 
Buddhist  premier,  calmed  down  the  domestic  crisis,  but  bv  1964  showed 
itself  no  more  able  to  suppress  guerrilla  activities  than  its  predecessor  had 
been. 

The  Red  Chinese  intervention  in  southeast  Asia,  except  perhaps  m 
Burma,  was  generally  indirect  and  through  intermediaries.  Elsew  here  m 
southern  and  eastern  Asia,  this  was  not  true.  But  in  all  areas,  from  i960 
onward,  it  was  evident  that  the  increase  in  Chinese  influence  was  not  so 
much  at  the  e.xpensc  of  the  United  States  as  it  was  at  the  expense  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  In  North  A’ietnam  and  Burma,  the  Chinese  influence  was 
direct  before  i960,  but  after  that  date  it  grew  stronger  in  I.aos,  South 
X'ietnam,  and  Siam,  while  Cambodia  vainly  sought  to  obtain  a  guarantee 
of  its  neutrality  from  all  concerned.  In  North  Korea  the  change  waS 
dramatic,  since  the  dominant  Soviet  influence  there  w  as  replaced  b)'  opef' 
Chinese  influence  in  1961.  A  similar  procc.ss  could  be  observed  in  south¬ 
ern  Asia,  especially  in  Pakistan,  and  even  in  India. 

The  Chinese  invasion  and  crushing  of  Tibet  in  March  1959  fcwalc  ^ 
that  they  had  con.structed  a  military  road  from  Sinkiang  to  Lhasa.  1  h*^ 
Dalai  Lama,  in  exile  in  India,  accused  the  Chinese  of  genocide,  and 
seemed  clear  that  a  third  of  a  million  Chine.se  had  moved  into  southern 
Tibet  after  resistance  was  crushed.  Many  Tibetans  were  compelled  to 
work  on  a  1.500-milc  railroad  from  China  to  Lhasa  and  on  a  road  systcin 
toward  the  borders  of  India,  Nepal,  Sikkim,  and  Bhutan.  '1  Uousands  o 
Tibetan  refugees  crowded  into  these  countries,  while  others  were  nia 
chinc-iiuuned  b\-  the  Chinese  as  they  fled.  Many  Buddhist  shrines  an 
lamasaries  w  ere  destrox  ed. 
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Ry  October  1962,  Chinesc-lndian  border  incidents,  on  territory  claimed 
by  both,  erupted  into  open  war.  The  consequences  were  startling:  Indian 
forces  collapsed  almost  at  once  and  w'ere  revealed  to  be  almost  wholly 
lacking  in  supplies,  training,  and  fighting  spirit.  As  the  responsible  of¬ 
ficial  concerned,  the  minister  of  defense  and  vice-premier,  Krishna 
Menon,  a  close  adviser  of  Nehru,  an  open  sympathizer  \\  ith  the  Soviet 
Onion,  and  a  skilled  and  sardonic  baiter  of  the  \\’cst,  was  removed  from 
power.  India’s  appeal  for  aid  w’as  answered  b^-^  the  United  States  with  five 
niillion  dollars’  worth  of  weapons  by  November  loth,  but  the  Soviet 
Union  found  itself  in  the  cruel  dilemma  of  either  abandoning  its  long 
efforts  to  win  over  India  or  contributing  to  a  war  on  its  nominal  ally, 
China.  It  abandoned  the  former  by  suspending  arms  shipments  already 
committed.  .Most  ominous  of  all,  by  the  end  of  November  1962,  the 
Indian  military  collapse  was  so  complete  that  it  became  clear  that  China 
Could  achieve  in  three  months  what  Japan  had  sought  to  achieve  without 
success,  throughout  \\’orld  W’ar  11:  a  breakthrough  with  ground  forces 
onto  the  Indian  plain. 

Such  a  breakthrough  was,  apparently,  not  China’s  aim.  Its  chief  con¬ 
cern  seems  to  have  been  to  secure  control  of  the  Aksai  Chin  area,  where 
the  territories  of  China,  India,  and  the  Soviet  Union  converge.  Chinese 
domination  of  this  inaccessible  area  and  improvements  of  Chinese  com- 
niunicatiuns  there  is  a  threat  to  the  Soviet  Union  rather  than  to  India, 
"hicli  has  generally  ignored  the  area.  The  Chinese  desire  to  hold  the 
tegion  may  be  part  of  a  scheme  to  relieve  Soviet  pressure  on  the  Chinese 
borders  farther  east,  near  Mongolia. 

In  any  case,  the  Chinese  resort  to  war  on  India  must  have  been  a  con¬ 
sequence  of  very  comple.x  motivations,  and  surely  gave  rise  to  com¬ 
plicated  consequences.  It  was  aimed  at  the  Soviet  Union  and  at  the  United 
States  rather  than  at  India,  but  did  serv’e  to  discredit  all  concerned,  to 
demonstrate  the  power  and  vigor  of  the  new  China,  and  to  cut  down 
drastically  the  Indian  way  (as  contrasted  with  the  Chinese  way)  as  a 
model  for  other  underdeveloped  Asiatic  nations. 

One  notable  consequence  of  the  Chinese  attack  on  India  was  that  it 
served  to  pull  Pakistan  further  out  of  the  Western  camp  toward  the 
Uoinniunist  side  of  neutralism.  Pakistan  as  a  member  both  of  CENTRO 
^'id  SEATO  had  a  vital  position  in  John  Foster  Dulles’s  line  of  paper 
harriers  surrounding  the  Soviet  heartland,  but  in  Pakistani  eyes  the  con¬ 
troversy  with  India  over  Kashmir  was  of  more  immediate  and  more 
mtense  appeal.  The  Chinese  humiliation  of  India  was  received  with  ill- 
t^oncealed  pleasure  in  Pakistan,  although  the  Chinese  were  also  intruding 
some  areas  claimed  by  Pakistan.  These  disputes  were  settled  by  a 
Uontier  treaty  with  China  in  May  1962,  and  the  Muslim  state  showed 
mcreased  confidence  that  its  claims  against  India  over  Kashmir  would 
t^htain  Chinese  support. 
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During  all  these  events  the  divisions  between  the  Soviet  Union  and 
Red  China  became  increasingly  public  and  increasingly  bitter.  As  usual 
in  Communist  controversies,  they  were  enveloped  in  complicated  ideolog¬ 
ical  disputes.  By  1962  the  Chinese  had  reached  the  point  where  they 
W'ere  accusing  Khrushchev  of  betraying  the  revolution  and  the  whole 
Communist  movement  from  a  combination  of  increasingly  bourgeois 
obsession  with  Russian  standards  of  living  and  a  cowardly  fear  of  Amer¬ 
ican  missile  power.  Thus  they  accused  the  Soviet  Union  of  betraying 
international  Communism  in  accepting  “polycentrism”  (especially  in 
Yugoslavia)  and  of  weakness  in  accepting  “peaceful  co-existence”  (as 
in  the  Cuban  missile  crisis).  Khrushchev  alternated  between  striking  back 
at  the  Chinese  criticism  and  seeking  to  stifle  them  in  order  to  avoid  a 
complete  ideological  split  of  the  world  Communist  movement.  The  Chi¬ 
nese  were  adamant,  and  continued  to  work  toward  such  a  split,  seeking 
to  win  over  to  their  side  the  Communist  movement  and  Communist  par¬ 
ties  throughout  the  world,  especially  in  the  more  backward  countries 
where  the  Chinese  experience  often  seemed  more  relevant.  By  1964  the 
split  within  the  Communist  movement  seemed  unbridgeable. 


The  Eclipse  of  Colonialism 

One  of  the  most  profound  and  most  rapid  changes  of  the  postwar 
period  has  been  the  disintegration  of  the  prewar  colonial  empires,  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  Dutch  in  the  Netherlands  Indies  and  ending  with  the 
Portuguese  in  Africa  and  elsewhere.  We  have  no  need  to  go  into  anV 
detailed  narration  of  the  events  that  accompanied  this  process  in  specific 
areas,  but  the  movement  as  a  whole  is  of  such  great  importance  that  it 
must  be  analyzed. 

When  World  War  II  began  in  1939,  a  quarter  of  the  human  race,  six 
hundred  million  people,  mostly  with  nonwhite  skins,  were  colonial  sub¬ 
jects  of  European  states.  Almost  all  of  these,  with  the  exception  of  those 
under  Portuguese  rule,  won  independence  in  the  twenty  years  following 
the  Japanese  surrender  in  1945. 

Except  in  a  few  areas,  such  as  the  Dutch  Indies,  French  Indochina, 
and  British  .Malaya,  which  had  been  under  Japanese  occupation  during 
the  war,  the  anticolonial  movement  v,as  not  significant  until  a  decade  or 
more  after  the  war’s  end.  In  many  places,  especially  in  Africa,  tlie  move¬ 
ment  toward  independence  was  of  little  importance  until  Never¬ 

theless,  the  war  may  be  regarded  as  the  trigger  for  the  whole  process, 
since  the  early  defeats  suffered  by  the  Netherlands,  France,  and  Britain, 
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especially  when  they  w  ere  inflicted  by  an  Asiatic  people,  the  Japanese, 
gave  a  deadly  blow  to  the  prestige  of  European  rulers.  The  war  also 
mobilized  many  natives  into  military  activities,  during  which  they  learned 
to  use  arms  and  were  often  moved  to  unfamiliar  areas  where  they  dis¬ 
covered  that  the  subordination  of  natives  to  Europeans,  and  especially  the 
subjection  of  dark-skinned  peoples  to  w'hites,  was  not  an  immutable  law 
of  nature. 

These  events  also  show’ed  many  native  peoples  that  their  tribal  divi¬ 
sions  w'ere  but  local  and  parochial  concerns  and  that  they  could,  and 
must,  learn  to  cooperate  with  other  persons  of  different  tribes,  different 
languages,  and  even  different  religions,  to  face  common  problems  that 
could  be  overcome  only  by  cooperative  efforts.  In  many  cases,  the  great 
demand  and  high  prices  for  native  products  during  the  war  gave  native 
peoples,  for  the  first  time,  a  realization  that  the  contrast  of  European 
affluence  and  native  poverty  was  not  an  eternal  and  unchangeable  di¬ 
chotomy.  Accordingly,  such  peoples  were  unwilling  to  accept  the  de¬ 
creasing  demand,  falling  prices,  and  declining  standards  of  living  of  the 
postwar  period,  and  determined  to  take  political  action  to  obtain  inde¬ 
pendent  control  of  their  owm  economic  situations.  Moreover,  just  at 
that  time,  the  Communist  argument  that  colonial  impoverishment  and 
European  affluence  arose  from  the  e.vploitation  of  colonial  peoples  by 
’mperialist  Powers  began  to  spread  in  Asia  and  Africa,  brought  back  from 
imperial  cities  like  London  and  Paris  where  small  groups  of  natives,  in 
search  of  education,  had  come  in  contact  w'ith  Communist  propagandists. 

E.xcept  for  this  last  point,  these  factors  w'ere  closely  associated  with 
the  w  ar  and  its  outcome.  But  there  wxre  other  influences  of  a  much 
longer  duration.  The  acquisition  of  European  languages  that  permitted 
native  peoples  to  surmount  the  linguistic  isolation  of  their  tribal  differ¬ 
ences  had  begun  in  the  nineteenth  century,  but  by  the  1950’s  had  become 
3  more  widespread  phenomenon,  especially  among  those  natives  who 
'''ere  most  unwilling  to  fall  back  into  tribal  apathy  and  an  inferior  status. 
Many  natives,  in  one  way  or  another,  had  acquired  a  smattering  or  more 
of  European  education,  and  with  this,  even  when  it  entailed  a  respect 
imd  affection  for  European  culture,  they  had  picked  up  much  of  the 
basic  libertarian  outlook  endemic  in  European  politics.  In  fact,  in  British 
Colonial  areas,  educated  natives  had  been  systematically  inculcated  wdth 
English  theories  of  political  resistance  and  self-rule  which  w'ent  back  to 
^lagna  Carta  and  the  Glorious  Revolution.  Thus  the  myths  of  English 
history  became  part  of  the  solvent  of  the  British  imperial  structure. 

Another  factor,  w'hich  had  been  going  on  for  a  considerable  time  in 
'956,  was  the  process  of  detribalization  associated  wdth  the  growth  of 
cities  and  the  development  of  commercial  and  craft  activities  that  brought 
many  diverse  subjects  of  colonialism  together  in  urban  districts  or  trade 
Unions  outside  the  stabilizing  nexus  of  their  previous  tribal  associations  or 
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of  their  peasant  communities.  Better  educated  and  more  energetic  indi¬ 
viduals  among  these  natives  took  advantage  of  this  situation  to  organize 
groups  and  parties  to  agitate  for  a  larger  share  in  the  political  control  of 
their  own  affairs  and  eventual  independence. 

In  spite  of  the  pressure  and  even  the  power  of  these  changes  in  the 
colonial  situation  on  the  side  of  the  subject  peoples,  there  were  at  least 
equally  significant,  and  largely  unrecognized,  ciiangcs  on  the  side  of  their 
imperial  rulers.  For  it  must  be  recognized  that  in  very  few  cases  did 
native  peoples  achieve  independence  as  a  consequence  of  a  successful 
revolt  by  force.  On  the  contrary,  in  case  after  case,  independence  svas 
granted,  after  a  relatively  moderate  agitation,  by  a  former  ruling  power 
which  showed  a  certain  relief  to  be  rid  of  its  colonial  burden.  This  in¬ 
dicates  a  profound  change  in  attitudes  toward  colonies  witliin  the  im' 
perialist  countries.  The  significance  of  this  change  can  hardly  be  denied; 
the  real  question  is  concerned  with  its  causes. 

Before  1940  the  possession  of  colonial  territories  was  of  little  direct 
concern  to  most  persons  in  the  imperial  homeland.  They  knew  that  their 
country  had  colonies  and  ruled  over  peoples  quite  different  from  them¬ 
selves,  and  this  was  regarded,  rather  generally,  as  probably  a  good  thing' 
a  source  of  pride  to  most  citizens  and  probably  of  some  material  advan¬ 
tage  to  the  country  as  a  whole.  The  costs  of  holding  colonial  areas  were 
not  generally  recognized  and  were  usually  felt  to  be  minor  and  incidental- 
But  in  the  postwar  period  these  costs  very  rapidly  became  major  and 
direct  charges,  quite  unacceptable  to  the  ordinary  citizen,  when  the  post¬ 
war  period  and  increased  anticolonial  agitations  required  heavy  ta.xation 
and  compulsory  military  service  to  regain  or  to  retain  such  colonial  areas- 
Once  this  was  recognized,  the  former  rather  vague  satisfaction  W'tli 
colonial  possessions  soon  disappeared,  and  there  was  a  rapidly  spreading 
conviction  that  colonies  were  not  worth  it.  The  burden  of  ta.\es  and 
military  service  in  remote  areas  w'as  regarded  as  part  of  the  w  ar,  to  be 
ended,  as  completely  as  possible,  with  the  war  itself,  not  to  be  continued 
indefinitely  into  the  postwar  period. 

Another  closely  related  change  occurred  in  economic  aspirations.  The 
citizens  of  the  European  colonial  Powers  had  survived  si.\  years  of  hard¬ 
ships  in  the  w'ar  itself  and,  in  most  cases,  a  decade  or  more  of  economic 
hardships  in  the  prewar  depression.  The  w'ar  demonstrated  tliat  such  eco¬ 
nomic  hardships  had  been  needless.  The  massive  economic  mobilization 
for  the  war  show^ed  clearly  that  there  could  be  an  equally  ma.ssive  post' 
war  mobilization  of  resources  for  prosperity.  The  ordinary  European 
w'as  determined  to  obtain  the  rising  standards  of  living  and  w  elfare  secur¬ 
ity  that  he  had  been  denied  in  the  depression  and  war,  and  he  had  no 
stomach  to  be  denied  these  any  longer  in  order  to  hold  in  subjection  na¬ 
tive  peoples  who  wanted  independence.  Thus  the  former  beneficiaries 
and  upholders  of  empire,  usually  restricted  to  an  upper-class  minority  or 
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specialized  interest  groups,  found  that  these  interests  no  longer  would  be 
supported  bv  the  majority  of  their  own  citizens. 

In  some  cases  independence  w'as  achieved  after  a  period  of  violence, 
rioting,  and  guerrilla  warfare,  although  in  no  case  did  these  actions,  how¬ 
ever  extensive,  become  a  matching  of  force  between  the  colonial  area 
and  the  imperial  Power.  In  no  case  could  these  powers  be  matched,  since 
the  latter  was  overwhelmingly  larger.  In  most  cases,  a  more  or  less  token 
display  of  force  bv  the  colonial  peoples  showed  that  they  could  be  sub¬ 
dued  only  by  an  expenditure  of  resources  and  inconveniences  which  the 
ruling  Power  decided  it  did  not  care  to  make.  The  existence  of  the  Soviet 
hloc  and  the  appearance  of  the  Cold  War,  with  its  almost  irresistible 
demands  for  expenditures  of  resources,  helped  to  tip  the  decision  toward 
independence.  Moreover,  the  opinion  of  the  United  States  was  favorable 
to  independence  for  subject  peoples  in  a  rather  doctrinaire  and  naive 
luiticolonialism,  rooted  in  the  .American  revolutionary  tradition,  without 
regard  for  the  very  great  benefits  the  native  peoples  had  obtained  from 
their  European  rulers. 

Resistance  to  the  decolonizing  process  was  strong  only  in  e.xceptional 
cases,  such  as  in  the  French  Army  and  in  the  Portuguese  ruling  groups. 
In  Portugal  the  despotic  character  of  the  regime  made  it  possible  for  the 
adherents  of  the  colonial  system  to  sustain  the  policy  of  resistance  to 
■ndcpendencc,  but  the  role  of  the  French  Armv,  especially  in  Indochina 
and  Algeria,  was  almost  unique. 

I  iiis  unique  quality  in  the  Algerian  crisis  rested  on  three  factors:  (i) 
Algeria,  w  hich  had  been  held  bv  France  since  1830,  was  constitutionally 
part  of  France,  and  its  problem  was  part  of  the  domestic  history  of  the 
nictropolitan  country,  since  30  of  the  626  members  of  the  French  As¬ 
sembly  represented  Algeria;  (2)  in  Algeria  there  was  a  large  group  of 
European  settlers  (about  12  percent  of  the  total  population)  who  could 
not  be  turned  over  to  an  independent  Arab  majority,  whom  they  had 
treated  as  inferiors  for  years;  and  (3)  the  French  Arm)-,  after  a  series 
of  defeats  from  1940  to  Indochina  in  1954,  resolved  not  to  be  defeated 
tn  Algeria  and  was  prepared  to  overthrow  by  civil  war  any  French 
cabinet  that  wished  to  grant  independence  to  that  area.  Bitterness  in 
Algeria  was  intensified  bv  many  other  issues,  including  drastic  religious, 
economic,  social,  and  intellectual  contrasts  between  the  European  set¬ 
tlers  and  the  Algerian  majority.  The  latter,  for  example,  as  a  result  of 
Erench  medical  skills,  had  one  of  the  world’s  major  population  explo¬ 
sions,  w  bile  the  settlers  owned  most  of  the  land  and  almost  all  the  local 
economic  activities. 

The  bitterness  of  the  Algerian  struggle  almost  exceeded  belief,  as  the 
extremists  on  each  side  adopted  intransigent  positions  and  sought  to  elim¬ 
inate  by  assassination  the  more  moderate  of  their  own  groups.  Both  sides 
I'csorted  to  strikes  and  riots  in  the  cities,  guerrilla  operations  and  farm 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


I  i8o 

burnings  in  rural  areas,  and  assassination  in  France  itself.  By  i960  indis¬ 
criminate  bombings  and  reprisals  against  innocent  peoples  were  alienating 
increasing  numbers  of  persons  from  the  extremes  toward  more  moderate 
positions  nearer  the  center,  although  the  extremists  as  they  decreased  in 
numbers  became  more  violent  in  action.  In  1958  the  crisis  brought  Gen¬ 
eral  de  Gaulle  back  to  office  in  France  from  retirement,  largely  because 
his  supreme  self-confidence  and  ambiguous  position  on  the  chief  issues 
of  controversy  gave  grounds  for  belief  that  he  could  find  some  solution 
to  the  crisis,  or  at  least  could  maintain  domestic  order.  This  change 
ended  the  Fourth  French  Republic  and  brought  into  existence  a  new 
regime,  the  Fifth  Republic,  whose  constitutional  provisions  were  custom 
made  to  De  Gaulle’s  type  of  despotic  ambiguity  (October  1958). 

It  took  almost  four  years  more  before  agreement  was  reached  between 
the  Algerian  rebels  and  the  De  Gaulle  regime  on  a  settlement  of  the 
Algerian  dispute  (March  18,  1962).  Even  then,  sporadic  violence  con¬ 
tinued  for  months.  The  final  cost  of  the  Algerian  crisis,  over  seven 
years,  has  been  estimated  at  250,000  lives  and  I20  billion. 

The  intensity  of  this  conflict  and  the  socialistic  policies  of  the  new 
Algerian  government  of  Muhammad  Ben  Bella  provided  an  unattractive 
future  to  the  previously  superior  European  settlers,  and  many  of  these 
left  the  country  to  seek  residence  elsewhere,  chiefly  in  France  although 
only  a  small  portion  of  them  were  of  French  origin.  The  erratic  insta¬ 
bility  and  demagogy  associated  with  so  many  newly  independent  states 
was  displayed  by  Ben  Bella  during  his  visit  to  the  Western  Hemisphere 
in  October  1962.  Although  he  came  to  seek  economic  concessions  and 
was  given  an  especially  warm  welcome  by  President  Kennedy,  a  few 
days  later  he  visited  Castro  in  Cuba  and  made  a  scathing  attack  on  United 
States  policy,  demanding  American  evacuation  of  the  Guantanamo  Bay 
Naval  Base.  The  following  month,  on  his  return  home,  Ben  Bella  na¬ 
tionalized  mines,  power,  foreign  trade,  and  much  of  the  lands  of  Euro¬ 
pean  settlers.  At  the  same  time,  the  Communist  Party  was  outlawed  and 
hundreds  of  “enemies”  of  the  regime  were  arrested. 

A  number  of  newly  independent  states  followed  what  we  might  call 
the  Nasser  pattern  of  postcolonial  policy.  This  involved  a  large  amount 
of  verbal  attack  on  the  United  States  and  the  European  ex-colonial  pow¬ 
ers,  a  rather  ambivalent  but  generally  favorable  attitude  toward  the 
Soviet  bloc,  and  a  less  public  effort  to  obtain  Western  aid  or  economic 
concessions  to  compensate  for  the  basic  inability  of  the  Soviet  bloc  to 
provide  such  aid.  With  this  double  policy,  there  frequently  went  a  rather 
aggressive  attitude  toward  neighbors  with  which  the  new  state  had  real 
or  fancied  grievances,  which  were  played  up  at  critical  moments  as  a 
cover  for  the  inability  of  the  new  regimes  to  cope  with  the  postlibera¬ 
tion  economic  and  social  problems  of  their  own  peoples.  In  many  cases, 
such  as  Sukarno  of  Indonesia,  Nasser,  Kwame  Nkrumah  of  Ghana,  and 
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Castro,  these  leaders  sought  to  exercise  the  qualities  of  personal  popu¬ 
larity  and  superhuman  personification  of  popular  aspirations  that  we  call 
“charismatic  leadership.” 

None  of  these  policies  or  attitudes  was  much  help  in  coping  with  the 
very  real  problems  that  have  faced  the  newly  independent  nations  with 
growing  urgency.  The  enthusiasm  that  greeted  independence  and  the 
acceptance  by  the  world  of  that  status  through  admission  to  the  United 
Nations  was  followed,  in  most  cases,  by  a  postindependence  reaction  as 
the  scope  and  almost  insoluble  nature  of  each  country’s  problems  had  to 
be  recognized. 

The  nature  of  these  problems  must  be  evident  from  what  has  already 
been  said.  At  a  minimum  they  could  be  divided  into  three  or  four  group¬ 
ings  concerned  with  the  patterns  of  power,  of  wealth,  of  social  rela¬ 
tionships,  and  of  outlook. 

In  the  European  tradition,  power  has  tended  to  rest  on  some  kind 
of  synthesis  of  military  (force),  economic  (material  rewards),  and  ideo¬ 
logical  elements  and  on  some  kind  of  political  structure  (such  as  the 
parliamentary  system)  in  which  the  opposition  was  incorporated  into 
the  constitutional  system.  In  most  colonial  or  backward  areas,  power 
has  tended  to  rest  on  other  aspects  of  the  total  social  structure,  notably 
on  religion  or  on  social  pressures  derived  from  kinship  and  tribal  group¬ 
ings  or  from  stable  social  patterns  in  villages  or  residential  patterns. 
There  has  been  a  tendency  toward  conformity  and  even  uniformity; 
opposition  groups  and  diversity  have  tended  to  be  encapsulated  into 
exogamous  social  groupings  like  the  castes  of  India. 

In  these  traditional  societies,  except  where  the  English  tradition  was 
successfully  established,  there  has  been  a  reluctance  to  accept  majority 
rule  or  the  organized  oppositional  structure  of  the  parliamentary  system 
because  of  the  native  desire  for  a  unified  social  context.  Instead  of  deci¬ 
sion  by  majority  rule,  which  was  often  unacceptable  to  native  peoples 
because  it  seemed  to  force  an  alienated  situation  on  the  minority,  native 
peoples  in  many  areas  preferred  to  reach  decisions  by  what  could  be 
called  “reaching  a  consensus.”  This  method,  exemplified  in  the  American 
Indian  “powwow”  or  in  American  business  conferences,  achieved  agree¬ 
ment  and  decision,  usually  unanimously,  by  comment  from  each  person 
present  in  sequence  until  consensus  was  reached.  The  difficulty  of  using 
this  method  in  the  large  assemblies  of  newly  independent  governments 
often  led  to  other  mechanisms  for  achieving  unanimity,  such  as  a  con¬ 
stitutional  provision  that  any  political  party  that  captured  a  majority 
of  the  vote  should  have  all  the  seats.  To  the  Western  European  such  a 
rule  seems  to  be  a  scandalous  refusal  to  listen  to  minority  opinion;  to  na¬ 
tives  it  often  seems  a  most  necessary  mechanism  for  preserving  solidarity. 
Really  it  is  a  mechanism  for  keeping  diverse  opinions  behind  the  scene, 
out  of  public  view,  and  force  the  reconciliation  of  differences  to  take 


1102  TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 

place  in  some  concealed  area  of  backstage  intrigue  and  discussion  rather 
than  out  in  the  public  arena  of  the  national  asscmbiv.  The  latter  body 
becomes  a  mechanism  for  publicly  demonstrating  national  solidarity  or 
for  proclaiming  public  policy,  rather  than  an  area  of  conflict  as  it  liad 
become  in  the  w  estern  European  parliamcntarv  svstem. 

This  tendency  to  seek  a  public  display  of  uniformity  and  national 
solidarity  through  political  and  constitutional  processes  was  evident  in 
Hitler’s  Third  Reich,  as  it  has  been  in  other  recent  European  authoritar¬ 
ian  states,  including  the  Soviet  Union,  and  has  also  appeared  in  the  more 
traditionally  free  governments  of  w'cstern  Europe  and  the  United  States. 

The  European  tradition  to  seek  a  settlement  of  disputes  or  diflFcreiices 
by  force  or  in  battle  w-as  evident  in  the  feudal  tradition,  in  the  electoral 
and  parliamentary  systems,  in  the  contentious  (rather  than  investigatory) 
nature  of  English  legal  procedure,  and  in  the  European,  and  especially 
English,  obsession  with  sports  and  athletic  contests.  It  is  part  of  the  w  ar- 
like  tradition  of  Europe  that  gave  it  the  weapons  development  and  po¬ 
litical  power  to  dominate  the  world. 

Such  an  emphasis  on  force  as  a  prime  factor  in  human  life  is  rarer  iu 
colonial  areas,  especially  in  those  where  peasant  traditions  are  strong  and 
pastoral  traditions  are  weak  (such  as  India,  southeast  Asia,  China,  and 
much  of  Negro  Africa).  In  these  areas  force  often  appeared  in  a  ritual 
or  st  mbolic  w  ay,  so  that  the  outcome  of  a  battle  was  settled  by  the  in¬ 
fliction  of  a  single  casualty,  which  was  taken  to  indicate  a  religious  or 
magical  settlement  of  the  dispute,  making  further  conflict  unnecessary- 

This  reluctance  to  the  use  of  force  in  social  life  in  many  colonial  areas 
has  raised  the  problem  of  how  the  areas  claimed  by  these  new  nations 
can  be  defended,  either  against  their  more  aggressive  neighbors  or  against 
more  militant  tribes  or  groups  within  their  ow'ii  population.  In  many 
areas,  notably  in  Africa,  the  c.xisting  boundaries  of  the  new  nations  hat  a 
no  relationship  to  anv  power  structure  or  to  any  existing  factual  real¬ 
ities  at  all.  -As  colonies  these  areas’  boundaries  reflected,  to  some  extent, 
the  pow  er  relationships  of  their  imperial  countries  in  Europe,  but  no"' 
that  independence  has  been  achieved,  the  boundaries  reflect  nothing.  I” 
many  cases  the  existing  boundary,  drawn  as  a  straight  line  on  the  niap, 
cuts  through  the  center  of  tribal  areas,  the  only  existing  local  politifa 
reality. 

The  lack  of  a  military  tradition  in  many  e.x-colonial  areas  makes  de¬ 
fense  a  difficult  problem,  as  was  shown  in  the  Indian  defensive  weakness 
during  the  Red  Chinese  attack  of  1962.  In  many  areas,  natives  arc  eage^ 
to  become  soldiers,  because  of  the  salaries  and  benefits  associated  " 
the  role,  but  they  do  not  regard  fighting  as  part  of  that  role.  In  iiKinv 
cases,  they  become  pressure  groups  seeking  additional  benefits  and  m-') 
become  a  considerable  burden  on  the  new'  nation’s  budget  and  a  tlue-i 
to  the  stability  of  the  state  itself  while  providing  little  or  no  proteftio'’ 
to  the  state  against  possible  outside  enemie.s. 
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T!ie  economic  problems  of  the  new  nations  are  already  clear.  In  most 
cases  tliec  center  upon  the  imbalance  between  a  rapidly  growing  popu¬ 
lation  and  a  limited  food  supply,  ^\•ith  the  accessory  problem  of  linding 
employment  for  such  additional  population  in  their  underdeveloped 
economic  status.  Technical  knowledge  is  limited,  and  large-scale  illiteracy 
hampers  the  spread  of  such  know  ledge,  if  it  e.xists.  But  in  most  cases  it 
does  not  c.xist,  for  it  must  be  emphasized  that  the  teciinical  knowledge 
built  up  in  Europe  and  America  under  quite  different  geographic  and 
social  conditions  is  often  not  applicable  to  colonial  areas.  This  w  as  made 
brutally  clear  in  the  so-called  “ground-nut  scheme”  in  British  East  Africa 
>u  the  earh  postwar  period,  which  sought  to  grow'  peanuts  over  a  vast 
acreage,  using  .American  methods  of  tractor  cultivation;  it  led  to  dis¬ 
astrous  results,  with  monetary  losses  of  man\'  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars.  Am-  technology  must  fit  into  the  natural  and  social  ecology  of 
the  situation.  The  conditions  of  most  e.v-colonial  areas  are  so  different 
from  those  of  western  Europe  and  North  America  that  our  methods 
should  be  applied  only  with  the  greatest  caution.  American  methods  in 
particular  are  usually  based  on  scarce  and  high-cost  labor  combined  xvith 
plentiful  and  cheap  material  costs  to  provide  labor-saving  but  material- 
"'asteful  methods  of  production  requiring  large  savings  and  heavy  in¬ 
vestment  of  capital.  Almost  all  e.\-coloniaI  areas  have  an  oversupply  of 
‘-'heap  and  unskilled  labor  with  limited  material  and  land  resources  and 
3re  in  no  position  to  raise  or  utilize  heavy  capital  investments.  As  a  con¬ 
sequence,  quite  different  technological  organizations  must  be  devised  for 
these  areas. 

The  social  consequences  of  decolonization  are,  in  some  w'ays,  similar 

those  that  ha\e  appeared  recenth-  in  the  poorer  areas  of  'Western 
cities.  'Ellis  has  been  called  “anomie”  (the  shattering  of  stable  social  re¬ 
lationships),  and  arises  from  rapid  social  change  rather  than  from  de¬ 
colonization.  It  gives  rise  to  isolation  of  individuals,  destruction  of  es¬ 
tablished  social  values  and  of  stability,  personal  irresponsibility,  shattered 
family  relationships,  irresponsible  sexual  and  parental  relationships,  crime, 
lovenile  delinquency,  a  greatly  increased  incidence  of  all  social  diseases 
(hicluding  alcoholism,  use  of  narcotics,  and  neuroses),  and  personal  iso¬ 
lation,  loneliness,  and  susceptibility  to  mass  hysterias.  The  crowding  of 
large  numbers  of  recently  detribalized  individuals  into  rapidly  growing 
Afri  can  cities  has  shown  these  consequences,  as,  indeed,  they  have  been 
shown  in  many  American  cities,  such  as  New  York  or  Chicago,  where 
tecently  deriiralized  peoples  are  exposed  to  somewhat  similar  conditions 
ff  anomic. 

Some  of  the  more  intractable  difficulties  of  newly  decolonized  areas  are 
psychological,  e.speciallv  as  these  difficulties  are  hard  to  identify  and  often 
provide  almo.st  insuperable  obstacles  to  development  programs,  especially 
'^0  those  directed  along  ■\\Tstern  lines.  It  is,  for  example,  not  usually  rec¬ 
ognized  that  the  whole  economic  e.xpansion  of  Western  society  rests 
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upon  a  number  of  psychological  attitudes  that  are  prerequisites  to  the 
system  as  we  have  it  but  are  not  often  stated  explicitly.  Two  of  these 
may  be  identified  as  (i)  future  preference  and  (2)  infinitely  expandable 
material  demand.  In  a  sense  these  are  contradictory,  since  the  former 
implies  that  Western  economic  man  will  make  almost  any  sacrifice  in 
the  present  for  the  sake  of  some  hypothetical  benefit  in  the  future,  while 
the  latter  implies  almost  insatiable  material  demand  in  the  present.  None¬ 
theless,  both  are  essential  features  of  the  overwhelming  Western  eco¬ 
nomic  system. 

Future  preference  came  out  of  the  Christian  outlook  of  the  West  and 
especially  from  the  Puritan  tradition,  which  was  prepared  to  accept  al¬ 
most  any  kind  of  sacrifice  and  self-discipline  in  the  temporal  world  for 
the  sake  of  future  eternal  salvation.  The  process  of  secularization  of 
Western  society  since  the  seventeenth  century  sliifted  that  future  benefit 
from  eternity  to  this  temporal  world  but  did  not  otherwise  disturb  the 
pattern  of  future  preference  and  self-discipline.  In  fact,  these  became  the 
chief  psychological  attributes  of  the  middle  class  that  made  the  Indus¬ 
trial  Revolution  and  the  great  economic  expansion  of  the  \Vest.  They 
made  people  willing  to  undergo  long  periods  of  sacrifice  for  personal 
training  and  to  restrict  their  enjoyment  of  income  for  the  sake  of  higher 
training  and  for  capital  accumulation.  This  made  it  possible  to  develop 
advanced  technologv  with  massive  shifting  of  economic  resources  frofl 
consumption  to  forming  capital  equipment.  On  this  basis  Quakers,  Puri¬ 
tans,  and  Jews  built  the  early  railroad  systems,  and  English  Non-Con¬ 
formists  combined  with  Scottish  Presbyterians  to  build  the  early  iron 
industry  and  steam-engine  factories.  Other  advances  were  based  on 
these. 

The  mass  production  of  this  new  industrial  system  was  able  to  con¬ 
tinue  and  to  accelerate  to  the  fantastic  rate  of  the  twentieth  century  be¬ 
cause  Western  man  placed  no  limits  on  his  ambition  to  create  a  secular¬ 
ized  earthly  paradise.  Today  the  average  middle-class  family  of  suburbia 
has  a  schedule  of  future  material  demands  which  is  limitless:  a  second 
car  is  essential,  often  followed  by  a  third;  an  elaborate  reconstruction  of 
the  basement  provides  a  recreation  room,  which  must  be  followed  m 
short  order  by  an  elaborate  patio  with  outdoor  cooking  equipment  and 
a  swimming  pool;  almost  immediately  comes  the  need  for  an  outboard 
motorboat  and  trailer  to  carry  it,  followed  by  the  need  for  a  summer 
residence  by  the  water  and  a  larger  boat.  And  so  it  goes,  in  an  cndles® 
expansion  of  insatiable  demands  spurred  on  by  skilled  advertising,  tb® 
whole  keeping  the  wheels  of  industry  turning,  and  the  purchasing  poW‘^r 
of  the  community  racing  around  in  an  accelerating  cycle. 

\\'ithout  these  two  psychological  assumptions,  the  Western  economy 
would  break  down  or  would  never  have  started.  At  present,  future  pr^^' 
erence  may  be  breaking  down,  and  infinitely-  expanding  material  demand 
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may  soon  follow'  it  in  the  weakening  process.  If  so,  the  American  econ¬ 
omy  will  collapse,  unless  it  finds  new'  psychological  foundations. 

The  connection  of  all  this  with  e.v-colonial  areas  lies  in  the  fact  that 
w  ithout  these  two  attitudes  it  will  be  very  difficult  for  underdeveloped 
nations  to  follow'  along  the  Western  path  of  development.  This  does  not 
niean  that  no  “achieving”  society  can  be  constructed  without  these  two 
attitudes.  Not  at  all.  .Many  different  attitudes,  in  proper  arrangement, 
might  be  made  the  basis  for  an  “achieving”  society,  but  it  W’ould  prob¬ 
ably  not  be  along  the  WTstern  lines  of  individual  initiative  and  private 
enterprise.  Religious  feeling  or  national  pride  or  many  other  attitudes 
could  become  the  basis  for  achievement  and  economic  expansion,  as  they 
were  in  ancient  Mesopotamia  and  Egv'pt  or  in  medieval  Europe,  but 
such  other  bases  for  achievement  w'ould  be  unlikely  to  provide  a  system 
using  private  savings  as  its  method  of  capital  accumulation  or  personal 
ambition  as  its  motivation  for  acquisition  of  highly  developed  technolog¬ 
ical  training  and  skills,  as  in  our  economy. 

The  ordinary  African  is  very  remote  from  either  future  preference 
or  infinitely  e.xpandable  material  demands.  He  generally  has  preference 
for  the  present,  and  his  demands  are  often  nonmaterial  and  even  non¬ 
economic,  such  as  his  desire  for  leisure  or  for  social  approval.  The  Afri¬ 
can  has  a  fair  recognition  of  the  immediate  past,  a  dominant  concern  for 
the  present,  and  little  concern  for  the  future.  Accordingly,  his  concep¬ 
tion  of  time  is  totally  different  from  that  of  the  average  Western  man. 
The  latter  sees  the  present  only  as  a  moving  point  of  no  dimension  that 
separates  the  past  from  the  future.  The  African  sees  time  as  a  wide 
gamut  of  the  present  with  a  moderate  dimensioned  past  and  almost  no 
future.  This  outlook  is  reflected  in  the  structure  of  the  Bantu  languages, 
which  do  not  emphasize  the  tense  distinctions  of  past,  present,  and  future, 
as  we  do,  but  instead  emphasize  categories  of  condition,  including  a 
basic  distinction  in  the  verb  betw'een  completed  and  incompleted  actions 
’^hat  places  the  present  and  the  future  (both  concerned  with  unfinished 
actions)  in  the  same  category.  We  do  this  occasionally  in  English  when 
W'e  use  the  present  tense  in  a  future  sense  by  saying,  “He  is  coming 
tomorrow,”  but  this  rare  use  of  the  present  to  indicate  the  future  does 
uot  blur  our  conception  of  the  future  the  svay  constant  use  of  such  a  con¬ 
struction  does  in  Bantu. 

In  addition  to  his  present  preference,  the  Bantu  has  a  list  of  priorities, 
'n  his  conception  of  a  higher  standard  of  living,  which  contains  many 
■Uneconomic  goals.  A  fairly  typical  list  of  such  priorities  might  run  thus; 
food,  sex  dalliance,  joking  with  one’s  friends,  a  bicycle,  music  and  danc- 
t’lg,  a  radio,  leisure  to  go  fishing.  Any  list  such  as  this,  with  its  high 
prioritv  for  noneconomic  and  basically  leisure  activities,  does  not  pro¬ 
vide  the  constantlv  expanding  material  demands  that  are  the  motivating 
force  in  the  W’est’s  economic  expansion.  Nor  is  the  African’s  strongly 
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socialized  personality,  which  shares  all  its  successes  and  wants  with 
others  and  constantly  yearns  for  the  social  approval  obtained  bv  sharing 
income  with  kinfolk  and  friends,  capable  of  supporting  anv  economy 
private  selfishness  and  individual  capital  accumulation  that  became  the 
basis  for  the  industrial  expansion  of  the  West. 

These  remarks  about  the  differences  in  African  outlooks  and  our  own 
could  be  applied  also  to  differences  in  tlie  material  bases  for  economic 
expansion,  as  we  have  already  indicated.  It  is  perfectly  true  that  tlic  ob¬ 
stacles  we  have  mentioned  do  not  apply  to  all  Africans  or  to  all  parts 
of  Africa,  but  in  general  it  can  be  said  that  most  Western  methods  and 
organizations  do  not  fit  the  non-Western  context  of  the  newly  inde¬ 
pendent  countries  and  that  these  differ  so  greatly  from  one  another,  ot 
even  in  some  cases  (such  as  India)  within  a  single  nation,  that  the  direct 
application  of  Western  methods  to  these  new  areas  is  inadvisable.  Such 
Western  methods  might  work  if  native  peoples  could  acquire  some  of 
the  more  basic  attitudes  that  have  been  the  foundation  of  Western 


progress.  For  example,  the  victory  of  tlie  W'est  in  World  War  II  Y'as 
attributed  to  our  capacity'  for  rationalization  and  for  scientific  method- 
These  in  turn  rest  on  the  most  basic  features  of  the  W'estern  outlook  and 
traditions,  on  the  way  in  which  our  cognitive  system  categorizes  the 
world,  and  the  value  system  w'e  apply  to  this  structure  of  categories- 
But  our  cognitive  sy'stem  is  derived  from  our  past  heritage,  such  as  our 
Hebrew  ethical  system,  the  Christian  heritage  (which  strangely  enough 
made  us  accept  the  reality  and  the  value  of  the  temporal  world  at  the 
same  time  that  it  placed  our  final  goal,  achievable  through  behavior  m 
the  world  of  the  flesh,  in  the  eternal  world  of  the  spirit),  and  the  lessons 
of  Greek  rationalism  with  its  insistence  on  dealing  with  the  world  in  * 
quite  artificial  svstem  of  two-valued  logic  based  on  the  prineiple  ^ 
identity  and  the  law  of  contradiction.  Non- Western  peoples  who  do  not 
find  in  their  own  system  of  cognition  any  acceptance  of  the  rules  o 
identity  or  of  contradiction  do  not  sec  reality  in  terms  of  two-\'aluet 


logic,  and  must  make  an  almost  impossible  effort  to  adopt  the  \\'est  ® 
natural  tendency  to  rationalize  problems.  On  this  basis,  they  find  it  du- 
ficult  either  to  rationalize  their  own  emotional  positions  and  thus  to 
control  or  direct  them,  or  to  rationalize  (which  is  to  isolate  and  anal)’'^^:) 


their  problems  and  thus  to  seek  solutions  for  them.  Africans,  for  exan'p'^’ 
unless  they  have  been  thoroughly  Westernized,  do  not  make  the  sharp 


distinctions  we  do  between  the  living  and  the  dead,  between  animate  an 
nonanimate  objects,  between  deity  and  man,  and  many  other  distinctions 
which  our  long  submission  to  Greek  logic  have  made  almost  inevitao 


In  view  of  the  similarity  of  the  problem  faced  by  the  newly  ind^ 
pendent  nations,  it  may  seem  curious  that  they  have  not  shown  a  gre-itcr 
tendency  to  cooperate  with  each  other  or  to  attempt  to  form  some  km 
of  common  front  toward  the  w’orld.  The  chief  effort  to  do  this  has  been 
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in  the  form  of  a  number  of  meetings  of  so-called  “uncommitted  na¬ 
tions”  of  w  hich  the  chief  was  held  at  Bandung,  Indonesia,  in  1955,  and 
a  number  of  efforts  to  move  toward  some  kind  of  Pan-African  system. 
On  the  whole,  however,  this  effort  toward  cooperation  has  been  blocked 
by  three  influences:  (i)  the  sensitivity  of  newly  independent  nations  to 
preserve  this  independence  intact  as  long  as  possible,  even  to  the  degree 
tliat  parcicularist  local  interests  and  rivalries  are  dominant  over  common 
intc-restsi  (2)  the  fact  tliat  all  these  nations  need  economic  aid  and  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  from  the  advanced  countries,  and  are,  on  the  whole,  in 
competition  w  ith  each  other  to  get  it;  and  (3)  the  tendency  of  many  of 
the  newly  independent  areas  (such  as  Indonesia  or  Egypt)  to  adopt  pro- 
Boviet  attitudes  in  the  Cold  War  leading  to  efforts  by  the  Soviet  Union 
to  infringe  upon  tlieir  basically  neutralist  policies  to  persuade  them  to 
make  a  commitment  to  the  Communist  side  in  tiie  Cold  War. 

In  many  ways  the  problems  of  independence  have  a  distinctly  dif¬ 
ferent  character  in  Africa  from  Asia.  In  Asia,  as  is  traditional  along  tlie 
Pakistani-Peruvian  axis,  the  structure  of  societies  has  been  one  in  w  hicii 

coalition  of  army,  bureaucracy,  landlords,  and  moneylenders  liave  e.x- 
ploited  a  great  mass  of  peasants  bv  extortion  of  ta.xes,  rents,  low'  w'ages, 
^nd  high  interest  rates  in  a  system  of  such  persistence  that  its  basic 
J>tructure  goes  back  to  tlie  Bronze  Age  empires  before  1000  is.c. 

In  Africa  the  situation  has  been  quite  different,  and  has  generally  been 
m  constant  flux.  Tliis  results  from  a  number  of  influences,  of  which  one 

that  .Africa  has  been  underpopulated  and  has  not  developed  the  kind 
'>f  land  monopolization  that  supported  Asiatic  despotism.  The  dominant 
social  units  of  African  societv  have  been  kinship  groups;  e.xtended  fam¬ 
ilies,  lineages,  clans,  and  tribes  with  landownership  (generallv  of  little 
importance)  vested  in  tliese  and  often  w  ith  a  fairly  wide  division  between 
ownership  and  rights  of  usufruct.  .Moreover,  land  use  in  Africa  has  gen¬ 
erally  l)cen  a  fallow’  system,  often  of  the  “slash-and-burn”  tvpe,  in  which 
land  is  cropped  for  a  few  x’ears  and  then  abandoned  for  an  e.xtended  pc- 
I'lod  to  recover  its  fertility.  Thus  agriculture  has  been  on  a  shifting  ba.sis, 
und  peasant  life  in  Africa  has  been  almost  as  mobile  as  pa.storal  activities 
■ite,  wirlunir  the  permanent  localism  that  is  associated  with  rural  villages 
m  Eurasia.  .Moreover,  in  Africa  tillage  of  the  soil,  usually  by  digging 
stick  rather  than  by  plow,  has  tended  to  be  carried  on  by  women,  usuallv 
"'ives,  and  the  relationship  of  the  agricultural  worker  to  any  exploiter 
bus  been  a  matrimonial  or  familv  relation.ship  rather  than  a  relationship 
that  was  basicallv  economic,  as  in  Eurasia’s  serfdom,  hired  laborer,  t)r 
plantation  .slavcrv. 

All  the.se  features  of  the  basic  relationships  between  men  and  the  land 
"a  Africa  have  restricted  the  grow  th  of  the  kind  of  agrarian  superstruc¬ 
ture  associated  w'ith  .Asiatic  de.spoti.sms,  and  left  instead  a  veiw  amorphous 
and  fluctuating  s\  stem  in  w  hich  no  complex  exploitative  sx  stem  could  be 
screwed  down  on  the  ma.sses  of  the  people  because  these  people  w  ere  too 
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free  to  move  elsewhere.  As  a  result  of  this,  the  kinship  groups  that  are  the 
chief  feature  of  rural  Africa  are  constantly  mobile,  and  even  today  can  tell 
how  their  common  ancestor,  a  few  generations  back,  arrived  in  their  resi¬ 
dence  from  some  other  v'ague  place. 

This  mobile  and  transitory  character  of  native  African  life  has  been 
increased  by  two  other  historical  features  of  Africa’s  past:  the  pastoral 
intrusions  and  slave  raiding. 

The  pastoral  intrusions  arose  from  the  movement  into  and  across 
Africa  of  warlike  peoples  who  lived  from  herds  of  cattle  or  horses  and 
imposed  their  loose  rule  upon  the  more  peaceful  peasant  natives.  These 
pastoral  intruders  have  been  of  two  kinds.  The  first  were  Bantu  cattle 
herders  who  derived  their  way  of  life  from  other  peoples  in  northeastern 
Africa  and  moved  generally  south  and  southw'est  towa'd  Natal  and 
iVngoIa.  These  include  such  savage  fighting  peoples  as  the  Zulus  or  the 
iMatabeles  of  Rhodesia. 

The  second  pastoral  group  has  been  made  up  of  Arabic  or  at  least 
Islamized  intruders,  also  from  northeastern  Africa,  who  have  moved,  gen¬ 
erally  westward  across  Africa,  with  horses.  These  generally  followed  the 
grasslands  of  the  Sudan,  between  the  desert  and  the  tropical  forest,  and  are 
found  today  as  dominant  and  warlike  upper  classes  in  many  areas  such 
as  northern  Nigeria.  Both  groups  of  pastoral  intruders  brought  in  dis¬ 
tinctive  social  and  cultural  contributions,  including  new  religious  ideas, 
and  have  enserfed  numbers  of  the  African  peasants,  as  groups  of  villages 
or  tribes  rather  than  as  individuals. 

The  second  major  force  that  has  traditionally  disrupted  African  life 
and  prevented  it  from  developing  any  elaborate  social  hierarchies  or  long 
residence  linked  to  specific  areas  has  been  the  practice  of  slave  raiding, 
which  goes  back  to  ancient  Egypt,  was  carried  on  by  both  kinds  of  pas¬ 
toral  intruders,  and  culminated  in  the  devastation  of  much  of  Africa  m 
the  massive  slave-trade  raids  of  the  middle  nineteenth  century,  such  as 
were  witnessed  by  Dr.  Livingston. 

The  establishment  of  European  colonial  rule  over  Africa,  chiefly  after 
1880,  eventually  abolished  the  slave  trade  and  greatly  reduced  the  influ¬ 
ence  of  the  pastoral  intruders.  But  this  did  not  decrease  the  mobility  and 
transistory  characteristic  of  African  life,  since  any  increase  in  rural  sta¬ 
bility  was  more  than  overbalanced  by  the  extension  of  commerce  and 
of  craft  manufactures  which  led  to  a  drastic  growth  of  towms  and  the 
shattering  of  many  of  the  kinship  structures  such  as  lineages  and  tribes- 
In  fact,  one  of  the  most  obvious  problems  brought  to  Africa  by  Euro¬ 
pean  influence  has  been  the  detachment  of  atomized  individuals  from 
social  nexus,  based  on  blood  and  marriage,  that  previously  guided  their 
lives  and  determined  their  systems  of  values  and  obligations. 

Each  imperial  pow'er  imposed  its  own  patterns  on  the  people  under  its 
colonial  domination,  most  obviously  in  the  introduction  of  its  own  lat^' 
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guage.  These  different  patterns  and  languages  remain  as  dominant  forces 
after  independence  is  achieved,  serving  to  link  together  the  areas  with  the 
same  colonial  past  and  to  separate  those  with  a  different  colonial  experi¬ 
ence.  In  fact,  the  division  of  Africa  into  separate  French-speaking,  English- 
speaking,  and  Portuguese-speaking  areas  (with  all  that  these  differences 
imply)  is  now  one  of  the  chief  obstacles  to  the  creation  of  any  major 
Pan- African  unity. 

In  very  general  terms  we  might  say  that  the  British  impact  on  its  Afri¬ 
can  territories  was  largely  political,  the  French  was  cultural,  the  Belgian 
was  economic,  and  the  Portuguese  was  religious. 

The  obsession  of  the  upper  classes  of  Britain  with  government  and  poli¬ 
tics  was  reflected  in  their  colonial  policies,  which  emphasized  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  law  and  order,  introduced  political  and  legal  systems  based  on 
English  models,  and  educated  the  minority  of  native  peoples  who  obtained 
education  in  the  politically  dominated  training  provided  for  the  English 
Upper  classes  (most  educated  natives  studied  political  science  and  law). 
To  this  day  ex-British  colonial  areas  show  this  pattern. 

The  French  in  Africa  talked  of  their  “mission  civilisatrice,”  by  which 
they  meant,  at  a  minimum,  to  offer  native  peoples  the  French  language 
with  a  smattering  of  French  culture.  Many  natives  fell  in  love  with  this 
culture,  and  with  Paris,  so  that  when  liberation  came  they  did  not,  as  did 
the  British-trained  natives,  become  obsessed  with  the  spirit  of  political  op¬ 
position,  but  rather  showed  a  desire  to  continue  the  extension  of  French 
cultural  life,  especially  literature,  along  with  political  independence. 
Today  some  of  the  best  poetry  written  in  the  French  language  comes 
from  Africans. 

The  Belgians  in  the  Congo  rejected  any  effort  to  extend  political  or  cul¬ 
tural  life  to  their  native  peoples,  but  instead  sought  to  provide  them  with 
skills  as  trained  laborers  and  to  build  up  a  prosperous  economic  basis  for 
a  high  native  standard  of  living  while  at  the  same  time  allowing  them  to 
get  no  glimpse  of  European  life,  the  outside  world,  political  training,  or 
cultural  and  intellectual  ideas.  As  a  result,  when  independence  came  to 
the  Congo  in  t96o,  that  vast  area  had  one  of  the  highest  native  standards 
of  living  in  tropical  Africa  but  had  fewer  natives  who  had  attended  a 
university  or  had  even  traveled  abroad  than  any  French  or  British  ter¬ 
ritory. 

The  Portuguese  were  concerned  with  conversion  of  natives  to  Chris¬ 
tianity  and  with  little  else,  believing  that  their  control  of  their-areas  could 
be  maintained  best  if' all  other  kinds  of  change  were  kept  minimal.  They 
practiced  racial  equality  and  were  willing  to  admit  to  Portuguese  citizen¬ 
ship  any  native  who  was  individually  successful  in  obtaining  a  Portu¬ 
guese  education,  but  on  the  whole  they  did  not  encourage  even  this  kind 
of  development. 

The  background  of  the  whole  process  of  African  decolonization  was 
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built  up  in  the  wartime  and  early  postwar  periods,  but  the  trigger  on  the 
chain  reaction  of  the  decolonization  process  was  the  defeat  of  the  Anglo- 
French  effort  at  Suez  because  of  America  and  Soviet  pressure  in  Octo¬ 
ber  1956.  As  might,  perhaps,  be  expected,  the  process  began  in  a  Britisi' 
colony,  the  Gold  Coast,  now  called  Ghana. 

The  independence  of  Ghana  was  a  personal  achievement  of  Dr.  Kwanie 
Nkrumah,  who  returned  to  Accra  from  an  educational  process  in  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  and  the  London  School  of  Economics.  The  year  before,  in  1946- 
the  Gold  Coast  obtained  the  first  British  African  Legislative  Assembly 
that  was  allowed  a  majority  of  Africans.  Nkrumah’s  agitations,  including 
the  founding  of  a  new  political  party,  the  Convention  People’s  PartVi 
under  his  own  control,  earned  him  a  two-year  jail  sentence.  While  he  u’** 
still  in  jail,  his  party  won  34  of  the  38  seats  in  the  Assembly  in  the  elec¬ 
tion  of  1951;  therefore  he  was  released  from  confinement  to  take  control 
of  the  administration.  With  good  will  on  both  sides,  a  transition  period  of 
six  years  gave  Ghana  its  independence,  under  Nkrumah’s  rule,  in  March 

1957- 

Within  a  year  of  independence,  Nkrumah  faced  the  typical  pi-oblems  of 
postcolonialism  that  we  have  mentioned:  a  rapid  fall  in  cocoa  prices  upon 
which  Ghana’s  international  trade  position  depended;  disease  in  the  cocoa 
trees,  which  required  destruction  of  tliou.sands  of  trees  over  tlie  \  iolent 
protests  of  their  peasant  owmers;  dissension  between  tlie  pagan,  conuiicr- 
cial,  coastal  area,  in  which  the  Convention  People's  Party  was  baseil,  and 
the  more  pastoral,  Islamic,  remote  interior. 

Nkrumah  soon  showed  his  readiness  to  handle  all  problems  w  ith  rutli- 
less  decision.  The  “’sick”  cocoa  trees  were  cut  down;  political  opponents 
were  silenced  in  one  way  or  another;  Nkrumah  was  ballylioocd  as  the 
father  of  all  Africans,  thie  unique  genius  of  the  African  revolution,  the 
mystic  symbol  of  all  black  men's  hopes.  A  Five-Year  Plan  for  ecfnionin^ 
development  (1959-1964)  promised  to  spend  over  92  million  dollars.  I'l 
i960  the  previous  British-granted  constitution  was  replaced  by  a  ne"’ 
republican  constitution  that  was  amended  almo.st  at  once  by  a  clause 
allowing  Nkrumah  to  rule  without  parliament  wlienever  ncce.s.sary. 
leader’s  Pan-African  hopes  w'ere  reflected  in  a  clau.se  that  permitted  “the 
surrender  of  the  whole  or  part  of  the  sovereignty  of  Ghana”  to  a  unio>' 
of 'African  states.  By  the  end  of  the  same  year,  political  party  designa¬ 
tions  were  abolished  in  Parliament,  and  the  Preventive  Detention  Act 
(w’hich  allowed  Nkrumah  to  imprison  his  enemies  without  charge) 
used  to  arrest  the  chief  members  of  the  political  oppo.sition.  Ghana  em¬ 
barked  on  an  economic  war  with  the  Union  of  South  Africa  in  protest 
against  the  latter’s  extreme  segregation  of  the  races  and  on  a  somewhat 
weaker  system  of  economic  repri.sals  against  France  in  retaliation  for  ns 
nuclear-explosion  tests  in  the  Sahara.  \'ig()rous  activities  at  the  Unite 
Nations,  in  African  affairs  (chiefly  in  oppo.sition  to  any  Pan-.'ift'Ci'n 


THE  NEW  ERA,  1957-1964  II9I 

movement  that  would  not  be  dominated  bv  Nkrumah),  in  balancing  the 
t\\o  sides  of  the  Cold  ^^’ar  while  seeking  economic  aid  from  both,  in 
establishing  a  Ghana  shipping  line  defiantly  called  the  “Black  Star  Line,” 
and  in  constructing  a  gigantic  hydroelectric  and  aluminum  manufacturing 
complex  on  the  \A)lta  River,  kept  Nkrumah’s  name  in  the  world’s  press. 

Nigeria,  the  largest  territory  in  the  British  colonial  empire,  larger  than 
any  European  state  and  four  times  the  size  of  the  United  Kingdom,  with 
35  million  inhabitants,  did  not  become  free  until  i960.  The  delay  was 
caused  bv  the  internal  divisions  %vithin  the  territory.  These  were  not  unex¬ 
pected,  for  the  territorv'  was  an  artificial  creation,  cut  out  of  the  Afri¬ 
can  wild  bv  Lord  Lugard  just  before  World  War  I.  It  consisted  of  three 
regions— North,  West,  and  East— which  had  no  central  assembly  until 
1946,  and  continued  to  have  diverse  interests  and  attitudes.  Each  region 
had  a  separate  government  with  a  joint  federal  government  at  Lagos.  The 
Northern  Region  is  Muhammadan,  patriarchal,  underdeveloped,  poor, 
ignorant,  and  feudal,  ruled  bv  an  aristocratic  upper  group  of  emirs  de¬ 
scended  from  pastoral  conquerors.  The  W  estern  Region  is  small  but  rich 
and  thickly  populated  with  progressive  agriculturalists,  chiefly  Yoruba. 
The  Eastern  Region,  dominated  bv  the  Ibo  peoples,  tends  to  dominate 
the  w  hole  federation.  There  are  tribal  and  religious  differences  between 
the  three,  since  the  south  is  pagan,  and  government  of  the  federation 
must  be  bv  coalition  of  two  regions  against  the  third.  American-educated 
k)r.  Nnamdi  Azikiwe  (known  as  “Zik”)  vas  the  first  governor-general, 
functioning  as  president  and  the  dominant  political  figure  from  the  East¬ 
ern  Region,  while  the  prime  minister  was  Sir  Abubakar  Tafawa  Balewa,  a 
Muslim  from  the  Northern  Region.  The  Opposition  was  led  by  Chief 
Obafemi  Awolowo  of  the  W'estern  Region.  This  rather  precarious  bal¬ 
ance  of  forces  was  stabilized  by  the  strength  of  the  English-speaking 
tradition  of  moderation  and  rule  of  law,  both  much  more  securely'  estab¬ 
lished  in  Nigeria  than  in  Ghana,  and  bv  the  industrious,  alert,  and  bal¬ 
anced  character  of  Nigeria’s  chief  tribal  groups.  The  economy  was  also 
better  balanced  than  that  of  many  African  states,  with  a  productive  agri¬ 
culture  as  well  as  varied  mineral  resources. 

The  key'  to  Africa’s  future  may  rest  y\'ith  the  success  of  former  Erench 
Africa,  since  this  group  seems  to  proyfide  a  nucleus  on  yvhich  the  more 
moderate  forces  on  the  continent  may'  congregate.  The  chief  difficulty'^ 
from  yvhich  they  suffer  is  that  most  are  arid  and  all  are  poor  (compared 
to  the  Congo  or  Nigeria). 

riic  impact  of  yvar  yvas  much  more  significant  in  French  Africa  than  in 
British  Africa,  because  of  the  defeat  of  France  and  the  fact  that  the 
supporters  of  I)e  Gaulle’s  resistance,  rather  than  of  Petain’s  pseudo- 
Fascism,  controlled  these  territories  during  much  of  the  yvar.  Such  control 
could  be  sustained  only  yvith  the  support  of  the  African  population, 
u  hich  yy  as  loyally  given,  although  feyv  reyvards  came  in  return  for  more 
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than  a  decade  after  the  war.  Then  freedom  came  swiftly,  in  sequence  to 
the  military  disasters  in  Indochina  in  1954  and  the  rising  disaster  in 
Algeria,  rather  than  from  the  events  or  struggles  in  Black  Africa  itself- 

The  first  effort  was  not  toward  independence  but  toward  closer  union 
with  France,  by  incorporating  the  African  territories  in  an  elaborate  fed¬ 
eral  structure,  the  French  Union,  which  gave  the  Africans  representation 
and  even  cabinet  posts  in  Paris.  One  of  the  incidental  consequences  of 
this  largely  transitory  structure  was  that  the  neutralism  of  the  African 
end  of  the  structure  tended  to  spread  to  the  metropolitan  end  in  Pans. 
At  the  same  time,  American  support  of  independence  for  colonial  areas, 
at  a  time  when  Paris  was  seeking  to  strengthen  its  African  connections, 
was  one  more  in  a  series  of  American  actions  that  drove  France,  and 
especially  De  Gaulle,  toward  a  neutral  position  for  Paris  itself. 

The  French  Union  was  still  in  process  of  being  established  in  195^’ 
after  having  lost  Indochina  in  1954,  Morocco  and  Tunis  in  1956,  when  the 
Fourth  French  Republic  disintegrated  beneath  the  strain  of  the  Algerian 
crisis,  and  De  Gaulle  came  in  with  his  constitution  for  the  Fifth  Repub¬ 
lic.  This  provided  a  federal  system  by  which  essential  powers  were  re- 
ser\-ed  to  the  central  authority  and  other  powers  devolved  upon  the 
“autonomous”  member  states.  The  key  “Community”  functions  reserved 
to  France  included  foreign  affairs,  defense,  currency,  common  economic 
and  financial  policy,  control  of  strategic  materials,  and  (with  certain  ex¬ 
ceptions)  higher  education,  justice,  external  transportation  and  com¬ 
munications. 

The  new  constitution  was  presented  to  the  overseas  areas  of  France 
with  the  opportunity  to  accept  or  reject  it,  but  with  little  expectation  that 
any  area  would  reject  it  because  of  their  need  for  French  economic  air 
and  other  expenditures  of  federal  funds.  Sekou  Toure,  of  Guinea,  how¬ 
ever,  persuaded  his  area  to  vote  against  ratification  and  was,  in  retaliation 
by  De  Gaulle,  instantly  ejected  from  the  French  Community,  and  its 
political  and  financial  support  (about  S20  million  a  year)  was  stopped- 
The  newly  independent  and  outcast  area  sought  support  in  Moscow, 
spreading  panic  in  other  capitals  at  this  opening  of  the  African  scene  to 
Soviet  penetration.  For  about  five  years,  Guinea  sought  an  alternative  to 
the  French  system,  established  an  authoritarian  one-party  Leftish  regime, 
signed  an  act  of  “union”  with  Ghana  (a  meaningless  agreement  that 
brought  Toure  a  S28  million  loan  from  Nkrumah),  and  welcomed  Soviet 
aid  and  Communist  technicians  to  Conakry.  Guinea  recognized  East 
Germany,  welcomed  influences  from  Red  China,  accepted  American 
offers  of  counteraid,  and  nationalized  all  schools,  clnirclics,  and  maiiV 
French-owned  business  enterprises.  For  a  while,  a  possible  union  of  Ghana, 
Guinea,  and  the  .Mali  Republic  (former  French  Sudan),  signed  in  i9di> 
tiireatened  to  form  a  “Union  of  African  States,”  but  this  hope  faded, 
along  with  the  anticipation  of  any  substantial  Soviet  aid  or  assistance, 
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and  Guinea,  by  1963,  was  in  process  of  working  its  way  back  into  the 
French  African  system. 

The  Guinea  exodus  from  the  French  Community  in  1958,  regretted  by 
both  sides  within  a  few  years,  opened  the  way  to  independence  for  all 
French  Africa.  Senegal  and  the  Sudanese  Republic,  linked  together 
briefly  as  the  Mali  Republic,  obtained  freedom  in  April  i960,  and  started 
a  flood  of  declarations  of  independence  led  by  Madagascar  (Malgache 
Republic).  This  political  disintegration  of  the  French  areas  in  Africa  raised 
at  once  two  acute  problems:  (i)  What  would  be  their  relationship  with 
France,  a  connection  that  had  brought  French  Africa  over  two  billion 
dollars  in  French  development  funds  in  the  1947-1958  period.?  and  (2) 
What  arrangements  could  be  made  between  the  newly  independent  states 
to  prevent  the  Balkanization  of  Africa,  with  its  resulting  inability  to 
handle  problems  of  transportation,  communications,  public  health,  river 
development,  and  such,  which  transcend  small  local  areas? 

To  answer  the  first  question,  a  French  constitutional  law  of  June  i960 
changed  the  French  Community  to  a  contractual  association.  Fourteen 
French  African  states  signed  a  multitude  of  individual  agreements  with 
France  that  recognized  their  full  sovereignty  on  the  international  scene 
but  established  “cooperation”  with  France  over  a  wide  range  of  eco¬ 
nomic,  financial,  cultural,  and  political  relationships.  Thus  by  voluntary 
agreement,  French  control  along  the  general  lines  of  the  existing  status 
<luo  was  preserved. 

The  effort  to  prevent  Balkanization  by  some  sort  of  federal  arrange¬ 
ment  for  the  French  African  areas  was  prevented  by  the  objections  of 
Ivory  Coast  and  of  Gabon.  The  former  was  the  wealthiest  of  the  eight 
French  Western  African  states,  while  Gabon  was  the  richest  of  the  four 
French  Equatorial  African  states.  This  opposition  broke  up  the  .Mali 
union  of  Senegal  and  Soudan  in  i960,  and  the  latter,  taking  the  name 
Mali  to  itself,  drifted  off  toward  cooperation  with  Guinea.  This  disin¬ 
tegration  of  French  Africa  was  stopped  only  because  of  grow'ing  anxiety 
at  the  efforts  of  Ghana’s  Nkrumah  to  form  an  opposed  Pan-African  bloc 
of  a  Leftish  tinge.  This  effort  gave  rise  to  the  “Union  of  Independent 
African  States”  and  the  “All-African  Peoples’  Conferences.” 

The  Union  of  Independent  African  States  arose  from  the  Pan-African 
dreams  of  the  late  George  Padmore  and  was  organized  by  him  for 
Nkrumah.  Its  first  meeting,  at  Accra  in  April  1958,  had  representatives  of 
the  eight  states  then  independent  in  Africa  (Ethiopia,  Ghana,  Liberia, 
Libya,  Morocco,  Sudan,  Tunisia,  and  the  United  Arab  Republic).  They 
demanded  an  end  to  French  military  operations  in  Algeria  and  immediate 
independence  for  all  African  territories.  Three  subsequent  meetings  in 
1959-1960  advanced  no  further,  except  to  attack  the  establishment  of 
racial  segregation  (“apartheid”)  in  South  Africa,  and  Nigeria  blocked 
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efforts  to  take  immediate  steps  toward  a  United  States  of  Africa  in  June 
i960. 

The  All-African  People’s  Conferences,  also  sponsored  by  Nkrumah, 
were  great  mass  conventions  of  labor  unions,  youth  groups,  political 
parties,  and  other  organizations  from  all  Africa,  including  nonindependenc 
areas.  They  achieved  little  bevond  the  usual  denunciations  of  colonialismi 
apartheid,  and  the  Algerian  war.  Three  of  these  conferences  were  held 
at  Accra,  Tunis,  and  Conakry  in  1958-1960. 

In  opposition  to  these  Ghana-inspired  movements,  in  late  i960.  Dr.  Felix 
Houphouet-Boignv%  the  political  leader  of  Ivory  Coast,  one-time  French 
cabinet  minister  and  French  spokesman  at  the  United  Nations,  took  steps 
to  organize  a  French-centered  union  of  African  states.  Called  the  “Braz¬ 
zaville  Twelve,’’  after  their  second  meeting  at  Brazzaville,  French  Congo, 
in  December  i960,  these  fonued  a  loose  organization  for  cooperation  and 
parallel  action  in  Africa,  the  United  Nations,  and  the  world.  In  the 
United  Nations  they  established  a  bloc  to  vote  as  a  unit  from  October 
i960.  At  the  same  time,  they  began  to  work  closely  as  a  group  witli  a 
number  of  technical,  economic,  educational,  and  research  organizations 
that  had  grown  up  under  the  United  Nations,  or  with  international  spon¬ 
sorship  to  deal  with  African  problems.  Of  the  large  number  of  tltese,  we 
need  mention  only  the  Commission  for  Technical  Cooperation  in  Africa 
South  of  the  Sahara  (head  office  in  London)  and  its  advisory  council,  the 
Scientific  Council  for  Africa  South  of  the  Sahara  (head  office  in  Belgian' 
Congo),  the  Foundation  for  Mutual  Assistance  in  Africa  South  of  the 
Sahara  (office  in  Accra). 

As  we  have  said,  the  Ghana-Guinea  Union  of  May  1959  was  ex¬ 
panded,  with  the  accession  of  Mali  in  July  1961,  into  the  pompously 
named  Union  of  African  States  (UAS).  At  Brazzaville,  in  December 
i960,  six  French  territories  of  West  Africa  and  four  of  Equatorial  Africa 
joined  with  the  Cameroons  Federation  and  the  Malgache  Republic  to 
form  the  “Brazzaville  Twelve”  (officially  entitled  Union  of  African  and 


Malagasv  States,  or  UA.MS).  At  a  conference  at  Casablanca  in  January 
1961,  the  UAS  moved  a  step  further  by  forming  rather  tenuous  links  with 
Morocco,  the  United  Arab  Republic,  and  the  provisional  government  of 
Algeria.  Four  months  later,  at  .Monrovia,  the  UA.MS  formed  a  more 
stable  and  homogeneous  grouping  of  twentv,  by  adding  to  the  Brazzaville 
group  Liberia,  Nigeria,  Togo,  Sierra  Leone,  Ethiopia,  Somalia,  Libya 


(which  had  previously  been  at  Casablanca),  and  Tunisia.  This  repre¬ 
sented  a  considerable  victory  over  the  UAS  group,  and  was  the  result  of 


several  influences:  a  number  of  African  leaders,  led  by  President  Tubman 


of  Liberia,  objected  to  Nkrumah’s  efforts  to  introduce  the  Cold  War  into 


Africa  and  to  his  extravagant  propaganda,  controversy,  and  cult  of  pet- 
sonality  within  the  African  context;  moreover,  the  Casablanca  grouping 
was  paralyzed  by  the  rivalry  between  Nkrumah  and  Nasser  and  by  th^ 
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lion- African  orientation  of  the  Muslim  North  Africa  members,  who  con¬ 
stantly  sought  to  drag  the  African  states  into  non-African  issues,  such  as 
the  Arab  hatred  of  Israel. 

The  UA.MS  group  has  eschewed  these  issues,  has  sought  to  avoid  con¬ 
troversy  and  propaganda,  and  has  played  down  the  anti-imperialist,  anti- 
Portuguese,  anti-South  African  issues  which  rouse  such  enthusiasm  but 
achie\  e  so  little  in  mass  assemblies  of  Africans.  The  UA.MS  also,  unlike 
the  U.\S  group,  has  rejected  any  efforts  to  interfere  in  the  domestic  af¬ 
fairs  of  its  African  members  and  neiglibors.  Instead  it  has  tended  to  work 
quietly  on  rather  technical  questions  and  has  been  satisfied  with  moderate 
agreements.  Its  chief  meetings,  usually  twice  a  year,  have  assembled  the 
oiiiefs  of  the  member  states,  witli  a  different  host  city  on  each  occasion. 
Agreements  reached  at  these  high  level  conferences  are  then  generally 
implemented  by  subsequent  meetings  of  specialized  or  technical  c.xperts. 
The  Union’s  concerns  have  been  economic  and  social  rather  than  political 
or  ideological,  and  its  approach  to  its  problems  has  been  generally  con- 
ciliatort',  tolerant,  empirical,  relatively  democratic,  pro-Western,  and, 
abo\  c  all,  tentative.  .Most  of  its  achievements  hat  e  resulted  from  months  of 
careful  testing  of  the  ground  and  have  usualh'  been  considered  at  sev¬ 
eral  of  its  “summit”  conferences.  Its  charter  of  Union,  for  e.xample,  was 
not  signed  until  the  fourth  conference,  at  Tananarive,  in  September  1961. 
Its  mechanisms  of  operation,  beyond  the  semiannual  meetings  of  chiefs 
of  state,  consists  of  a  secretariat  and  secretary-general  at  Cotonou, 
Uahomey;  a  Defense  Union  consisting  of  a  council  of  the  twelve  defense 
ministers  and  a  general  staff  and  military  secretariat  at  Ouagadougou, 
^  olta;  the  Organization  of  African-Malgache  Economic  Cooperation 
stationed  at  Yaounde,  Cameroon;  an  African-.Malgache  Union  of  Posts 
and  Telecommunications  consisting  of  the  twelve  ministers  concerned 
y  ith  these  and  a  central  office  at  Brazzaville;  a  joint  “Air  Afrique”  airline, 
associated  with  “Air  France";  and  other,  similar,  organizations  concerned 
with  development,  shipping,  research,  and  other  activities.  Several  agree- 
nicnts  have  been  signed  establishing  judicial,  financial,  and  commercial 
cooperation.  The  w  hole  system  has  an  independent  budget  financed  by  a 
fi.xed  percentage  grant  from  each  state’s  budget  to  the  common  fund.  The 
whole  relationship  has  formed  the  chief  element  of  stability  in  African 
problems,  has  retained  its  close  contacts  with  France,  and  has  formed  the 
core  of  a  moderate  group  among  the  grow  ing  multitude  of  neutrals  at  the 
United  Nations.  Its  possible  implications  for  the  future  political  organi¬ 
zation  of  x\frica,  if  not  for  a  wider  area,  will  be  considered  in  the  ne.xt 
chapter. 
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IN  an  age  of  change  and  competing  doubts,  there  is  one  thing  of 
which  wc  can  be  certain:  the  world  is  changing  and  will  continue 
to  change.  But  there  is  no  consensus  on  the  direction  of  sucli  change. 
Human  beings  are  basicallv'  conservative,  in  the  sense  that  they  e.vpect 
and  wisli  to  continue  to  jog  along  in  the  same  old  patterns.  Accordingly, 
they  tend  to  regard  most  changes  as  regrettable,  although  one  might  get 
the  impression,  in  a  bustling  and  dynamic  place  like  the  United  States, 
that  men  preferred  change  to  stability. 

It  is  perfectly  true  that  Americans  now  have  change  built  into  the  pat¬ 
tern  of  their  lives,  so  that  saving  and  investment  and,  in  general,  the  flows 
of  claims  on  wealth  (what  most  of  us  call  “money”)  now'  go  in  directions 
that  make  constant  change  almost  inevitable.  Summer  has  hardly  arrived 
before  summer  dre.sses  have  been  sold  out,  autumn  clothing  is  beginning 
to  arrive  on  tlie  dealers’  racks,  and  extensive  plans  are  already  in  process 
to  make  ne.xt  summer’s  clothing  (which  goes  on  sale  in  the  southern 
resorts  in  winter)  quite  diflFerent.  This  year’s  cars  are  not  yet  available  for 
sale  w  hen  the  manufacturers  are  planning  changed  versions  for  next  year’s 
■oodcls.  And  urban  commercial  buildings  arc  still  new'  when  plans  for 
remodeling,  or  even  total  replacement,  are  already  stirring  in  someone’s 
niind. 

In  such  an  age  the  sensible  man  can  only  reconcile  himself  to  the  fact: 
change  is  inevitable.  But  few  men— average  or  exceptional— feel  any 
competency  in  deciding  the  direction  that  change  will  take.  Forecasting 
Can  be  attempted  only  by  extrapolating  recent  changes  into  the  future, 
but  this  is  a  risky  business,  since  there  is  never  any  certainty  that  present 
directions  wdll  be  maintained. 

In  attempting  this  risky  procedure,  we  shall  continued  to  divide  so¬ 
ciety  into  six  aspects,  falling  into  the  three  major  areas  of  the  patterns  of 
power,  rewards,  and  outlooks.  The  area  of  pow'er  is  largely,  but  not  ex¬ 
clusive!)',  concerned  w'ith  military  and  political  arrangements;  the  area 
of  rew'ards  is  similarly  concerned  w’ith  economic  and  social  arrangements; 
‘itid  the  area  of  outlooks  is  concerned  w'ith  patterns  that  might  be  termed 
ccligious  and  intellectual.  Naturally,  all  these  are  different,  and  even  dras- 
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tically  different,  from  one  society  to  another,  and  even,  to  a  lesser  extent, 
between  countries,  and  areas  within  countries.  For  the  sake  of  simplicity, 
we  shall  be  concerned,  in  this  chapter,  with  these  patterns  in  Europe  and 
the  United  States,  although,  as  usual,  we  shall  not  hesitate  to  make  com¬ 
parisons  with  other  cultures,  especially  with  the  Soviet  Union. 


The  Unfolding  of  Time 

The  political  conditions  of  the  latter  half  of  the  twentieth  century  will 
continue  to  be  dominated  by  the  weapons  situation,  for,  while  politics 
consists  of  much  more  than  weapons,  the  nature,  organization,  and  control 
of  weapons  is  the  most  significant  of  the  numerous  factors  that  determine 
what  happens  in  political  life.  Surelv  weapons  will  continue  to  be  expen¬ 
sive  and  complex.  This  means  that  they  will  increasingly  be  the  tools  of 
professionalized,  if  not  mercenary,  forces.  All  of  past  history  shows  that 
the  shift  from  a  mass  army  of  citizen-soldiers  to  a  smaller  army  of  pro¬ 
fessional  fighters  leads,  in  the  long  run,  to  a  decline  of  democracy.  When 
weapons  are  cheap  and  easy  to  obtain  and  to  use,  almost  any  man  may 
obtain  them,  and  the  organized  structure  of  the  society,  such  as  the  state, 
can  obtain  no  better  weapons  than  the  ordinary,  industrious,  private  citi¬ 
zen.  This  very-  rare  historical  condition  existed  about  1880,  but  is  noW 
only  a  dim  memory,  since  the  weapons  obtainable  by  the  state  today  are 
far  beyond  the  pocketbook,  understanding,  or  competence  of  the  ordinary 
citizen. 

When  weapons  are  of  the  “amateur”  type  of  1880,  as  they  were  H’ 
Greece  in  the  fifth  century  b.c.,  they  are  widely  possessed  by  citizens, 
power  is  similarly  dispersed,  and  no  minority  can  compel  the  majority  ro 
yield  to  its  will.  With  such  an  “amateur  weapons  system”  (if  other  con¬ 
ditions  are  not  totally  unfavorable),  we  are  likely  to  find  majority  rule  and 
a  relatively  democratic  political  system.  But,  on  the  contrary,  when  a 
period  can  be  dominated  by  complex  and  expensive  weapons  that  only  ^ 
few  persons  can  afford  to  possess  or  can  learn  to  use,  we  have  a  situation 
where  the  minority  who  control  sucli  “specialist”  weapons  can  dominate 
the  majority  who  lack  them.  In  such  a  society,  sooner  or  later,  an  au¬ 
thoritarian  political  svstem  that  reflects  the  inequality  in  control  01 
weapons  \\  ill  be  established. 

At  the  present  time,  there  seems  to  be  little  reason  to  doubt  that  the 
specialist  weapons  of  toda\'  will  continue  to  dominate  the  military  picture 
into  the  foreseeable  future.  If  so,  there  is  little  reason  to  doubt  that 
authoritarian  rather  tlian  democratic  political  regimes  will  dominate  the 
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'vorld  into  the  same  foreseeable  future.  To  be  sure,  traditions  and  other 
factors  may  keep  democratic  systems,  or  at  least  democratic  forms,  in 
many  areas,  such  as  the  United  States  or  England.  To  us,  brought  up 
as  w'c  were  on  a  democratic  ideolog)%  this  may  seem  very  tragic,  but 
a  number  of  perhaps  redeeming  features  in  this  situation  may  well  be 
Considered. 

For  one,  our  society.  Western  Civilization,  is  almost  fifteen  hundred 
years  old,  and  was  democratic  in  political  action  for  less  than  two  hundred 
of  these  years  (or  even  half  of  that,  in  strict  truth).  A  period  that  is  not 
democratic  in  its  political  structure  is  not  necessarily  bad,  and  may  well 
be  one  in  which  people  can  live  a  rich  and  full  social  or  intellectual  life 
'vhose  value  may  be  even  more  significant  than  a  democratic  political  or 
military  structure.  Of  equal  significance  is  the  fact  that  a  period  with  a 
professionalized  army  may  well  be,  as  it  was  in  the  eighteenth  century, 
a  period  of  limited  warfare  seeking  limited  political  aims,  if  for  no  other 
reason  than  that  professionalized  forces  are  less  willing  to  kill  and  be  killed 
for  remote  and  total  objectives. 

The  amateur  weapons  of  the  late  nineteenth  century  made  possible  the 
mass  citizen  armies  that  fought  the  American  Civil  War  and  both  of  this 
century’s  world  wars.  Such  mass  armies  could  not  be  offered  financial 
rewards  for  risking  their  lives,  but  they  could  be  offered  idealistic,  ex¬ 
treme,  and  total  goals  that  v'ould  inspire  them  to  a  willingness  to  die, 
2nd  to  kill:  ending  slaverv,  making  a  world  safe  for  democracy,  ending 
tyranny,  spreading,  or  at  least  saving,  “the  American  v'ay  of  life,”  offered 
such  goals.  But  they  led  to  a  total  warfare,  seeking  total  victorv  and 
Unconditional  surrender.  As  a  result,  each  combatant  country  came  to  feel 
that  its  way  of  life,  or  at  least  its  regime,  was  at  stake  in  the  conflict,  and 
Could  hardlv  be  expected  to  survive  defeat.  Thus  they  felt  compulsion  to 
fight  yet  more  tenaciously.  The  result  was  ruthless  wars  of  extermination 
such  as  World  W’ar  II. 

With  a  continued  professionalization  of  the  armed  services,  caused  by 
the  increasing  complexity  of  w'eapons,  we  may  look  forward  with  some 
assurance  to  less  and  less  demand  for  total  wars  using  total  weapons  of 
Uiass  destruction  to  achieve  unconditional  surrender  and  unlimited  goals. 
The  rather  naive  American  idea  that  war  aims  involve  the  destruction 
uf  the  enemy’s  regime  and  the  imposition  on  the  defeated  people  of  a 
democratic  svstem  with  a  prosperous  economy  (such  as  they  have  never 
previously  known)  will  undoubtedly  be  replaced  by  the  idea  that  the 
enemy  regime  must  be  maintained,  perhaps  in  a  modified  form,  so  that 
've  have  some  government  with  whom  we  can  negotiate  in  order  to  obtain 
Our  more  limited  aims  (\\  hich  caused  the  conflict)  and  thus  to  lower  the 
level  of  conflict  as  rapidlv  as  possible  consistent  w'ith  the  achievement  of 
uur  aims.  The  nature  of  such  “controlled  conflict”  will  be  described  in  a 
‘honient. 
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The  movemcnr  toward  professionalization  of  tlie  armed  forces  and 
the  resulting  lowering  of  the  intensity  of  conflict  is  part  of  a  much 
larger  process  deriving  from  the  nuclear  and  Superpower  stalemate  be¬ 
tween  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States.  The  danger  of  nuclear 
destruction  will  continue  and  become,  if  aiwthing,  more  horrif\  ing,  but 
will,  for  this  verv  reason,  become  a  more  remote  and  less  likelv  prob¬ 
ability.  In  the  late  1960’s  the  United  States  will  have  about  1,700  vehicles 
(missiles  and  SAC  planes)  targeted  on  the  Soviet  bloc;  bv  the  1970’s  this 
will  rise  to  about  2,400.  Moreover,  by  1970,  650  of  the.sc  will  be  Polaris 
missiles  on  our  41  nuclear  submarines,  which  cannot  be  found  and 
eliminated  by  anv  Soviet  missile  counterstrike,  once  they  are  submerged 
at  sea.  The  great  value  of  the  Polaris  over  its  land-based  rivals,  such  as 
.Minuteman,  is  that  the  Soviet  Union  knows  where  the  latter  are  and 
can  countertarget  on  them.  This  means  that  the  MM’s  must  be  fired  out 
of  their  silos  before  the  Soviet  warheads,  seeking  them  out  to  destroy 
them,  can  arrive  fifteen  minutes  after  takeoff.  Such  a  precarious  position 
encourages  nervous  anticipation  and  possibility  of  precipitate  action,  capa¬ 
ble  of  beginning  a  war  no  one  really  wants.  Thus,  on  an  enormously 
greater  scale,  w  e  have  something  like  the  von  SchliefFen  Plan  that  made 
it  necessary  for  Germany  to  attack  France  in  1914  when  there  was  no 
real  issue  iustif\ing  resort  to  war  betw'een  them.  The  Polaris  missiles  at 
sea,  since  they  cannot  be  found  and  counterforced,  can  be  delayed,  with¬ 
out  need  to  strike  first  or  even  to  strike  second  in  immediate  retaliation, 
but  can  be  held  off  for  hours,  davs,  and  weeks,  compelling  the  Soviet  to 
negotiate  even  after  the  original  Soviet  strike  has  devastated  America  s 
cities.  Thus  the  Soviet  Union  cannot  win  in  a  nuclear  exchange,  even  if 
they  make  the  first  strike. 

The  reverse  is  also  true.  In  the  mid- 1960’s  the  Soviet  Union  has  vehi¬ 
cles  able  to  deliver  up  to  six  hundred  or  seven  hundred  nuclear  w  arheads 
on  the  United  States  and  perhaps  seven  hundred  or  eight  hundred  on  out 
European  allies.  Their  warheads  are  larger  than  ours  (with  up  to  100- 
megaton  ICB.M’s,  w  hile  our  largest  are  9  MT).  In  spite  of  the  fact  that 
their  missile  sites  are  poorly  organized,  w’ith  missiles,  fuel,  crew's,  and 
w'arheads  widely  scattered,  so  that  they  are  at  least  twelve  hours  from 
takeoff  even  in  their  fourth  stage  of  readiness,  the  inaccuracy  of  out 
counterforce  missiles  is  so  great  that  w'e  could  not  eliminate  all  their 
missiles,  even  if  we  made  a  first  strike  with  no  warning.  It  would  require 
only  about  200  Soviet  warheads  to  devastate  our  cities  totally,  and  an 
American  strike  at  Soviet  missile  bases  delivered  w'ithout  warning  would 
leave  almost  that  number  not  eliminated;  these  W'ould  be  free  to  make  a 
retaliatory  strike  at  us.  Moreover,  the  Soviets  have  several  dozen  Polaris- 
type  submarines  that  can  fire  four  missiles  each  from  surfaced  positions- 
Manv'  of  these  would  survive  an  American  unannounced  first  strike. 

All  this  means  that  we  are  as  much  deterred  by  the  Soviet  missile  threat 
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as  they  must  be  by  our  much  greater  threat.  Such  deterrence  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  relative  size  of  the  numbers  of  missiles  possessed  by  two 
countries.  It  rests  on  whether  an  unannounced  first  strike  would  leave 
surviving  enough  missiles  for  a  retaliatory  strike  capable  of  inflicting  un¬ 
acceptable  damage.  This  is  now  the  situation  on  both  sides,  and  the  exis¬ 
tence  of  Polaris-type  missiles  makes  it  impossible  to  avoid  this  by  striving 
for  greater  numbers  of  missiles,  for  larger  warheads  able  to  obliterate  wide 
areas,  or  for  greater  accuracy  that  would  increase  the  statistical  possibility 
of  eliminating  enemy  missiles  on  first  strike.  Thus  no  one  will  wish  to 
make  such  a  strike.  Possibly  for  this  reason,  about  a  t  ear  after  the  Cuban 
missile  crisis,  the  Soviet  Union  ceased  to  work  on  new  missile  bases  and 
accepted  its  permanent  inferiority  to  the  United  States.  But  the  mutual 
veto  on  the  use  of  missiles,  the  nuclear  stalemate,  remained. 

This  stalemate  between  the  two  Superpowers  on  the  use  of  nuclear 
"  capons  also  extended  to  their  use  of  lesser,  nonnuclear,  weapons,  so  that 
the  nuclear  stalemate  became  a  Superpower  stalemate.  This  meant  that 
much  of  the  power  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States,  and  not 
merely  their  nuclear  power,  was  neutralized  to  a  considerable  degree,  since 
each  feared  to  use  its  nonnuclear  powers  for  fear  they  might  escalate 
into  nuclear  conflict.  This  meant  that  the  use  of  nuclear  tactical  weapons 
and  the  use  even  of  conventional  tactical  weapons  were  inhibited  to  an 
undetermined  degree  by  the  presence  of  nuclear  strategic  weapons  no 
one  wanted  to  see  used.  The  costs  of  using  nuclear  tactical  weapons  are  so 
great  that  it  is  \-ery  doubtful  if  they  are  worth  the  cost.  For  example,  the 
^V'estel•n  Powers  lack  the  conventional  forces  to  stop  any  intrusion  of  the 
great  masses  of  Soviet  ground  forces  if  these  began  to  drive  westward  in 
an  attempt  to  conquer  Germany.  The  West  is  committed  to  oppose  such 
an  effort.  Since  it  is  very  doubtful  that  the  NATO  forces  could  oppose 
rhis  successfulh'  by  using  only  conyentional  weapons,  there  would  be 
great  pressure  to  use  the  nuclear  tactical  weapons  that  NATO  forces  in 
Europe  pos-sess.  It  has  been  estimated  that  the  chief  targets  of  such  nuclear 
tactical  weapons  would  be  bridges  and  similar  narrow  passages,  in  an 
effort  to  close  these  to  Soviet  advances.  But  it  seems  clear  that  if  these 
passages  were  closed  and  the  bridges  destroyed,  the  advance  of  the 
Soviet  armies  (in  armored  and  mechanized  divisions)  would  be  held  up 
'mb-  a  few  weeks  at  most,  and  up  to  50  million  Germans  would  be  killed 
from  the  blast  and  side  effects  of  the  use  of  nuclear  weapons.  At  such  a 
t'ost,  the  Germans  would  probably  prefer  not  to  be  defended. 

In  fact,  it  appears  incrcasingh'  likely  that  fewer  and  fewer  advanced 
people  w  ill  regard  large-scale  war  as  an  effective  method  of  getting  any¬ 
thing.  \Miat  could  a  people  obtain  through  war  that  they  could  not 
obtain  with  greater  certainty  and  less  effort  in  some  other  way?  Indeed, 
the  \  ery  idea  of  w  inning  a  general  war  is  now  almost  unimaginable.  We 
tlo  not  e\  en  know  w  hat  w  e  mean  by  “win.”  Wliatever  Germany,  Japan, 
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and  Italy  sought  from  World  War  II,  they  would  surely  not  have  ob¬ 
tained  by  winning;  vet  they  obtained  the  most  significant  parts  of  it  by 
losing.  Glory,  power,  and  wealth  may  all  be  obtained  with  less  effort  and 
greater  certainty  bv  nonwarlike  methods.  As  science  and  technology  ad¬ 
vance.  making  war  more  horrible,  they  also  make  it  possible  to  achieve 
any  aims  at  which  war  might  be  directed  by  other,  nonviolent,  methods. 

The  relationships  between  political  organizations  (to  us,  states)  ate 
chiefly  political  relations,  based  on  power  and  concerned  with  influencing 
the  policies  of  other  such  entities.  We  have  tended  to  see  such  relation¬ 
ships  in  dichotomies,  especially  the  sharp  contrast  between  violent  and 
nonviolent  methods  of  war  and  peace.  In  fact,  however,  methods  of  it’" 
fluencing  policy  form  a  spectrum  without  any  significant  real  discon¬ 
tinuities,  and  range  from  all-out  nuclear  warfare  at  the  upper  end,  down 
through  tactical  nuclear  weapons  and  conventional  weapons,  then  through 
various  levels  of  nonviolent  political,  social,  and  economic  pressures,  to 
levels  of  peaceful  persuasion  and  reciprocal  favors,  to  economic  grants 
and  even  gifts. 

When  Khrushchev  renounced  the  use  of  both  nuclear  war  and  con¬ 
ventional  violence,  and  promised  to  defeat  the  West  by  peaceful  com¬ 
petition,  he  was  dividing  the  spectrum  into  three  levels,  but  in  fact  it  is 
a  continuous  spectrum  with  loo-megaton  bombs  at  the  upper  end  and 
Olympic  Games,  International  Geophysical  Years,  and  foreign  economic 
aid  at  the  other  end.  When  Khrushchev  made  his  statement,  he  was  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  Soviet  Union  could  outperform  the  United  States  on 
the  level  of  peaceful  competition  because  it  could,  in  his  opinion,  overcome 
the  American  lead  in  the  race  for  economic  development  and  that,  as  a 
result,  the  Socialist  way  of  life  would  become  the  model  for  emulation  by 
the  uncommitted  nations.  The  failures  of  Socialist  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion  in  Russia,  Cuba,  China,  and  elsewhere,  and  the  great  triumphs  of 
non-Socialist  economies  in  Japan,  Europe,  and  the  United  States,  soon 
revealed,  even  to  Khrushchev’s  supporters,  that  the  Soviet  chances  of 
triumphing  over  the  West  by  peaceful  competition  were  very  small- 
Conceivably  this  might  force  the  Kremlin  to  raise  its  anti-American  ac¬ 
tivities  to  a  higher  level  of  conflict,  even  to  the  level  of  violence,  although 
probably  through  surrogates  and  satellites  and  in  third-party  areas  (such 
as  southeast  Asia,  Africa,  or  Latin  America), 

To  prevent  such  a  raising  of  the  level  of  Soviet- American  conflict,  it 
might  be  worth  while  for  the  West  to  consider  the  possibility  of  yielding 
the  Kremlin  some  victories  on  the  lower,  nonviolent,  levels,  especially 
if  this  could  be  achieved  at  little  cost  to  us.  It  might  also  be  worth  while 
for  us  to  consider  what  must  be  Russia’s  real  goals.  Obviously  preserva¬ 
tion  of  the  Communist  regime  must  have  a  higher  level  of  desirability  to 
Moscow  than  Castro’s  success  in  Cuba  or  the  Kremlin’s  control  of  Buda¬ 
pest.  Thus  to  the  Politburo,  now  as  earlier  under  Stalin,  continued  contro 
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in  the  Kremlin  has  a  higher  priority  than  world  revolution.  The  West 
can  help  Russia’s  rulers  get  what  they  really  want  (their  own  domestic 
power),  and  at  small  cost,  in  return  for  what  they  can  want  only  sec¬ 
ondarily  (the  expansion  of  Communism).  Thus,  like  Stalin,  they  can  be 
forced  back  to  “Socialism  in  one  country.”  With  rising  domestic  de¬ 
mand  for  higher  standards  of  living  in  Russia,  and  growing  evidence  that 
tl.ese  are  more  likely  to  be  obtained  under  a  non-Socialist  or  mixed 
economy,  they  could  be  forced  back  to  “non-Socialism  in  one  country,” 
if  this  strengthened  their  own  control  in  the  Kremlin,  as  it  well  might  do. 

In  fact,  some  such  process  is  already  under  way.  The  Soviet  Union 
has  always  been  more  conservative  and  less  e.xtremist  in  international  mat¬ 
ters  than  it  appeared  or  sounded.  Much  of  Khrushchev’s  truculence,  even 
abroad,  was  for  domestic  rather  than  for  foreign  consumption.  A  recent 
study  of  29  crisis  situations  in  foreign  affairs  involving  the  Soviet  Union 
in  the  1945-1963  period  shows  that  they  were  aggressive  in  only  four. 
Were  cautious  in  eleven,  and  were  more  cautious  than  aggressive  in  four¬ 
teen.  The  four  aggressive  ones  were  concerned  with  Berlin,  Hungary, 
the  U-2  incident,  and  Cuba.  The  study  showed  that  only  8  of  the  29 
crises  were  initiated  by  the  Soviet  Union,  while  1 1  were  initiated  by  the 
United  States.  The  general  conclusion  of  the  study  was  that  Soviet 
policy  would  grow  increasingly  conservative,  since  they  were  primarily 
concerned  with  state  building  and  retaining  what  they  have  already 
achieved. 

The  chief  uncertainty  of  continuing  this  process  arises  from  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  political  succession  in  the  Kremlin,  a  major  unpredictable  factor. 
Here  the  chances  are  two  out  of  three  that  the  trend  would  continue 
in  Soviet  policy,  since  the  one  case  of  a  successor  who  would  reverse 
the  more  conservative  policy  is  outbalanced  by  the  two  cases  of  a  suc- 
essor  who  would  retain  it  or  of  a  disputed  succession  that  would  make  an 
active  Soviet  foreign  policy  difficult.  The  fact  remains  that  there  are  in  the 
Soviet  Union  no  institutional  safeguards  for  any  policy,  just  as  there 
are  none  for  the  succession.  But  it  is  clear  that  pressures  to  continue  a  more 
moderate  foreign  policy  will  be  strong,  under  any  successor,  now  that 
the  Russians  are  increasingly  convinced  that  their  present  achievements 
are  worth  keeping,  as  the  pressures  for  domestic  improvements  continue, 
and  as  their  future  hopes  and  expectations  along  these  lines  become  more 
clearly  envisaged. 

In  this  V'ay  the  Superpower  neutralization  (and  the  included  nuclear 
stalemate)  will  continue  into  the  future.  From  this  flow  three  conse¬ 
quences: 

1.  Movement  of  Soviet- Western  rivalry  dow'n  to  lower,  less  violent, 
levels  of  conflict  and  competition. 

2.  Continued  disintegration  of  the  two  Superblocs,  from  the  inability 
of,  the  chief  Power  in  each  to  bring  force  against  its  allies  because  of  the 
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need  to  accept  growing  diversity  within  each  bloc  in  order  to  retain  as 
much  as  possible  the  appearance  of  unity  within  the  bloc.  This  process  is 
■u'eii  illustrated  bv  Moscow’s  difficulties  with  China,  Albania,  and  now 
Romania,  or  bv^  Washington’s  troubles  with  De  Gaulle  or  with  its  Latin 
American  allies. 

3.  A  growing  independence  of  the  neutrals  and  uncommitted  nations 
because  of  their  abilitv  to  act  frecK^  in  the  troubled  w'aters  stirred  up  by 
the  Soviet- .American  confrontation. 

These  changes,  rooted  in  w'eapon  developments  and  technological 
changes,  have  less  obvious  political  implications.  Policy  and  politics  are 
concerned  with  methods  of  influencing  the  behavior  of  others  to  obtain 
cooperation,  consent  or,  at  least,  acquiescence.  In  our  Western  world, 
power  has  been  based  to  a  significant  extent  on  force  (that  is,  w'capons), 
and  to  a  lesser  degree  on  economic  rewards  and  ideological  appeal.  In 
other  cultures,  such  as  in  Africa,  politics  has  been  based  to  a  considerable 
extent  on  other  considerations,  such  as  kinship,  social  reciprocity,  and 
religion.  Changes  in  weapons  within  the  Western  states  svstein  have 
brought  about  changes  in  political  patterns  and  organization  that  tiireaten 
to  cause  profound  changes  in  political  life  and  probably  in  the  W'estern 
states  system. 

For  many  centuries,  from  the  ninth  century  to  the  twentieth,  the  in¬ 
creasing  offensive  power  of  Western  weapons  systems  has  made  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  compel  obedience  over  wider  and  wider  areas  and  over  larger 
numbers  of  peoples.  Accordingly,  political  organizations  (such  as  the 
state)  have  been  able  to  rule  over  larger  areas,  and  thus  have  become 
larger  in  size  and  fewer  in  numbers  in  our  Western  world.  In  this  way,  the 
political  development  of  Europe  over  the  last  millennium  has  seen  thou¬ 
sands  of  feudal  areas  coalesce  into  hundreds  of  principalities,  and  these 
into  scores  of  dynastic  monarchies,  and,  finally,  into  a  dozen  or  more 
national  states.  The  national  state,  its  size  measured  in  hundreds  of  miles, 


was  based,  to  a  considerable  extent,  on  the  fact  that  the  weapons  system 
of  the  nineteenth  century,  founded  on  citizen  soldiers  with  handguns 


and  moved  (or  supplied)  by  railroads  and  wagons,  could  apply  force  over 
hundreds  of  miles.  This,  in  many  cases,  proved  to  be  approximately  the 
same  size  as  the  European  linguistic  and  cultural  groupings  of  peoples;  and, 
accordingly,  it  became  easy  to  base  the  popular  appeal  for  allegiance  to 


the  state  structure  upon  nationalism  (that  is,  upon  this  common  language 
and  cultural  tradition).  Languages  and  cultures  covering  lesser  areas  than 
those  that  could  be  ruled  over  by  the  existing  nineteenth-century  system 
of  u  eapons  and  transport,  such  as  the  Welsh,  the  Bretons,  the  Provencals, 
the  Basques,  Catalonians,  Sicilians,  Ukrainians,  and  others,  by  failing  to 


become  centers  for  one  (jf  these  dominant  weapons-organized  structure., 


went  into  political  eclipse. 

.As  the  technology  of  weapons,  transportation,  communications,  an 
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propaganda  continued  to  develop,  it  became  possible  to  compel  obedience 
over  areas  measured  in  thousands  (rather  than  hundreds)  of  miles  and 
thus  over  distances  greater  than  those  occupied  bv  existing  linguistic 
and  cultural  groups.  It  thus  became  necessary  to  appeal  for  allegiance  to 
the  state  on  grounds  wider  than  nationalism.  This  gave  rise,  in  tlie  1930’s 
and  1940’s,  to  the  idea  of  continental  blocs  and  the  ideololgical  state 
(replacing  the  national  state).  Embraced  bv  Hitler  and  the  Japanese,  and 
(much  less  consciously)  by  the  United  States  and  Britain,  this  growing 
pattern  of  political  organization  and  appeal  to  allegiance  was  .smashed  in 
World  VV’ar  II.  But  during  that  war  technological  developments  in¬ 
creased  the  area  over  which  obedience  could  be  compelled  and  con.sent 
obtained.  By  1950,  Dulles  and  others  talked  of  a  two-Power  world,  as  if 
consent  could  be  obtained  by  only  two  Powers,  and  as  if  each  were 
hemispherical  in  scope.  They  were  not.  For,  while  the  area  of  power 
organizations  had  expanded,  they  had  not  become  hemispherical,  and 
new  counterbalancing  factors  had  appeared  that  threatened  to  reverse 
the  whole  process. 

Instead  of  pou'er  in  the  1950’s  being  concentrated  in  two  centers, 
each  hemispherical  in  scope  and  able  to  compel  obedience  over  distances 
of  10,000  miles,  the  Superpowers  could  compel  obedience  over  distances 
in  the  range  of  6,000  to  8,000  miles,  leaving  a  considerable  zone  be¬ 
tween  them.  In  addition  the  neutralization  of  their  real  power  in  their 
Superpower  confrontation  made  this  zone  between  more  obvious,  and 
weakened  their  ability  to  obtain  obedience  to  extreme  demands  even 
within  6,000  miles  of  their  power  centers  (which  were  situated,  let  us  say, 
in  Omaha  and  Kuibyshev).  In  this  power  gap  between  the  less  than 
hemispherical  Superpowers  appeared  the  neutrals  of  the  Buffer  Fringe. 

But  there  was  more  to  the  situation  than  this  geographical  limitation. 
The  nature  of  power  was  also  changing,  although  few  noticed  this.  The 
role  of  force  in  politics  had  been  effective  to  the  degree  that  it  was  able 
to  influence  the  minds  and  walls  of  men.  But  the  new  weapons,  in 
seeking  increased  range,  had  become  weapons  of  mass  destruction  rather 
than  instruments  of  persuasion.  If  the  \dctims  of  such  w'eapons  are  killed, 
they  can  neither  obey  nor  consent.  Thus  tiic  new  w  eapons  have  become 
instruments,  not  of  political  power,  but  of  destruction  of  all  pow'er 
organizations.  This  explains  the  growing  reluctance  by  all  concerned 
to  use  them.  Furthermore  their  range  and  areas  of  impact  make  them 
niost  ineffective  against  individual  men  and  especially  against  the  minds 
of  individual  men.  And,  finally,  in  an  ideological  state  it  is  the  minds  of 
oien  that  must  be  the  principal  targets.  Any  organization  is  coordinated 
both  bv  patterned  relationships  and  by  ideology  and  morale.  If  the 
former  become  increasingly  threatened  by  weapons  of  destruction,  the 
organization  can  survive  by  becoming  decentralized,  with  less  emphasis 
on  organizational  relationships  and  more  emphasis  on  morale  and  out- 
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look.  They  thus  become  increasingly  amorphous  and  invulnerable  to 
modern  weapons  of  destruction.  The  peoples  of  Africa  are,  for  this 
reason  among  others,  not  susceptible  to  compulsion  by  megaton  bombs. 
And  Western  peoples  or  Soviet  peoples  can  become  less  susceptible  by 
becoming  Africanized. 

This  process  has  not  gone  very  far  yet,  but  it  is  already  observable, 
especially  among  the  younger  generation  of  the  United  States,  Europe, 
and  the  Soviet  Union.  To  the  young  in  all  three  of  these  areas  there  is 
a  growing,  if  quiet,  skepticism  of  any  general  abstract  appeal  to  alle¬ 
giance  and  loyalty,  and  a  grotving  concern  with  concrete,  interpersonal 
relationships  with  local  groups  of  friends  and  intimates. 

There  is  still  another  element  in  this  complex  picture.  This  is  also 
related  to  weapons.  The  past  history  of  weapons  over  thousands  of  years 
shows  that  the  reason  political  units  have  grown  larger  in  certain  periods 
has  been  because  of  the  increased  power  of  the  offensive  in  the  dominant 
weapons  systems,  and  that  periods  in  which  defensive  weapons  became 
dominant  have  been  those  in  which  political  units  remained  small  in 
area  or  even  became  smaller.  The  growing  power  of  castles  in  the  period 
about  1 100  B.c.  or  about  a.d.  900  made  political  power  so  decentralized 
and  made  power  units  so  small  that  all  power  became  private  power, 
and  the  state  disappeared  as  a  common  form  of  political  organization. 
Thus  arose  the  so-called  “Dark  Ages”  about  1000  b.c.  or  a.d.  1000. 

W’e  do  not  expect  any  such  extreme  growth  of  defensive  power  in 
the  future,  but  miy  hicrease  in  defensive  w'eapon  power  would  stop  the 
growth  in  size  of  power  areas  and  would,  in  time,  reverse  this  tendency. 
There  would  be  thus  a  proliferation  in  numbers  and  a  decrease  in  size 
of  such  power  units,  a  tendency  already  evident,  in  the  past  twenty 
years,  in  the  great  increase  in  the  number  of  United  Nations  member 
states.  No  drastic  increase  in  the  defensive  power  of  e.xisting  weapons 
can  \"et  be  demonstrated  in  any  conclusive  way,  but  the  rising  ability 
of  guerrilla  forces  to  maintain  their  functional  autonomy  shows  definite 
limits  on  the  offensive  power  of  contemporary  weapons.  Any  drastic 
increase  in  the  abilitv  of  guerrilla  forces  to  function  Mould  indicate 
such  an  increase  in  the  defensive  power  of  e.xisting  weapons,  and  this, 
in  turn,  M  ould  indicate  an  ability  to  resist  centralized  authorities  and 
thus  an  abilitv  to  maintain  and  defend  small-group  freedoms. 

Such  a  rise  in  the  strength  of  defensive  weapons,  M’ith  a  consequent 
decentralization  of  political  poM’cr,  would  require  a  number  of  other 
changes,  such  as  a  decentralization  of  economic  production.  1  hi* 
probably  seems  very  unlikely  to  us  M’ho  live  in  the  frantic  economic 
expansion  of  the  electronic  revolution  and  the  space  race,  but  it  i.s  at 
least  conceivable.  Such  a  change  M'ould  require  a  plentiful,  dispersed 
source  of  industrial  energy  and  the  use  of  plentiful  and  M'idely  scattered 
materials  for  industrial  fabrication.  These  do  not  seem  to  be  completely 
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Unlikely  possibilities.  For  example,  a  shift  from  our  present  use  of 
fossil  fuels  as  a  chief  energy  source  to  the  use  of  the  sun’s  energv  directly 
in  many  small  local  energy  accumulators  might  provide  a  plentiful  supply 
of  decentralized  energy.  More  remote  might  be  use  of  the  tides,  or  of 
differential  ocean  temperatures,  or  even  of  the  winds.  Possibly  some 
development  in  the  use  of  nuclear  energy,  or,  above  all,  some  method 
for  cheap  separation  of  the  o.xygen  and  hydrogen  in  ordinary  water 
that  could  release  energxy  perhaps  through  fuel  cells,  as  they  recombine. 

Such  a  decentralized  energy  source,  if  developed,  could  be  used  to 
build  up  a  decentralized  industrial  system  using  cellulose  or  silicon  as 
raw  materials  to  produce  an  economy  of  plastics  and  glass  products 
(including  fiber  glass).  These  two  raw  materials  found  in  vegetation 
and  sand  are  among  the  most  common  substances  in  the  world.  On 
such  a  basis,  with  the  proper  development  of  guerrilla  weapon  tactics, 
the  costs  of  enforcing  centralized  orders  in  local  areas  might  rise  so  high 
that  a  considerable  process  of  political  decentralization  and  local  autono¬ 
mies  (including  local  liberties)  could  arise,  thus  reversing  the  process 
of  political  centralization  that  has  continued  in  the  Western  tradition 
for  about  a  thousand  years. 

In  this  process,  a  significant  role  might  be  played  by  the  appearance 
of  a  major,  nonnuclear,  deterrence.  This  already  exists,  but  is  not  publicly 
discussed  because  it  presents  such  a  threat  to  the  existing  world  political 
structure.  It  rests  in  the  e.xistence  of  biological  and  chemical  weapons 
(BCW)  that  can  be  just  as  devastating  as  nuclear  weapons  and  do  not 
require  a  rich  or  elaborate  industrial  system  for  their  manufacture  or  use. 
Thus  they  might  be  more  readily  available  or  usable  by  the  less  ad¬ 
vanced  industrial  nations,  but  are  not  being  researched  by  such  nations 
to  any  considerable  degree  because  they  might  also  be  more  effective 
as  weapons  against  such  backward  nations.  At  the  same  time,  the  more 
advanced  nations  also  hesitate  to  publicize  the  existence  of  such  weapons 
because  there  is  no  assurance  that  they  might  not,  while  being  readily 
available  to  backward  nations,  still  be  relatively  effective  against  ad¬ 
vanced  nations. 

Much  of  the  significance  of  this  relationship  can  be  seen  in  regard 
to  Red  China.  This  potential  enemy  has  already  exploded  some  kind  of  a 
nuclear  device  and  will  have  a  nuclear  weapon  in  the  next  few  years, 
but  this  offers  little  potential  danger  to  us  since  they  will  have  no  effec¬ 
tive  long-range  delivery  vehicle.  On  the  other  hand,  their  threat  v'ith 
this  against  our  allies,  such  as  Japan  or  the  Philippines,  or  their  ability 
even  now  with  their  mass  armies  to  threaten  our  interests  in  India, 
Southeast  Asia,  or  Korea,  is  potentially  high.  Against  such  a  threat,  our 
nuclear  missiles  are  relatively  weak,  because  China  is  too  dispersed  and 
decentralized  to  offer  vital  targets.  On  the  other  hand,  China’s  vulnera¬ 
bility  to  the  threat  of  biological  warfare  is  very  large.  This  explains 
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their  hy  sterical  attacks  on  American  “germ  warfare”  during  the  Korean 
War.  The  word  puts  them  into  a  panic,  and  rightly  so,  since  they  are 
critically  vulnerable  to  such  weapons  used  by  us.  The  virus  for  wheat 
rust  and  rice  blast,  in  varieties  especially  virulent  on  Chinese-type  plants, 
can  be  produced  in  large  amounts  relatively  easily  at  costs  well  below  I40 
a  pound.  Spread  on  the  fields  at  the  proper  time  in  the  annual  growing 
cycle,  these  would  destroy  up  to  75  percent  of  these  crops.  And  there 
is  no  efifective  defense.  In  consequence  the  Chinese  food  intake  would 
be  cut  from  about  2,200  calories  per  person  a  day,  not  much  above  the 
subsistence  level,  to  about  1,300  calories  a  day.  If  the  Chinese  permitted 
this,  they  would  have  few  people  strong  enough  to  work  at  the  defense 
effort,  either  in  the  combat  areas  or  in  industrial  plants.  If  they  tried  to 
keep  the  food  intake  of  more  indispensable  defenders  up  by  strict  ra¬ 
tioning,  leaving  notlung  for  many  children,  old  people,  and  women, 
they  would  suffer  about  50  million  deaths  from  malnutrition  within  a 
year.  The  armed  forces,  still  largely  of  peasant  origin,  would  not  allow  a 
rationing  system  that  doomed  their  families  in  the  villages,  and  would 
turn  against  the  regime,  especially  if  an  American  offer  to  feed  tlie 
Chinese  on  American  surplus  food  after  a  Chinese  surrender  were  broad¬ 
cast  to  the  Chinese  people. 

The  danger  of  such  w  eapons  becoming  common,  or  even  becoming 
commonly  known,  among  the  people  of  the  world,  including  the  less 
developed  nations,  is  verv  great,  opening  an  opportunity  to  all  kinds 
of  political  blackmail  or  even  to  merely  irresponsible  threats.  The  paral¬ 
lel  danger  from  new  weapons  of  chemical  warfare  are  even  more  hor¬ 
rifying.  One  of  the  nerve  gases  now  currently  available  in  the  United 
States  is  so  potent  tliat  a  small  drop  of  it  on  an  individuars  unbroken 
skin  can  cause  death  in  a  few  seconds.  Moreover,  man)'  of  these  BCVV 
weapons  are  cheap  to  make,  and  easier  to  make  than  to  control.  Most 
can  be  made  in  anv  well-equipped  kitchen  or  ordinary  laboratory,  with 
the  chief  restriction  arising  from  the  difficult  safety  precautions.  But  if 
the  latter  could  be  handled,  and  if  delivery  systems  (which  in  some 
cases  need  be  no  more  than  men  walking  by  fields  or  urban  re.servoirs) 
could  be  obtained,  the  deterrent  effect  of  BCVV  weapons  miglit  be 
much  greater  than  that  of  nuclear  weapons  now  is,  and  would  be  much 
less  predictable  and  forseeablc,  since  they  would  not  be  restricted,  as  the 
nuclear  threat  is,  to  heavily  industrialized  nations.  This  might  well 
contribute  toward  the  decentralization  of  power  already  mentioned. 

Another  significant  element  in  this  complex  picture  is  the  convergence 
tow'ard  parallel  paths  of  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  1  his 
is,  of  course,  something  that  rabid  partisans  of  either  side  w'ill  refuse 
to  recognize.  It  arises  from  three  directions:  ( 1 )  there  is  an  absolute 
convergence  of  intere.sts  betw'een  the  two  state.s,  as  w'ill  be  indicated 
in  a  moment;  (2)  the  structures  of  the  tw  o  countries  are,  to  some  extent, 
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changing  in  similar  wavs;  and  (3)  as  the  onlv  Superpowers  able  to 
inflict  or  receive  instant  annihilation,  these  two  countries,  to  some 
extent,  stand  apart  from  other  states  and  in  a  class  together.  The  last 
point  is  almost  obvious,  since  it  must  be  clear  that  onlv  these  two  are 
prepared  to  engage  in  a  race  to  the  moon  or  have  an  almost  insatiable 
demand  for  mathematicians  or  space  scientists,  or  are  looked  to  by  im¬ 
poverished  neutrals  as  obligated  to  provide  economic  assistance  to  the 
latters’  ambitions. 

The  converging  of  interests  of  the  two  Superpowers  arises  largely 
from  the  other  two  factors.  These  common  interests  include  a  wide 
variety  of  items,  such  as  restricting  the  proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons 
to  additional  states,  establishing  restrictions  on  the  economic  demands  of 
neutral  nations,  especiallv  bv  refusing  to  allow  one  Superpov'er  to  be 
bid  against  the  other;  the  ending  of  nuclear  testing,  the  slowing  up  of 
the  space  race,  the  approaching  domination  of  the  United  Nations  bv" 
tlie  growing  majority  of  small  and  backward  countries,  the  increasing 
aggres-siveness  of  Red  China,  the  unification  of  Germany,  the  acceleration 
of  the  population  explosion  in  backward  areas,  and  many  others. 

Along  with  this  convergence  of  interests  is  the  growing  parallelism  of 
structure:  (i)  In  spite  of  the  great  difference  in  the  theories  and  the 
appearances  of  political  life  in  the  two  countries,  each  is  increasingly 
reaching  its  most  fundamental  decisions,  not  tlirough  party  politics  or  by 
decision  in  a  political  assembly,  but  by  the  shifting  pressures  of  great 
lobbying  blocs  acting  upon  each  other  by  largely  hidden  contacts 
carried  on  behind  the  scenes.  (2)  These  pressures  are  chiefly  concerned 
with  the  allotment  of  economic  resources,  through  fiscal  and  budgetary 
mechanisms,  among  three  competing  sectors  of  the  economy  concerned 
with  consumption,  governmental  expenditures  (chiefly  defense),  and 
capital  investment.  (3)  Socially,  both  societies  are  undergoing  a  similar 
circulation  of  elites  in  which  education  is  the  chief  doorway  to  social 
a,dvancement  and  is  crow'ded  witli  applicants  from  tiie  lower  (but  not 
lowest)  stratum  of  society  (equivalent  to  the  petty  bourgeoisie  or  lower 
middle  classes)  but  is  receiving  relatively  fewer  successful  applicants 
from  the  upper  (but  not  uppermost)  group  whose  parents  are  already 
establislied  in  the  prevalent  structure.  (4)  In  both  countries  trained  ex¬ 
perts  and  technicians,  as  a  consequence  of  this  educational  process,  are 
replacing  political  figures  or  other  social  groups,  especialh'  political  spe¬ 
cialists.  In  both,  the  military  leaders,  although  qualified  for  supreme 
influence  by  their  possession  of  power,  are  held  at  secondary  levels  by 
personal  manipulations.  (5)  In  both  countries  there  is  a  growing  intellec¬ 
tual  skepticism  toward  authority,  accepted  ideologies,  and  established 
.slogans,  replaced  b\’  a  rising  emphasis  upon  the  need  for  satisfactory 
small-group,  interpersonal  relations. 

As  a  result  of  all  the  complex  interrelationships  of  weapons  and  politics 
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that  we  have  mentioned  up  to  this  point,  it  seems  very  likely  that  the 
international  relations  of  the  future  will  shift  from  the  world  we  have 
known,  in  which  war  was  epidemic  and  total,  to  one  in  which  conflict 
is  endemic  and  controlled.  The  ending  of  total  warfare  means  the  ending 
of  war  for  unlimited  aims  (unconditional  surrender,  total  victory,  de¬ 
struction  of  the  opponent’s  regime  and  social  system),  fought  with 
weapons  of  total  destruction  and  a  total  mobilization  of  resources,  in¬ 
cluding  men,  to  a  condition  of  constant,  flexible,  controlled  conflict  with 
limited,  specific,  and  shifting  aims,  sought  by  limited  application  of 
diverse  pressures  applied  against  any  other  state  whose  behavior  we  wish 
to  influence. 

Such  controlled  conflict  would  involve  a  number  of  changes  in  our 
attitudes  and  behavior: 

1.  No  declarations  of  war  and  no  breaking  off  of  diplomatic  relations 
with  the  adversary,  but,  instead,  continuous  communication  with  him, 
whatever  level  of  intensity  the  conflict  may  reach. 

2.  Acceptance  of  the  idea  that  conflict  with  an  adversary  in  respect 
to  some  areas,  activities,  units,  or  weapons  docs  not  necessarily  involve 
conflict  with  him  in  other  areas,  activities,  units,  or  weapons. 

3.  Military  considerations,  and  the  use  of  force  generally,  will  always 
be  subordinate  to  political  considerations,  and  will  operate  as  part  of 
policy  in  the  whole  policy  context. 

4.  Armed  forces  must  be  fully  professionalized,  trained  and  psycholog¬ 
ically  prepared  to  do  any  task  to  the  degree  and  level  they  are  ordered 
by  the  established  political  authorities,  without  desire  or  independent 
effort  to  carry  combat  to  a  level  of  intensity  not  in  keeping  with  existing 
polic\-  and  political  considerations. 

5.  There  must  be  full  ability  at  all  times  to  escalate  or  to  descalate  the 
level  of  warfare  as  seems  necessary  in  terms  of  the  policy  context,  and 
to  signal  the  decision  to  do  either  to  the  adversary  as  a  guide  to  his 
responses. 

6.  Ability  to  descalate  to  the  level  of  termination  of  violence  and 
warfare  must  be  possible,  both  in  psychological  and  procedural  terms, 
even  with  continuance  of  conflict  on  lower,  nonforce,  levels  such  as 
economic  or  ideological  conflict. 

7.  There  must  e.xist  a  full  panoply  of  weapons  and  of  economic,  polit¬ 
ical,  social,  and  intellectual  pressures  that  can  be  used  in  conflict  with  any 
diverse  states  to  secure  the  specific  and  limited  goals  that  would  become 
the  real  aims  of  international  policy  in  a  period  of  controlled  conflict- 

8.  Among  the  methods  we  must  be  prepared  to  use  in  such  a  period 
must  be  diplomatic  or  tacit  agreement  wdth  any  other  state,  including 
the  Soviet  Union  or  Red  China,  to  seek  parallel  or  joint  aims  in  the 
world.  This  will  be  possible  if  all  aims  are  limited  to  specific  goals, 
which  each  state  will  recognize  are  not  fatal  to  his  general  position  and 
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regime,  and  by  which  one  specific  aim  can  be  traded  against  another, 
even  tacitly.  This  will  become  possible  for  the  double  reason  that  profes¬ 
sionalization  of  the  fighting  forces  and  the  growing  productiveness  of 
the  Superpower  economies  will  not  require  either  the  total  psychological 
mobilization  or  the  almost  total  economic  mobilization  necessary  in 
World  War  II. 

9.  All  this  means  a  blurring  of  the  distinction  between  war  and  peace, 
with  the  situation  at  all  times  one  of  closely  controlled  conflict.  In  this 
way  endemic  conflict  is  accepted  in  order  to  avoid,  if  possible,  epidemic 
total  war.  The  change  will  become  possible  because  the  ultimate  policy 
of  all  states  will  become  the  preservation  of  their  way  of  life  and  existing 
regime,  with  the  largest  possible  freedom  of  action.  These  aims  can  be 
retained  under  controlled  conflict  but  will  be  lost  by  all  concerned  in 
total  war. 

In  spite  of  this  shift  in  the  whole  pattern  of  international  power  rela¬ 
tions,  the  Soviet  Union  will  remain  for  a  long  time  the  chief  adversary 
of  the  United  States,  a  situation  for  which  there  is  no  real  solution  until 
a  new,  aJid  indepeiident.  Superpower  rises  on  the  land  mass  of  Eurasia, 
preferably  in  a  unified  Western  Europe.  The  fundamental  differences 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  will  remain  for  a  long 
time.  They  are  critical,  and  include  the  following;  (i)  a  basic  difference 
in  outlook  in  which  the  outlook  of  the  West  is  based  on  diversity,  rela¬ 
tivism,  pluralism,  and  social  consensus,  while  the  Russian  outlook  is 
based  on  a  narrow  range  of  competing  opinions  and  little  diversity  of 
knowledge,  and  is  monolithic,  intolerant,  rigid,  unified,  absolute,  and 
authoritarian;  (i)  the  difference  in  stages  of  economic  development,  in 
tvhich  they  are  looking  forward,  with  eager  anticipation,  to  an  affluent 
future,  while  we  have  already  experienced  an  affluent  society  and  are 
increasingly  disillusioned  with  it;  (3)  the  fact  that  the  American  economy 
is  unique,  because  it  is  the  only  economy  that  no  longer  operates  in 
terms  of  scarce  resources.  It  may  be  inside  a  framework  of  scarce  re¬ 
sources,  but  this  framework  is  so  much  wider  than  the  other  limiting 
features  of  the  system  (notably  its  fiscal  and  financial  arrangements) 
that  the  system  itself  does  not  operate  within  any  limits  established  by 
that  wider  framework. 

The  third  distinction  may  be  seen  in  the  fact  that,  in  other  economies, 
when  additional  demands  are  presented  to  the  economy,  less  resources 
are  available  for  alternative  uses.  But  in  the  American  system,  as  it  now 
stands,  additional  new  demands  usually  lead  to  increased  resources  be¬ 
coming  available  for  alternative  purposes,  notable  consumption.  Thus,  if 
the  Soviet  Union  embraced  a  substantial  increase  in  space  activity,  the 
resources  available  for  raising  Russian  levels  of  consumption  would  be 
reduced,  while  in  America,  any  increases  in  the  space  budget  makes 
levels  of  consumption  also  rise.  It  does  this,  in  the  latter  case,  because 
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increased  space  expenditures  provide  purchasing  power  for  consumption 
that  makes  available  previously  unused  resources  out  of  the  unused 
American  productive  capacity. 

This  unusued  productive  capacity  exists  in  the  American  economy 
because  the  structure  of  our  economic  system  is  such  that  it  channels 
flows  of  funds  into  the  production  of  additional  capacity  (investment) 
without  any  conscious  planning  process  or  any  real  desire  by  an\’one 
to  increase  our  productive  capacity.  It  does  this  because  certain  institu¬ 
tions  in  our  system  (such  as  insurance,  retirement  funds,  social  securit)" 
payments,  undistributed  corporate  profits,  and  such)  and  certain  individ¬ 
uals  who  personally  profit  by  the  flow  of  funds  not  theirs  into  invest¬ 
ment  continue  to  operate  to  increase  investment  even  when  they  have 
no  real  desire  to  increase  productive  capacity  (and,  indeed,  many  decry 
it).  In  the  Soviet  Union,  on  the  contrary,  resources  are  allotted  to  the 
increase  of  productive  capacity  by  a  conscious  planning  process  and  at 
the  cost  of  reducing  the  resources  available  in  their  system  for  con¬ 
sumption  or  for  the  government  (largely  defense). 

Thus  the  rneaning  of  the  word  “costs”  and  the  limitations  on  ability 
to  mobilize  economic  resources  are  entirely  different  in  our  s}'stem  from 
the  Soviet  system  and  most  others.  In  the  Soviet  economy  “costs”  are 
real  costs,  measurable  in  terms  of  the  allotment  of  scarce  resources  that 
could  have  been  used  otherwise.  In  the  American  system  “costs”  are 
fiscal  or  financial  limitations  that  have  little  connection  with  the  use  of 
scarce  resources  or  even  with  the  use  of  available  (and  therefore  not 
scarce)  resources.  The  reason  for  this  is  that  in  the  American  economVi 
the  fiscal  or  financial  limit  is  lower  than  the  limit  established  by  real  re¬ 
sources  and,  therefore,  since  the  financial  limits  act  as  the  restraint  on 
our  economic  activities,  we  do  not  get  to  the  point  where  our  activities 
encounter  the  restraints  imposed  by  the  limits  of  real  resources  (except 
rarely  and  briefly  in  terms  of  technically  trained  manpower,  which  is 
our  most  limited  resource). 

These  differences  between  the  Soviet  and  the  American  economies 
are:  (i)  the  latter  has  built-in,  involuntary,  institutionalized  investment, 
which  the  former  lacks,  and  (2)  the  latter  has  fiscal  restraints  at  a  much 
lower  level  of  economic  activity,  which  the  Soviet  system  also  lacks. 
Thus  greater  activity  in  defense  in  the  USSR  entails  real  costs  since 
it  puts  pressure  on  the  ceiling  established  by  limited  real  resources,  while 
greater  activitv  in  the  American  defense  or  space  effort  releases  money 
into  the  system,  which  presses  upw^ard  on  the  artificial  financial  ceiling, 
pressing  it  upward  closer  to  the  higher,  and  remote,  ceiling  established 
by  the  real  resources  limit  of  the  American  economy.  This  makes  avail¬ 
able  the  unused  productive  capacity  that  exists  in  our  system  between 
the  financial  ceiling  and  the  real  resources  ceiling;  it  not  onl)'  makes 
these  unused  resources  available  for  the  governmental  sector  of  the 
economy  from  \v  liich  the  expenditure  was  directly  made  but  also  makes 
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available  portions  of  these  released  resources  for  consumption  and  ad¬ 
ditional  capital  investment.  For  this  reason,  government  expenditures  in 
the  United  States  for  things  like  defense  or  space  mav  entail  no  real 
costs  at  all  in  terms  of  the  economy  as  a  whole.  In  fact,  if  the  volume 
of  unused  capacity  brought  into  use  by  e.xpenditure  for  these  things 
(that  is,  defense,  and  so  on)  is  greater  than  the  resources  necessary  to 
satisfy  the  need  for  which  the  expenditure  was  made,  the  volume  of 
unused  resources  made  available  for  consumption  or  investment  will 
be  greater  than  the  volume  of  resources  used  in  the  governmental  ex¬ 
penditure,  and  this  additional  government  effort  will  cost  nothing  at  all 
in  real  terms,  but  will  entail  negative  real  costs.  (Our  wealth  will  be 
increased  by  making  the  effort.) 

The  basis  for  this  strange,  and  virtuallv  unique,  situation  is  to  be  found 
in  the  large  amount  of  unused  productive  capacity  in  the  United  States, 
even  in  our  most  productive  years.  In  the  second  quarter  of  1962,  our 
productive  system  u  as  running  at  a  very  high  level  of  prosperity,  yet  it 
was  functioning  about  12  percent  below'  capacity,  which  represented  a 
loss  of  $73  billion  annuallv.  In  this  wav,  in  the  whole  period  from  the 
beginning  of  1953  to  the  middle  of  1962,  our  productive  system  operated 
at  S387  billion  below'  capacity'.  Thus,  if  the  system  had  operated  near 
capacity,  our  defense  effort  over  the  nine  years  w'ould  have  cost  us 
almost  notiling,  in  terms  of  loss  of  goods  or  capacity. 

This  unique  character  in  the  American  economy  rests  on  the  fact  that 
the  utilization  of  resources  follows  flow'  lines  in  the  economy  that  are 
not  everywhere  reflected  by  corresponding  flow'  lines  of  claims  on  wealth 
(that  is,  money).  In  general,  in  our  economy  the  lines  of  flow'  of  claims 
on  wealth  are  such  that  they  provide  a  very  large  volume  of  savings 
and  a  ratlier  large  volume  of  investment,  even  when  no  one  reallv' 
wants  new  productive  capacity;  they  also  provide  an  inadequate  flow  of 
consumer  purchasing  pow'er,  in  terms  of  the  flows,  or  potential  flows, 
of  consumers’  goods;  but  they  provide  very  limited,  sharply  scrutinized, 
and  often  misdirected  flows  of  funds  for  the  use  of  resources  to  fulfill 
the  needs  of  the  governmental  sector  of  our  trisectored  economy.  As  a 
result,  w'e  have  our  economy  of  distorted  resource-utilization  patterns, 
W'ith  overinvestment  in  many  areas,  overstuffed  consumers  in  one  place 
and  impoverished  consumers  in  another  place,  a  drastic  uiidcrsuppK'  of 
social  services,  and  widespread  social  needs  for  which  public  funds  are 
lacking.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  money  flows  follow'  fairly  well  the  flow's 
of  real  goods  and  resources,  but,  as  a  result,  pressures  are  directly  on  re¬ 
sources.  These  pressures  mean  that  saving  and  investment  conflict  directly 
with  consumption  and  government  services  (including  defense),  putting 
the  government  under  severe  direct  strains,  as  the  demands  for  higher 
standards  of  living  cannot  be  satisfied  except  by  curtailing  investment, 
defense,  space,  or  other  government  e.xpenditures. 

Many  countries  of  the  '^'orld,  especially  the  backward  ones,  are  worse 
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off  than  the  Soviet  Union,  because  their  efforts  to  increase  consumers’ 
goods  may  well  require  investment  based  on  savings  that  must  be  ac¬ 
cumulated  at  the  expense  of  consumption.  In  many  areas,  as  we  have 
seen  in  Asia,  the  Mediterranean,  and  Latin  America,  savings  are  ac¬ 
cumulated  by  structural  monetary  flows,  but  there  are  no  institutional 
flows  toward  investment,  little  incentive  or  motivation  for  investment, 
and  the  economy  lags  in  all  three  sectors. 

As  a  chief  consequence  of  these  conditions,  the  contrast  between  the 
“have”  nations  and  the  “have-not”  nations  will  become  even  wider. 
This  would  be  of  little  great  importance  to  the  rest  of  the  world  were 
it  not  that  the  peoples  of  the  backward  areas,  riding  the  “crisis  of  rising 
expectations,”  are  increasingly  unwilling  to  be  ground  down  in  poverty 
as  their  predecessors  were.  At  the  same  time,  the  Superpower  stalemate 
increases  the  abilities  of  these  nations  to  be  neutral,  to  exercise  influence 
out  of  all  relationship  to  their  actual  powers,  and  to  act,  sometimes,  in  an 
irresponsible  fashion.  These  areas  will  be  the  chief  sources  of  real 
trouble  in  the  future,  for  clashes  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  (or  even  Red  China)  are  unlikely  to  arise  from  direct 
conflicts  of  interests,  but  may  well  arise  from  conflicts  over  neutrals. 

These  neutrals  and  other  peoples  of  backward  areas  have  acute  prob¬ 
lems.  Solutions  of  these  problems  do  exist,  but  the  underdeveloped 
nations  are  unlikely  to  find  them.  As  we  have  indicated  elsewhere,  their 
chief  problems  are  three:  ( 1 )  the  relationship  between  population  ex¬ 
plosion  and  limited  food  supplies;  (2)  problems  of  political  stability, 
especially  the  relationship  between  political  aims  and  quite  diverse  weap- 
ons-control  patterns;  and  (3)  the  problem  of  obtaining  constructive 
rather  than  destructive  patterns  of  outlook.  The  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  have  a  common  interest  in  seeing  that  these  problems  find 
solutions.  In  general,  these  underdeveloped  nations  cannot  follow  Amer¬ 
ican  patterns,  and  are  attracted  to  the  Soviet  system  de.spite  its  heavy 
costs  in  loss  of  personal  freedoms.  We  do  not  have  either  the  knowledge 
or  influence  that  would  make  it  possible  for  us  to  direct  their  steps  along 
more  desirable  routes  such  as  that  followed  by  Japan. 

One  development  in  political  life  during  the  next  generation  or  so  that 
will  be  difficult  to  document  is  concerned  with  the  very  nature  of  the 
modern  sovereign  state.  Like  so  much  of  our  cultural  heritage  from  the 
seventeenth  century,  such  as  international  law  and  puritanism,  this  may 
now  be  in  the  process  of  a  change  so  profound  as  to  modify  its  very 
nature.  As  understood  in  western  Europe  over  the  last  three  centuries, 
the  state  was  the  organization  of  sovereign  power  on  a  territorial  basis. 
“Sovereign”  meant  that  the  state  (or  ruler)  had  supreme  legal  authorit' 
to  do  just  about  anything  regarded  as  public,  and  this  authority  im¬ 
pinged  directly  on  the  subject  (or  citizen)  without  any  intermediaries 
or  buffer  corporations,  and  did  this  in  a  dualistic  power  antithesis  typic*^ 
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of  the  Greek  two-valued  logic  that  was  applied  to  almost  everything 
in  the  seventeenth  century.  As  part  of  this  sovereign  system,  it  was  as¬ 
sumed  that  rights  of  property  and  of  permanent  association  v'ere  not 
natural  or  eternal,  but  flowed  from  grants  of  sov-ereign  power.  Thus 
property  in  land  required  the  state’s  recognition  in  the  form  of  a  docu¬ 
ment  or  deed,  and  no  corporation  could  e.xist  except  at  the  charter  of  the 
sovereign  or  v  ith  his  tacit  consent.  Moreover,  all  citizens  on  the  territory 
were  subject  to  the  same  sovereign  power.  The  latter  consisted,  as  it 
still  largely  does  in  our  tradition,  of  a  mixture  of  force  (military),  econ¬ 
omic  rew  ards,  and  ideological  uniformity.  This  view'  of  public  authority 
is  by  no  means  universal  in  the  world,  and  shows  strong  indications  that 
it  may  be  changing  in  the  West.  Corporations  e.xist  and  have  the  earliest 
mark  of  divinity  (immortality),  and  have  become,  as  they  were  in  the 
nonsovereign  Middle  Ages,  refuges  where  individuals  may  function 
shielded  from  the  reach  of  the  sovereign  state.  The  once  almost  universal 
equivalence  between  residence  and  citizenship  may  be  weakening.  If 
the  ideological  state  continues  to  develop  its  likely  characteristics,  per¬ 
sons  of  different  ideologies  and  thus  of  different  allegiances  may  become 
intermingled  on  the  same  territori'.  The  number  of  refugees  and  resident 
aliens  is  now  increasing  in  most  countries. 

Moreover,  the  incorporation  of  such  a  wide  variety  of  peoples  w'ith 
such  diverse  traditions  into  the  United  Nations  is  also  contributing  to 
this  process.  We  have  seen  that  traditional  China  did  not  e.xercise  power 
on  the  vast  majority  of  its  subjects  (the  peasants)  in  terms  of  force, 
rewarils,  or  even  ideology,  but  did  so  by  social  pressures  through  the 
intermediary  of  the  family  and  the  gentry.  Similarly  in  Africa,  pow'er 
has  been  quite  different  in  its  character  than  it  w'as  in  the  traditional 
European  state,  and  was  based  rather  on  kinship,  social  reciprocity,  and 
religion.  When  African  n.ativcs  met  to  settle  political  disputes  in  battle, 
this  was  not,  as  in  Europe,  a  clash  of  military  force  to  settle  the  issue; 
rather  it  was  an  opportunity  for  spiritual  entities  to  indicate  their  deci¬ 
sions  in  the  case.  As  soon  as  a  few'  casualties  appeared  on  one  side,  this 
W  as  taken  as  an  indication  that  the  spirits  concerned  had  made  a  decision 
adverse  to  that  side,  and,  accordinglv,  the  victims’  associates  broke  and 
ran,  leaving  the  field  to  the  other  side.  Like  the  medieval  judicial  trial 
by  battle  or  by  ordeal,  this  w'as  not  an  effort  to  settle  a  dispute  by  force, 
but  the  attempt  to  give  a  spiritual  entity  an  opportunity  to  reveal  its 
decision. 

It  may  seem  farfetched  to  expect  our  state  to  succumb  to  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  religious,  magical,  or  spiritual  influences  such  as  this,  but 
there  can  be  little  doubt  that  social  pressures  such  as  used  to  exercise 
influence  in  China  will  become  more  influential  in  our  pow'er  structures 
in  the  future. 

It  seems  likely  also  that  there  will  be  a  certain  revival  of  the  use  of 
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intermediaries  in  removing  or  weakening  the  impact  of  sovereign  power 
on  ordinary  individuals.  This  implies  a  growth  of  federalism  in  the  struc¬ 
ture  of  pohtical  power.  On  the  whole,  the  history  of  federalism  has 
not  been  a  happy  one.  Even  in  the  United  States,  the  most  significant 
example  of  a  successful  federalist  structure  in  modern  history,  the  feder¬ 
alist  principle  has  yielded  ground  to  unitary  government  for  150  years  or 
so.  .Moreover,  in  our  own  time  a  number  of  efforts,  chiefly  British,  to 
set  up  federal  unions  have  failed.  Thus  the  Central  African  Federation  of 
the  Rhodesias  and  Nyasaland  broke  up  after  a  few  years,  and  the  ^Vest 
Indies  Federation  was  even  less  viable.  Recently  the  Malaysian  Federation 
of  the  Malay  States,  Singapore,  North  Borneo,  and  Sarawak  has  been 
threatened  with  destruction  by  Indonesia,  itself  once  a  federal  system 
that  has  now  largely  yielded  to  unitary  developments. 

Nevertheless,  the  federal  principle  seems  likely  to  grow  as  a  method 
by  which  certain  functions  of  government  are  allotted  to  one  structure 
while  other  functions  go  to  a  narrower  or  wider  structure.  This  tendency 
seems  likely  to  arise  from  a  number  of  influences  of  which  tlie  chief 
might  be:  (i)  the  inability  of  many  of  the  new,  small  states  to  carry 
on  all  the  functions  of  government  independently  and  alone,  and  their 
consequent  efforts  to  carry  out  some  of  them  cooperatively;  (2)  the 
tendency  for  these  new  states  to  look  to  the  United  Nations  to  perform 
some  of  the  most  significant  functions  of  government,  such  as  defense 
of  frontiers  or  maintaining  public  order;  for  example,  Tanganyika  re¬ 
cently  disbanded  its  armed  forces  and  entrusted  its  defense  and  public 
order  to  a  Nigerian  force  under  United  Nations  control;  (3)  the  need 
for  economic  cooperation  over  wider  areas  than  the  boundaries  of  most 
states  in  order  to  obtain  the  necessary  diversity  of  resources  within  i* 
single  economic  system,  a  need  that  will  continue  to  encourage  the 
establishment  of  customs  unions  and  economic  blocs,  of  which  the 
European  Common  Market  is  the  outstanding  example;  similar  unions  are 
projected  for  Central  America  and  other  areas. 

The  most  interesting  e.xample  of  this  process  may  be  seen  in  the 
slow  growth  of  some  kind  of  multilevel  federal  structure  covering  much 
of  tropical  Africa.  This  arose  from  the  disintegration  of  the  French 
colonial  system  in  Black  Africa  in  1956-1960  and  was  known  as  th^ 
Brazzaville  Twelve  at  first  (from  December  in  i960),  but  is  now  mud 
expanded  to  include  non-French  areas  under  the  name  Union  of  Africa'^ 
and  .Malagasy'  States.  This  Union  shows  a  tendency'  to  become  one  o 
the  middle  lay'ers  in  a  multilevel  political  hierarchy.  In  this  hierarchy^j 
the  top  level  is  held  by'  the  United  Nations  and  its  associated  functioua 
bodies,  such  as  the  World  Flealth  Organization,  UNESCO,  the  Fuo 
and  Agricultural  Organization,  the  ILO,  the  International  Monetary 
Fund,  the  World  Bank,  the  International  Court  of  Justice,  and  others- 
On  the  second  level  are  various  organizations  that  have  Pan-Europe^'’ 
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or  Third  Bloc  overtones  such  as  the  European  Common  Market  or  its 
now  stalemated  political  counterpart,  along  with  Euratom,  the  European 
Coal  and  Iron  Community,  and  some  others.  The  De  Gaulle  veto  on  the 
continued  development  of  these  has  suspended  their  growth  and  also 
any  tendency  for  them  to  coalesce  with  a  number  of  older  French 
Community  organizations. 

On  the  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  levels  is  a  rather  confused  mass  of 
organizations  of  which  the  third  consists  of  those  which  are  Pan- African 
in  scope,  the  fourth  are  those  allied  with  the  UA.MS,  and  the  fifth  are 
the  relatively  \  iable  Brazzaville  Twelve  projects.  On  the  third  level  are 
such  organizations  as  the  Economic  Commission  for  Africa  South  of  the 
Sahara,  the  Technical  Cooperation  Commission  for  Africa,  the  Scientific 
Council  for  Africa,  two  African  commissions  of  the  M^’orld  Conference 
of  Organizations  of  the  Teaching  Professions,  the  African  Trade  Union 
Confederation  (set  up  at  Dakar  in  1962),  and  a  number  of  others.  On 
the  fifth  level  are  a  whole  series  of  organizations  associated  \\  ith  the 
Brazzaville  Twelve,  its  semiannual  “summit  conferences”  of  heads  of 
state,  its  Secret3r\^  General  and  Secretariat,  its  Defense  Union,  its  Organ¬ 
ization  for  Economic  Cooperation,  and  others.  On  the  fourth  level  are 
similar  organizations,  including  an  Assembly  of  Heads  of  States,  a 
Council  of  Members,  and  a  Secretariat-General  set  up  for  the  UAMS  at 
Lagos  in  January  1962.  Possibly  these  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  levels  v'ill 
coalesce  and  eliminate  some  reduplication  as  memberships  become  firmer. 

On  tlie  sixth  level  are  a  number  of  local  unions  of  states,  such  as  those 
for  local  river  controls,  customs  unions,  and  such.  And  on  tlie  seventh 
level  are  the  individual  states  which  in  theory  (like  the  states  of  the 
United  States)  will  continue  to  hold  full  sovereignty.  But  when  two- 
third  votes  on  higher  levels  can  make  binding  decisions  on  member 
states,  or  when  states  intend  to  vote  as  a  bloc  in  the  United  Nations,  or 
when  states  have  reduced  their  military  and  police  forces  so  that  they 
ate  dependent  on  forces  from  higher  levels  to  defend  their  territories  or 
to  maintain  order,  or  when  states  look  to  higher  levels  for  funds  for 
investment  or  to  restore  their  annua!  foreign-exchange  imbalances,  the 
realities  of  sovereign  power  become  dispersed  and  some  areas  of  the 
World  begin  to  look  more  like  the  Germanics  of  the  late  medieval  period 
than  like  the  nationali.st  sovereign  states  of  the  nineteenth  century.  How 
far  this  procc.ss  will  go  we  cannot  foretell,  but  the  possibility  of  such 
tievelopments  should  not  be  excluded  by  us  just  because  they  have  not 
iwen  experienced  1)V  us  in  recent  generations. 

This  is  more  than  enough  on  the  power  patterns  in  our  near  future. 
We  must  now  turn  to  a  much  briefer  discussion  of  the  patterns  of  econ¬ 
omic  and  social  life.  There  we  see  a  most  extraordinary  contrast.  While 
^he  economic  life  of  Western  society  has  been  increasingly  successful 
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in  satisfying  our  material  needs,  the  social  aspect  has  become  increasingly 
frustrating.  There  was  a  time,  not  long  ago,  when  the  chief  aims  of  most 
Western  men  was  for  greater  material  goods  and  for  rising  standards  of 
living.  This  w  as  achieved  at  great  social  costs,  by  the  attrition  or  even 
destruction  of  much  of  social  life,  including  the  sense  of  community 
fellow  ship,  leisure,  and  social  amenities.  Looking  backward,  we  are  fully 
aware  of  these  costs  in  the  original  factory  towms  and  urban  slums,  but 
looking  about  us  todays  w'e  are  often  not  aware  of  the  great,  often  in¬ 
tangible,  costs  of  middle-class  living  in  suburbia  or  in  the  dormitory 
environs  that  surround  European  cities:  the  destruction  of  social  com¬ 
panionship  and  solidarity,  the  narrowing  influence  of  exposure  to  persons 
from  a  restricted  age  group  or  from  a  narrow  segment  of  social  class, 
the  horrors  of  commuting,  the  incessant  need  for  constant  driving  about 
to  satisfy'  the  ordinary  needs  of  the  family  for  groceries,  medical  care, 
entertainment,  religion,  or  social  experience,  the  prohibitive  cost  and 
inconvenience  of  upkeep  and  repairs  and,  in  general,  the  whole  w'ay  of 
life  of  the  suburban  “rat  race,”  including  the  large-scale  need  for  pro¬ 
viding  artificial  activities  for  children. 

Rebellion  against  this  rat  race  has  already  begun,  not  from  the  low'er 
middle  class  who  are  just  entering  it  and  still  aspire  to  it,  but  from  the 
established  middle  class  w'ho  have,  as  they  say,  “had  it.”  On  the  whole, 
the  efforts  to  find  a  w'ay  out  while  still  retaining  a  high  standard  of 
material  living  have  not  been  successful,  and  the  real  rebellion  is  coming, 
as  we  shall  see  later,  from  their  children.  These  have  expanded  the  usual 
adolescent  revolt  against  parental  dominance  and  authority  into  a  large- 
scale  rejection  of  parental  values.  One  form  that  this  revolt  has  taken  has 
been  to  modify  the  meaning  of  the  expression  “high  standard  of  living 
to  include  a  whole  series  of  desires  and  values  that  are  not  material 
and  thus  w'ere  excluded  from  the  nineteenth-century  bourgeois  under¬ 
standing  of  the  expression  “standard  of  living.”  Among  these  are  tw'O 
we  have  already  listed  as  disconcerting  elements  in  the  Africans’  under¬ 
standing  of  standard  of  living:  small  group  interpersonal  relationships 
and  sex  play.  These  changes,  as  wx  shall  see,  have  come  to  represent  a 
challenge  to  the  wTole  middle-class  outlook. 

The  social  costs  of  the  contemporary  economic  system  are  staggering- 
On  the  whole,  they  have  been  widely  discussed  and  are  generally  recog¬ 
nized.  As  economic  enterprises  have  become  larger  and  more  tightly 
integrated  into  one  another,  the  freedom,  individualism,  and  initiative 
traditionally  associated  with  the  modern  economy  (in  contrast  with  the 
medieval  rural  economy')  have  had  to  be  sacrificed.  The  self-reliant  indi¬ 
vidual  has  gradually'  changed  into  the  conformist  “organization  inait- 
Routine  has  displaced  risk,  and  subordination  to  abstractions  has  replaced 
the  struggle  with  diverse  concrete  problems.  The  constantly  narrowing 
range  of  possibilities  for  self-e.xpression  has  given  rise  to  deep  frustrations 
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with  their  concomitant  grovTh  of  irrational  compensating  customs,  such 
as  the  obsession  with  speed;  vicarious  combativeness,  especially  in  sports; 
the  use  of  alcohol,  tobacco,  narcotics,  and  sex  as  stimulants,  diversions, 
and  sedatives;  and  the  rapid  appearance  and  disappearance  of  fads  in 
dress,  social  customs,  and  leisure  activities. 

.Most  crucial  have  been  the  demands  of  the  modern  industrial  and 
business  system,  because  of  advancing  technology,  for  more  highly 
trained  manpower.  Such  training  requires  a  degree  of  ambition,  self- 
discipline,  and  future-preference  that  many  persons  lack  or  refuse  to 
provide,  with  the  result  that  a  growing  lowest  social  class  of  the  social 
outcasts  (the  Luinpeiiproletariat)  has  reappeared.  This  group  of  rejects 
from  our  bourgeois  industrial  society  provide  one  of  our  most  intractable 
future  problems,  because  they  are  gathered  in  urban  slums,  have  political 
influence,  and  are  socially  dangerous. 

In  the  United  States,  where  these  people  congregate  in  the  largest 
cities  and  are  often  Negroes  or  Latin  Americans,  they  are  regarded  as  a 
racial  or  economic  problem,  but  they  are  really  an  educational  and  social 
problem  for  which  economic  or  racial  solutions  would  help  little.  This 
group  is  most  numerous  in  the  more  advanced  industrial  areas  and  now 
forms  more  than  twenty  percent  of  the  American  population.  Since  they 
are  a  self-perpetuating  group  and  have  many  children,  they  are  increasing 
in  numbers  faster  than  the  rest  of  the  population.  Their  self-perpetuating 
characteristic  as  a  group  is  not  based  on  biological  differences  but  on 
sociological  factors,  chiefly  on  the  fact  that  disorganized,  undisciplined, 
present-preference  parents  living  under  chaotic  economic  and  social  con¬ 
ditions  are  most  unlikely  to  train  their  children  in  the  organized,  discip¬ 
lined,  future-preference  and  orderly  habits  the  modern  economic  system 
requires  in  its  workers,  so  that  the  children,  like  their  parents,  grow  up  as 
unemployables.  This  is  not  a  condition  that  can  be  cured  by  providing 
more  jobs,  even  if  the  jobs  are  in  the  proper  areas,  because  the  jobs 
require  characteristics  these  victims  of  anomie  do  not  possess  and  are 
Unlikely  to  acquire. 

All  this  leads  to  one  of  the  most  significant  of  current  changes,  the 
changes  in  attitudes  and  outlooks.  At  this  point  we  shall  not  discuss  the 
niiddle-class  outlook  and  its  challenges,  which  are  the  central  aspect  of. 
this  subject  in  the  United  States,  but  shall  restrict  ourselves  to  an  equally 
large  subject,  the  changes  in  the  outlook  of  Western  society  as  a  whole, 
especially  in  Europe. 

The  intellectual  and  religious  aspects  of  any  society,  including  all 
those  things  I  call  “pattern  of  outlook,”  change  at  least  as  rapidly  as  the 
more  material  aspects  of  the  society,  and  are  generally  less  noticed. 
Among  these  the  most  significant,  and  the  least  noticed,  are  the  cate¬ 
gories  into  which  any  society  divides  its  experiences  in  order  to  think 
about  them  or  to  talk  about  them  and  the  values  the  society,  often  in 
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unconscious  consensus,  places  upon  these  categories.  In  every  society 
there  are  certain  groups,  perhaps  an  intellectual  elite,  who  think  new 
thoughts,  new  at  least  in  comparison  with  what  went  just  before.  In 
time,  some  of  these  thoughts  spread  and  become  familiar,  until  it  may 
seem  that  everybody  is  thinking  them.  Of  course,  evervbodv  is  not,  be¬ 
cause  in  every  society  there  are  three  other  groups:  the  large  group  who 
do  not  think  at  all,  the  substantial  group  who  are  not  av  are  of  anything 
new  and  who  retain  the  same  outlook  for  years  and  c\'en  generations, 
and  the  small  group  who  are  always  opposed  to  the  consensus  simply 
because  opposition  has  become  an  end  in  itself. 

In  spite  of  these  complexities,  we  can  still  look  at  the  past  and  see 
a  sequence  of  prevalent  outlooks,  often  with  rather  confused  periods  of 
transition  in  between.  Over  the  past  two  centuries,  there  have  becit  five 
such  stages:  the  Enlightenment  in  1730-1790,  the  Romantic  Movement 
in  1790-1850,  the  Age  of  Scientific  .Materialism  in  1850-1895,  the  Period 
of  Irrational  Activism  of  1895-1945,  and  our  new  Age  of  Inclusive 
Diversity  since  1945. 

These  changing  patterns  of  outlooks  arise  because  men  arc  compli¬ 
cated  creatures  trying  to  operate  in  a  complex  universe.  Both  man  and 
universe  are  dynamic,  or  changeable  in  time,  and  the  chief  additional 
complexity  is  that  both  are  changing  in  a  continuum  of  abstraction, 
as  well  as  in  the  more  familiar  continuum  of  space-time.  The  continuum 
of  abstraction  simply  means  that  the  reality  in  which  man  and  the  uni¬ 
verse  function  exists  in  five  dimensions;  of  these  the  dimension  of  ab¬ 
straction  covers  a  range  from  the  most  concrete  and  material  end  of 
reality  to,  at  the  opposite  extreme,  the  most  abstract  and  spiritual  end 
of  reality,  with  every  possible  gradation  between  these  t\\  o  ends  along 
the  intervening  dimensions  that  determine  reality,  including  the  three 
dimensions  of  space,  the  fourth  of  time,  and  this  fifth  dimension  of 
abstraction.  This  means  that  man  is  concrete  and  material  at  one  end 
of  his  person,  is  abstract  and  spiritual  at  the  other  end,  and  covers  all 
the  gradations  between,  with  a  large  central  zone  concerned  with  his 
chaos  of  emotional  experiences  and  feelings- 

In  order  to  think  about  himself  or  the  universe  with  the  more  abstract 
and  rational  end  of  his  being,  man  has  to  categorize  and  to  conceptualize 
both  his  own  nature  and  the  nature  of  reality,  while,  in  order  to  act 
and  to  feel  on  the  less  abstract  end  of  his  being,  he  must  function  more 
directly,  outside  the  limits  of  categories,  without  the  buffer  of  concepts- 
Thus  man  might  look  at  his  own  being  as  divided  into  three  levels  of 
bod\’,  emotions,  and  reason.  The  bod\',  functioning  directly  in  space¬ 
time-abstraction,  is  much  concerned  with  concrete  situations,  individua 
and  unique  events,  at  a  specific  time  and  place.  I  he  middle  levels  o 
his  being  are  concerned  with  himself  and  his  reactions  to  reality  in  teriiis 
of  feelings  and  emotions  as  determined  by  endocrine  and  neurologica 
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reactions.  The  upper  levels  of  his  being  are  concerned  with  his  neurolog¬ 
ical  analysis  and  manipulation  of  conceptualized  abstractions.  The  three 
corresponding  operations  of  his  being  are  sensual,  emotional  or  intuitive, 
and  rational.  The  sequence  of  intellectual  history  is  concerned  with  the 
sequence  of  styles  or  fads  that  have  been  prevalent,  one  after  another, 
as  to  w  hat  emphasis  or  combinations  of  man’s  three  levels  of  operations 
would  be  used  in  his  efforts  to  e.xperience  life  and  to  cope  with  the 

In  the  most  general  terms,  we  might  say  that  primitive  man  emphasized 
an  empirical  approach  to  these  problems  w  ith  use  of  man’s  sensual  equip¬ 
ment  and  chief  emphasis  on  specific  concrete  situations;  archaic  man  (say 
from  5000  B.c.  to  about  500  u.c.  in  Eurasia)  emphasized  man’s  emotional 
and  intuitive  equipment  with  emphasis  on  symbols,  ritual,  myth,  and 
magical  actions;  Classical  man  (say  from  500  b.c.  to  a.d.  500)  emphasized 
man’s  rational  equipment  and  regarded  man’s  concepts  as  the  major 
portion  of  realit)'.  But  Western  man,  since  .a.d.  500,  has  sought  to  find 
some  combination  of  all  three  parts  of  his  equipment  that  will  provide 
satisfactory  explanation  and  successful  operation  in  terms  both  of  man’s 
nature  and  of  the  universe.  The  combinations  he  has  tried  provide  the 
changing  sequence  of  intellectual  liistory. 

The  Age  of  Enlightenment,  following  on  the  successes  of  the  Age 
of  Newton  (which  had  discovered  a  rational  and  mechanical  expla¬ 
nation  of  the  material  universe),  tried  to  apply  the  same  techniques 
to  man  and  society,  and  came  up  with  a  static,  mechanical,  and  ration¬ 
alist  conception  of  both.  The  inadequacy  of  this  view  of  man,  already 
rejected  bv  poets  and  literary  figures  in  the  mid-eighteenth  century,  led 
to  its  general  rejection  as  inadequate  because  of  the  excesses  of  the 
French  Revolution.  The  follow'ing  Romantic  period,  accordingly, 
adopted  a  much  more  irrational  picture  of  man,  of  society,  and  of  the 
universe.  As  a  consequence,  emphasis  shifted  from  the  earlier  rational, 
mechanical,  and  static  view's  to  irrational  and  dynamic  views  of  man  and 
society. 

This  period  of  Romanticism  (about  1790-1850)  was  marked  by  poets 
of  “storm  and  stress,”  the  Gothic  revival,  and  a  growing  emphasis  on 
history  as  tlie  correct  key  to  understanding  man  and  society.  The  period, 
associated  with  Hegel,  Hugo,  and  Heine,  culminated  in  Karl  .Marx’s 
Coiiniiwiist  Manifesto  (1848),  whicli  found  the  key  to  man’s  social  po¬ 
sition  in  past  struggles. 

The  third  generation  of  the  nineteenth  century  (1850-1895)  was  in 
an  aaje  of  science  and  rationalism  w'hose  typical  figures  were  Darw'in 
and  Bismarck.  M’hile  emphasizing  the  empirical  and  rational  aspects  of 
science,  it  tried  to  apply  these  to  biology  and  to  history  in  terms  of 
a  scientific  materialism  that  could  explain  biology  and  change  as  New¬ 
ton’s  science  had  e.xplained  mechanics.  By  the  end  of  the  century',  man 
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was  frustrated  and  disillusioned  with  scientific  method  and  materialism 
and  -with  emphasis  on  the  nonhuman  world  and  was  turning  once  again 
to  the  problems  of  man  and  society  with  a  conviction  that  these  problems 
could  be  handled  only  by  nonrational  methods  and  by  the  clash  of 
contending  forces,  since  the  problems  themselves  were  too  complex,  too 
dynamic,  too  irrational  to  be  settled  by  science  or  even  by  human 
thought. 

The  result  was  a  new  period,  the  Age  of  Irrational  Activism.  It  began 
with  men,  like  Henri  Bergson  and  Sigmund  Freud,  who  emphasized  the 
nonrational  nature  of  the  universe  and  of  man,  quickly  shifted  Darwin’s 
doctrines  of  struggle  and  survival  from  nonhuman  nature  to  human  so¬ 
ciety,  and  rejected  rationalism  as  slow,  superficial,  and  an  inhibition  on 
both  action  and  survival.  As  Bergson  said  in  his  Creative  Evolution 
(1907):  “The  intellect  is  characterized  by  a  natural  inability  to  compre¬ 
hend  life.  Instinct,  on  the  contrary,  is  molded  on  the  very  form  of  life.” 

This  period  felt  that  man,  and  nature,  and  human  society  were  all 
basically  irrational.  Reason,  regarded  as  a  late  and  rather  superficial  accre¬ 
tion  in  the  process  of  human  evolution,  was  considered  inadequate  to 
plumb  the  real  nature  of  man’s  problems,  and  was  regarded  as  an  inhibitor 
on  the  full  intensity  of  his  actions,  an  obstacle  to  the  survival  of  him¬ 
self  as  an  individual  and  of  his  group  (the  nation).  Any  effort  to  apply 
reason  or  science,  based  on  rational  analysis  and  evaluation,  would  be  a 
slow  and  frustrating  effort;  slow  because  the  process  of  human  rationality 
is  always  slow,  frustrating  because  it  cannot  plumb  into  the  real  depths 
and  nature  of  man’s  experience,  and  because  it  can  always  turn  up  as 
many  and  as  good  reasons  for  any  course  of  action  as  it  can  for  the  op¬ 
posite  course  of  action.  The  effort  to  do  this  was  dangerous,  because  as 
the  thinker  poised  in  indecision,  the  man  of  action  struck,  eliminated  the 
thinker  from  the  scene,  and  survived  to  determine  the  future  on  the 
basis  of  continued  action.  To  the  theorist  of  these  views,  the  thinker 
would  always  be  divided,  hesitant,  and  weak,  while  the  man  of  action 
would  be  unified,  decisive,  and  strong. 

This  point  of  view,  nourished  on  Marx  and  Heinrich  von  Treitschke, 
justified  class  conflicts  and  national  warfare,  and  formed  the  background 
for  the  cult  of  violence  that  was  reflected  in  the  political  assas.sinations 
of  1898-1914  and  the  imperialist  aggressions  that  began  with  Japan. 
Italy,  and  Britain  in  China,  Ethiopia,  and  South  Africa  in  1894-1899.  Th® 
explicit  justification  of  this  view  could  be  found  in  Georges  Sorel  R^' 
flexions  snr  la  Violence  ( 1908)  or  in  the  political  events  of  the  summer 
of  1914.  From  that  fateful  summer,  for  more  than  forty  years,  higher 
levels  of  violence  became  the  solution  of  all  problems,  whether  it  was  the 
question  of  winning  a  war,  Stalin’s  efforts  to  industrialize  Russia,  Hitlers 
efforts  to  settle  the  “Jewish  problem,’’  Rupert  Brooke’s  effort  to  find 
meaning  in  life,  Japan’s  desire  to  find  a  solution  to  economic  depression, 
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the  English-speaking  nations’  search  for  security,  Italy’s  search  for  glory, 
or  Franco’s  desire  to  preserve  the  status  quo  in  Spain.  The  culmination 
of  the  process  in  total  irrationalism  and  total  violence  was  Nazism,  “The 
Revolution  of  Nihilism.” 

E.xpressed  explicitly  this  cult  of  Irrational  Activism  was  based  on  the 
belief  that  the  universe  was  dynamic  and  largely  nonrational.  As  such, 
any  effort  to  deal  with  it  by  rational  means  will  be  futile  and  superficial. 
Moreover,  rationalism,  by  paralyzing  man’s  ability  to  act  decisively,  will 
expose  him  to  destruction  in  a  world  whose  chief  features  include  strug¬ 
gle  and  conflict.  Men  came  to  believe  that  only  violence  had  survival 
value.  The  resulting  cult  of  violence  permeated  all  human  life.  By  mid¬ 
century,  the  popular  press,  literature,  the  cinema,  sports,  and  all  major 
human  concerns  had  embraced  this  cult  of  violence.  The  books  of  .Mickey 
Spillane  or  Raymond  Chandler  sold  millions  to  satisfy  this  need.  Hum¬ 
phrey  Bogart  became  the  most  popular  film  hero  because  he  courted 
Women  with  a  blow  to  the  jaw. 

On  a  somewhat  more  profound  level,  the  Nazi  Party  mobilized  pop¬ 
ular  support  with  a  program  of  “Blood  and  Soil”  {Blut  und  Boden), 
v\  hile  the  Fascists  in  Italy  covered  every  wall  with  their  slogan,  “Believe! 
Obey!  Fight!”  In  neither  was  there  any  expectation  that  men  should 
think  or  analyze. 

On  the  highest  philosophic  levels,  the  new  attitude  was  justified.  Berg¬ 
son  appealed  to  intuition,  and  Hitler  used  it.  Other  philosophers  vied 
with  one  another  to  demonstrate  that  the  old  mechanism  of  abstract, 
rational  thought  must  be  rejected  as  irrelevant,  superficial,  or  meaning¬ 
less.  The  semanticists  rejected  logic  by  rejecting  the  idea  of  general  cate¬ 
gories  or  even  of  definition  of  terms.  According  to  them,  because  every¬ 
thing  is  constanth"  changing,  no  term  can  remain  fixed  without  at  once 
becoming  irrelevant.  The  meaning  of  any  word  depended  on  the  context 
in  which  it  v'as  used;  since  this  was  different  every  time  it  was  used,  the 
meaning,  consisting  of  a  series  of  connotations  based  on  all  previous  uses 
of  the  term,  is  different  at  each  use.  Every  individual  who  uses  a  term  is 
simply  the  culmination  of  all  his  past  experiences  that  make  him  what  he 
IS;  since  experience  never  stops,  he  is  a  different  person  every  time  he 
Uses  a  term,  and  it  has  a  different  meaning  for  him.  On  this  basis  the  Ital¬ 
ian  playwright  Luigi  Pirandello  (1867-1936)  wrote  a  series  of  works  to 
show  the  constantly  changing  nature  of  personality,  which  is  also  a  re¬ 
flection  of  the  conte.xt  in  which  it  operates,  so  that  each  person  who 
uieets  someone  kno^\’s  him  as  a  different  personality. 

Tlie  most  uddelv  read  of  twentieth-century  philosophers,  the  existen¬ 
tialists,  reflected  this  same  attitude,  although  they  could  agree  on  almost 
Uothing.  In  general  they  were  skeptical  of  any  general  principles  about 
reality,  but  recognized  that  reality  did  exist  for  each  individual  as  the 
concrete  instant  of  time,  place,  and  context  in  which  he  acted.  I'hus  he 


1226 


TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


must  act.  In  order  to  act  he  must  make  a  decision,  a  commitment,  to 
something  that  would  give  him  a  basis  from  which  to  act.  Bv  acting 
e.xperiences  reality,  and  to  that  e.xtent  knows  and  demonstrates,  at  least 
to  himself,  that  there  is  a  reality. 

All  these  ideas,  reflecting  the  disjointed  malaise  of  the  century,  perme¬ 
ated  the  outlook  of  the  period  and  left  it  hungry  for  meaning,  for  iden¬ 
tity,  for  some  structure  or  purpose  in  human  e.xperience.  Insanity,  neuro¬ 
sis,  suicide,  and  all  kinds  of  irrational  obsessions  and  reactions  fille<^ 
increasing  roles  in  human  life.  Most  of  these  were  not  even  recognized 
as  being  irrational  or  obsessive.  Speed,  alcohol,  se,\,  coffee,  and  tobacco 
screened  man  off  from  living,  injuring  his  health,  stultifying  his  capacity 
to  think,  to  obsen-e,  or  to  enjoy  life,  without  his  realizing  that  these  wet^ 
the  shields  he  adopted  to  conceal  from  himself  the  fact  that  he  was  no 
longer  really  capable  of  living,  because  he  no  longer  knew  what  life  v’as 
and  could  see  no  meaning  or  purpose  in  it.  As  his  capacity  to  live  or  to 
experience  life  dwindled,  he  sought  to  reach  it  by  seeking  more  vigorous 
experiences  that  might  penetrate  the  barriers  surrounding  him.  The  re¬ 
sult  was  mounting  sensationalism.  In  time,  nothing  made  much  impression 
unless  it  was  concerned  with  shocking  violence,  perversion,  or  distortion. 

Along  with  this,  ability  to  communicate  dwindled.  The  old  idea  of 
communication  as  an  exchange  of  concepts  represented  by  symbols  'vas 
junked.  Instead,  symbols  had  quite  different  connotations  for  everyone 
concerned  simply  because  everyone  had  a  different  past  experience.  A 
symbol  might  have  meaning  for  two  persons  but  it  did  not  have  the  same 
meaning.  Soon  it  was  regarded  as  proper  that  words  represent  only  the 
writer’s  meaning  and  need  have  no  meaning  at  all  for  the  reader.  Thus 
appeared  private  poetry,  personal  prose,  and  meaningless  art  in  whid’ 
the  symbols  used  have  ceased  to  be  symbols  because  they  do  not  reflect 
any  common  background  of  e.xperience  that  could  indicate  their  meaU' 
ing  as  shared  communication  or  experience.  These  productions,  the  fa 
of  the  day,  were  acclaimed  by  many  as  works  of  genius.  Those  who  ques 
tioned  them  and  asked  their  meaning  were  airily  waved  aside  as  unfot 
givable  philistines;  they  were  told  that  no  one  any  longer  sought  “mean 
ing”  in  literature  or  art  but  rather  sought  “experiences.”  Thus  to  look  at 
a  meaningless  painting  became  an  experience.  These  fads  followed  one 
another,  reflecting  the  same  old  pretenses,  but  under  different  name*’ 
Thus  “Dada”  following  World  War  I  eventually  led  to  the  “Absurd  u 
lowing  World  War  II. 

But  even  as  this  process  continued,  twenty  years  after  Hiroshima,  deep 
within  the  social  context  of  the  day,  new  outlooks  were  rising  that  ^ 
the  views  associated  with  Irrational  Activism  increasingly  irrelevant.  ’’ 
of  these  we  have  already  mentioned.  The  victory  of  rational  anal'^’ 
operational  research,  and  organized  scientific  attitudes  over  irrationa  q  ’ 
will,  intuition,  and  violence  in  World  War  II  reversed  the  trend.  Not 
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•ng  succeeds  like  success,  and  no  success  is  greater  than  ability  to  sur- 
'dve  and  find  solutions  to  critical  problems  involving  existence  itself.  The 

est  in  \\  orld  W'ar  II  and  in  the  postwar  period,  in  spite  of  the  hvsteri- 
cal  protests  of  the  extremists,  showed  once  again  that  it  was  able  to  over¬ 
come  aggression,  narrow  intolerance,  hatred,  tribalism,  totalitarianism, 
selfishness,  arrogance,  imposed  uniformity,  and  all  the  evils  the  West 
had  recognized  as  evils  throughout  its  history.  It  not  only  won  the  war: 
It  solved  the  great  economic  crisis,  prevented  the  extension  of  tyranny 
'vhile  still  avoiding  World  War  III,  and  did  all  this  in  a  typical  Western 
\yay  by  fumbling  cooperatively  down  a  road  paved  with  good  inten- 
tions.  The  final  result  was  a  triumph  of  incalculable  magnitude  for  the 
Outlook  of  the  West. 

The  Outlook  of  the  West  is  that  broad  middle  way  about  which  the 
fads  and  foibles  of  the  West  oscillate.  It  is  what  is  implied  bv  what  the 
^Vest  says  it  believes,  not  at  one  moment  but  over  the  long  succession 
of  moments  that  form  the  historv  of  the  AVest.  From  that  succession  of 
'Tioments  it  is  clear  that  the  \Vcst  believes  in  diversity  rather  than  in  uni¬ 
formity,  in  pluralism  rather  than  in  monism  or  dualism,  in  inclusion  rather 
^han  exclusion,  in  libert\"  rather  than  in  authoritv,  in  truth  rather  than 
■u  power,  in  conversion  rather  than  in  annihilation,  in  the  individual 
rather  than  in  the  organization,  in  reconciliation  rather  than  in  triumph, 
*n  heterogencitv  rather  than  in  homogeneitv,  in  relativisms  rather  than 
'n  absolutes,  and  in  approximations  rather  than  in  final  answers.  The 
^Vest  believes  that  man  and  the  universe  are  both  complex  and  that  the 
apparently  discordant  parts  of  each  can  be  put  into  a  reasonably  work¬ 
able  arrangement  with  a  little  good  will,  patience,  and  experimentation. 
In  man  the  WTst  sees  bod\%  emotions,  and  reason  as  all  equally  real  and 
necessary,  and  is  prepared  to  entertain  discussion  about  their  relative  in¬ 
terrelationships  but  is  not  prepared  to  listen  for  long  to  any  intolerant 
'nsistence  that  any  one  of  these  has  a  final  answer. 

The  West  has  no  faith  in  final  answers  today.  It  believes  that  all  an¬ 
swers  are  unfinal  because  everything  is  imperfect,  although  possibly  get¬ 
ting  better  and  thus  advancing  toward  a  perfection  the  West  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  admit  may  be  present  in  some  remote  and  almost  unattainable 
future.  Similarly  in  the  universe,  the  V\'est  is  prepared  to  recognize  that 
^here  are  material  aspects,  less  material  aspects,  immaterial  aspects,  and 
spiritual  aspects,  although  it  is  not  prepared  to  admit  that  anyone  yet 
I'as  a  final  answer  on  the  relationships  of  these.  Similarly  the  West  is 
prepared  to  admit  that  society  and  groups  are  necessary,  while  the  in¬ 
dividual  is  important,  but  it  is  not  prepared  to  admit  that  either  can  stand 
^lone  or  be  made  the  ultimate  value  to  the  sacrifice  of  the  other. 

\\'here  rationalists  insist  on  polarizing  the  continua  of  human  experi¬ 
ence  into  antithetical  pairs  of  opposing  categories,  the  West  has  con- 
^ranrly  rejected  the  implied  need  for  rejection  of  one  or  the  other,  by 
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embracing  “Both.”  This  catholic  attitude  goes  -back  to  the  earliest  days 
of  Western  society  when  its  outlook  was  being  created  in  the  religious 
controversies  of  the  preceding  Classical  Civilization.  Among  these  con¬ 
troversies  were  the  following;  (r)  Was  Christ  Man  or  God?  (2)  Was 
salvation  to  be  secured  by  God’s  grace  or  by  man’s  good  w'orks?  (3) 
Was  the  material  world  real  and  good  or  was  spirituality  real  and  good? 

(4)  Was  the  body  worthy  of  salvation  or  was  the  soul  only  to  be  saved? 

(5)  Was  the  truth  found  only  by  God’s  revelation  or  was  it  to  be  found 
by  man’s  e.xperience  (history)?  (6)  Should  man  work  to  save  himself 
or  to  save  others?  (7)  Does  man  owe  allegiance  to  God  or  to  Caesar? 
(8)  Should  man’s  behavior  be  guided  by  reason  or  by  observation?  (9) 
Can  man  be  saved  inside  the  Church  or  outside  it?  In  each  case,  with 
vigorous  partisans  clamoring  on  both  sides  (and  in  many  cases  still  clam¬ 
oring),  the  answer,  reached  as  a  consensus  built  up  by  long  discussion, 
was  Both.  In  fact  a  correct  definition  of  the  Christian  tradition  might 
well  be  expressed  in  that  one  w’ord  “Both.”  Throughout  its  long  history, 
controversy  over  religion  in  Western  society  has  been  based  on  a  dis¬ 
turbance  of  the  arrangement  or  balance  within  that  “Both.” 

From  this  religious  basis  established  on  “Both”  as  early  as  the  Councils 
of  Nicaea  (325)  and  Chalcedon  (451),  the  outlook  of  the  West  devel¬ 
oped  and  spread  w  ith  the  grow'th  of  the  new  Christian  Civilization  of 
the  West  to  replace  the  dying  Classical  Civilization.  And  today,  w'hen  the 
Gvilization  of  the  West  seems  as  if  it  too  may  be  dying,  we  may  reassure 
ourselves  by  recalling  that  our  civilization  has  saved  itself  before  by  turn¬ 
ing  back  to  its  tradition  of  Inclusive  Diversity.  This  apparently  is  w'hat^ 
has  been  happening  since  1940.  It  was  Inclusive  Diversity  that  created  the 
nuclear  bomb  in  World  War  II,  and  it  may  well  be  Inclusive  Diversity 
that  w’ill  save  the  W'est  in  the  postwar  wmrld. 

Any  outlook  or  society  that  finds  its  truth  in  Inclusive  Diversity  or  m 
“Both”  obviously  faces  a  problem  of  relationships.  If  man  finds  the  truth 
by  using  body,  emotions,  and  reason,  these  diverse  talents  must  be  placed 
in  some  workable  arrangement  with  one  another.  So  too  must  service  to 
God  and  to  Caesar  or  to  self  and  to  fellow  man. 

In  an  age  like  ours,  in  which  all  these  relationships  have  become  dis¬ 
rupted  and  discordant,  such  relationships  can  be  reestablished  by  discus¬ 
sion  and  testing,  but  in  this  process  each  discussant  must  rely  on  his  e.t- 
perience.  The  great  body  of  such  experience,  however,  will  not  be  found 
among  living  discussants,  whose  whole  lives  have  been  passed  in  a  cultut® 
in  w'lfich  these  relationships  were  discordant,  but  in  the  experiences  0 
those  whose  lives  were  lived  in  earlier  ages  before  the  relationship 
question  became  discordant.  This  gives  rise  to  the  typical  Western  solu¬ 
tion  of  reiving  on  experience  and,  at  the  same  time,  helps  the  society 
link  up  with  its  traditions  (the  most  therapeutic  action  in  which  any 
society'  can  engage). 

From  this  e.xamination  of  the  tradition  of  the  West,  we  can  formula*^® 
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the  pattern  of  outlook  on  which  this  tradition  is  based.  It  has  six  parts: 

1.  There  is  a  truth,  a  reality.  (Thus  the  West  rejects  skepticism,  solip¬ 
sism,  and  nihilism.) 

2.  No  person,  group,  or  organization  has  the  whole  picture  of  the  truth. 
(Thus  there  is  no  absolute  or  final  authority.) 

3.  Every  person  of  goodwill  has  some  aspect  of  the  truth,  some  vision 
of  it  from  the  angle  of  his  own  experience.  (Thus  each  has  something  to 
contribute.) 

4.  Through  discussion,  the  aspects  of  the  truth  held  by  many  can  be 
pooled  and  arranged  to  form  a  consensus  closer  to  the  truth  than  any  of 
the  sources  that  contributed  to  it. 

5.  This  consensus  is  a  temporary  approximation  of  the  truth,  which 
is  no  sooner  made  than  new'  experiences  and  additional  information  make 
it  possible  for  it  to  be  reformulated  in  a  closer  appro.ximation  of  the  truth 
by  continued  discussion. 

6.  Thus  Western  man’s  picture  of  the  truth  advances,  by  successive 
approximations,  closer  and  closer  to  the  whole  truth  without  ever  reach¬ 
ing  it. 

This  methodology  of  the  West  is  basic  to  the  success,  power,  and 
Wealth  of  Western  Civilization.  It  is  reflected  in  all  successful  aspects  of 
Western  life,  from  the  earliest  beginnings  to  the  present.  It  has  been 
attacked  and  challenged  by  all  kinds  of  conflicting  methods  and  outlooks, 
by  all  kinds  of  alternative  attitudes  based  on  narrowness  and  rigidity,  but 
it  has  reappeared,  again  and  again,  as  the  chief  source  of  strength  of  that 
amazing  cultural  grou'th  of  which  we  are  a  part. 

This  method  has  basically  been  the  method  of  operation  in  Western 
religious  history,  despite  the  many  lapses  of  Western  religion  into  authori¬ 
tarian,  absolute,  rigid,  and  partial  affirmations.  The  many  problems, 
previously  listed,  that  faced  the  Church  at  the  time  of  the  Council  of 
Nicaea  were  settled  by  this  Western  method.  Throughout  Western  re¬ 
ligious  history,  in  spite  of  the  frequent  outbursts  by  dissident  groups 
msisting  that  the  truth  w’as  available— total,  explicit,  final,  and  authorita¬ 
tive— in  God’s  revelation.  Western  religious  thought  has  continued  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  revelation  itself  is  never  final,  total,  complete,  or  literal,  but  is 
®  continuous  symbolic  process  that  must  be  interpreted  and  reinterpreted 
by  discussion. 

The  method  of  the  West,  even  in  religion,  has  been  this:  The  truth 
Enfolds  in  time  by  a  cooperative  process  of  discussion  that  creates  a 
temporary  consensus  which  we  hope  w'ill  form  successive  approxima¬ 
tions  growing  closer  and  closer  to  the  final  truth,  to  be  reached  only  in 
^ome  final  stage  of  eternity.  In  the  Christian  tradition  the  stages  in  this 
'tnfolding  process  for  each  individual  are  numerous;  they  include:  (i) 
tnan’s  intuitive  sense  of  natural  law'  and  morality,  (2)  the  Old  Testament, 
^3)  the  New  Testament,  (4)  the  long  series  of  Church  councils  and 
Ecclesiastical  promulgations  that  wdll  continue  indefinitely  into  the  fu- 
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ture,  (5)  for  each  individual  a  continued  process  of  knowledge  in  eternity 
after  death,  and,  finally,  (6)  the  Beatific  Vision.  Until  this  final  stage,  all 
versions  of  the  truth,  even  when  their  factual  content  is  based  on  divine 
revelation,  must  be  understood  and  interpreted  by  community  discussion 
in  terms  of  past  experiences  and  traditions. 

This  version  of  the  religious  tradition  of  the  West  as  an  example  of 
the  ^Vestern  outlook  as  a  whole  may  seem  to  many  to  be  contradicted 
by  the  narrow  intolerance,  rigid  bigotry,  and  relentless  persecutions  that 
ha\-e  disfigured  so  much  of  the  religious  historx"  of  the  West.  This  is  true, 
and  is  a  clear  indication  that  individuals  and  groups  can  fall  far  short  of 
•their  own  traditions,  can  lose  these  for  long  periods,  and  can  even  devote 
their  lives  to  fighting  against  them.  But  the  traditions  of  the  U’est,  cer¬ 
tainly  the  most  remarkable  any  civilization  has  had,  always  seem  to  come 
back  and  march  on  to  other  victories.  Even  in  our  day,  in  \^atican  Coun¬ 
cil  II  w  e  can  see  w  hat  outsiders  may  regard  as  surprising  efforts  to  apply 
Western  traditions  to  an  organization  which,  to  most  outsiders,  and  even, 
perhaps,  to  most  insiders,  must  appear  as  one  of  the  most  authoritarian 
organizations  ever  created.  But  the  tradition  is  there,  however  buried  or 
forgotten,  and  the  realization  of  this  has  made  V'atican  Council  II  a  sym¬ 
bol  of  hope,  even  to  non-CathoIics  and  even  to  those  w'ho  realize  it  will 
not  do  half  the  things  that  are  crying  urgently  to  be  done. 

Before  we  leave  this  subject,  concerned  wdth  an  area  (religion)  and  an 
organization  (the  Roman  Catholic  Church)  where  we  might  expect  the 
tradition  of  the  West  to  be  weak  or  even  absent,  we  might  comment  on 
one  other  issue.  The  rigidity  of  Western  religious  thought  that  often 
seems  to  be  unappreciative  of  the  Western  tradition  (although  funda¬ 
mentally  it  is  not)  is  often  explained  by  the  role  divine  revelation  plays 
in  Western  religion.  The  Word  of  God  may  seem  to  many  a  rigid  and 
inflexible  element  repugnant  to  the  flexible  and  tentative  outlook  I  hare 
identified  as  the  tradition  of  the  West.  But,  on  an  early  page  of  the  new 
version  of  Thomas  Aquinas  now'  appearing  in  English  in  sixty  volumeSi 
we  read  this  typical  Western  comment  on  the  role  of  revelation  in  re¬ 
ligious  truth;  “Revelation  is  not  oracular.  .  .  .  Propositions  do  not  descend 
on  us  from  heaven  ready  made,  but  are  .  .  .  more  a  draft  of  work  in 
progress  than  a  final  and  completed  document,  for  faith  itself,  though 
roofed  in  immutable  truth  is  not  crowning  knowledge,  and  its  elaboration 
in  teaching,  namely  theology,  is  still  more  bound  up  with  discourses 
progressively  manifesting  fresh  truths  or  fresh  aspects  of  the  truth  to  tlw 
mind.  So  the  individual  Christian  and  the  Christian  community  grow'  'n 
understanding;  indeed,  they  must  if,  like  other  living  organism.s,  they 
are  to  survive  by  adaptation  to  a  changing  environment  of  iustory,  ideas, 
and  social  pressures.”  * 

*  The  Smmm  TL'eoIogiae  of  Saint  Thomas  Aqnmas;  Latin  7  e.vr  ami 
Translation,  V'ol.  1  (New  York,  McGraw-Hill,  1904),  p.  102. 
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To  the  AA'est,  in  spite  of  all  its  aberrations,  the  greatest  sin,  from  Lucifer 
to  Hitler,  has  been  pride,  especially  in  the  form  of  intellectual  arrogance; 
and  the  greatest  virtue  has  been  humility,  especially  in  the  intellectual 
form  which  concedes  that  opinions  are  always  subject  to  modification 
by  new  experiences,  new  evidence,  and  the  opinions  of  our  fellow  men. 

These  procedures  that  I  have  identified  as  Western,  and  have  illustrated 
from  tlie  rather  unpromising  field  of  religion,  are  to  be  found  in  all  as¬ 
pects  of  W'estern  life.  The  most  triumphant  of  these  aspects  is  science, 
whose  method  is  a  perfect  example  of  the  Western  tradition.  The  scientist 
goes  eagerly  to  work  each  day  because  he  has  the  humility  to  know  that 
he  does  not  have  any  final  answers  and  must  work  to  modify  and  im¬ 
prove  the  answers  he  has.  He  publishes  his  opinions  and  research  re¬ 
ports,  or  exposes  these  in  scientific  gatherings,  so  that  the)'  may  be  sub¬ 
jected  to  the  criticism  of  his  colleagues  and  thus  gradually  play  a  role  in 
formulating  the  constantly  unfolding  consensus  that  is  science.  That  is 
what  science  is,  “a  consensus  unfolding  in  time  by  a  cooperative  effort, 
m  w  hich  each  w'orks  diligently  seeking  the  truth  and  submits  his  work 
to  the  discussion  and  critique  of  his  fellows  to  make  a  new,  slightly  im¬ 
proved,  temporary  consensus.” 

Because  this  is  the  tradition  of  the  West,  the  West  is  liberal.  Most 
historians  see  liberalism  as  a  political  outlook  and  practice  found  in  the 
nineteenth  centur\'.  But  nineteenth-century  liberahsm  was  simply  a 
temporary  organizational  manifestation  of  what  has  always  been  the 
underh  ing  AVestern  outlook.  That  organizational  manifestation  is  now 
largely  dead,  killed  as  much  by  twentieth-century  liberals  as  by  con¬ 
servatives  or  reactionaries.  It  was  killed  because  liberals  took  applications 
of  that  manifestation  of  the  Western  outlook  and  made  these  applications- 
rigid,  ultimate,  and  infle.xible  goals.  The  hberal  of  1880  was  anticlerical, 
antimilitarist,  and  antistate  because  these  w-ere,  to  his  immediate  experi¬ 
ence,  authoritarian  forces  that  sought  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the 
Western  w  ay.  The  same  liberal  was  for  freedom  of  assembly,  of  speech, 
and  of  the  press  because  these  were  necessary  to  form  the  consensus  that 
is  so  much  a  part  of  the  Western  process  of  operation. 

But  by  1900  or  so,  these  dislikes  and  likes  became  ends  in  themselves. 
The  liberal  was  prepared  to  force  people  to  associate  with  tho.se  they 
could  not  bear,  in  the  name  of  freedom  of  assembly,  or  he  w'as,  in  the 
oame  of  freedom  of  speech,  prepared  to  force  people  to  listen.  His  anti- 
clericalism  became  an  effort  to  prevent  people  from  getting  religion,  and 
Ifis  antimilitarism  took  the  form  of  opposing  funds  for  legitimate  defense. 
Most  amazing,  his  earlier  opposition  to  the  use  of  private  economic  power 
to  restrict  individual  freedoms  took  the  form  of  an  effort  to  increase  the 
2uthoiit\'  of  the  state  against  private  economic  power  and  w-ealth  in 
themselves.  Thus  the  liberal  of  1880  and  the  liberal  of  1940  had  re¬ 
versed  themselves  on  the  role  and  power  of  the  state,  the  earlier  seeking 
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to  curtail  it,  the  latter  seeking  to  increase  it.  In  the  process,  the  upholder 
of  the  former  liberal  idea  that  the  power  of  the  state  should  be  curtailed 
came  to  be  called  a  conservative.  This  simply  added  to  the  intellectual 
confusion  of  the  mid-twentieth  century,  which  arose  from  the  Irrational 
Activist  reluctance  to  define  any  terms,  a  disinclination  that  has  now 
penetrated  deeply  into  all  intellectual  and  academic  life. 

In  this  connection  we  might  say  that  the  whole  recent  controversy 
berv\’een  consen-atism  and  liberalism  is  utterly  wrongheaded  and  ignorant. 
Since  the  true  role  of  consen^atism  must  be  to  conserve  the  tradition 
of  our  society,  and  since  that  tradition  is  a  liberal  tradition,  the  two 
should  be  closely  allied  in  their  aim  at  common  goals.  So  long  as  liberals 
and  conservatives  have  as  their  primary  goals  to  defend  interests  and  to 
belabor  each  other  for  partisan  reasons,  they  cannot  do  this.  When  they 
decide  to  look  at  the  realities  beneath  the  controversies,  they  might  begin 
with  a  little  book  that  appeared  many  years  ago  (1902)  from  the  hand 
of  a  member  of  the  chief  family  in  the  English  Conservative  Party  over 
the  past  century.  The  book  is  Conservatism  by  Lord  Hugh  Cecil.  This 
volume  defines  conservatism  very  much  as  I  have  defined  liberalism  and 
the  Outlook  of  the  West  as  tentative,  fle.xible,  undogmatic,  communal, 
and  moderate.  Its  fundamental  assumption  is  that  men  are  imperfect  crea¬ 
tures,  will  probably  get  further  by^  working  together  than  by  blind  op¬ 
position,  and  that,  since  undoubtedly  each  is  w'rong  to  some  extent,  any 
extreme  or  drastic  action  is  inadvisable.  Conservatism  of  this  type  was, 
indeed,  closer  to  what  I  have  called  liberalism  than  the  liberals  of  1880 
were,  since  the  conser\"atives  of  this  type  were  perfectly  willing  to  use 
the  Church  or  the  army'  or  the  state  to  carry  out  their  moderate  and 
tentative  projects,  and  were  prepared  to  use  the  state  to  curtail  arbitrary 
private  economic  power,  which  the  liberals  of  the  day'  were  unwilling 
to  do  (since  they  embraced  a  doctrinaire  belief  in  the  limitation  of  state 
power) . 

All  this  is  of  significance  because  it  is  concerned  with  the  fact  that 
there  is  an  age-old  Western  tradition,  much  battered  and  destroyed  m 
recent  generations,  that  has  sent  up  new,  living  ohoots  of  vigorous  growth 
since  1945.  These  new  shoots  have  appeared  even  in  those  areas  where 
the  orthodox  nineteenth-century  liberals  looked  to  find  only'  eneniies-i" 
the  Church  and  in  the  armed  forces.  The  operation  of  what  I  have  called 
the  liberal  tradition  of  the  West  is  evident  in  all  religious  thought  of  re¬ 
cent  y'ears,  even  in  that  of  Roman  Catholicism.  It  is  almost  equally  ev¬ 
ident  in  military  life,  where  the  practice  of  consulting  diverse,  and  even 
outside,  opinion  to  reach  tentative  decisions  is  increasingly  obvious.  R^" 
centlv  I  attended  a  conference  of  the  United  States  Navy'  Special  Projects 
Office  where  a  diverse  group  tried  to  reach  some  consensus  about  the 
fonn  of  naval  weapons  systems  twelve  y'ears  in  the  future.  The  agenda, 
as  set  up  for  seven  weeks,  provided  for  thirty-three  successive  apprt>''' 
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imations  narrowing  in  on  the  desired  consensus.  This  was  listed  on  the 
agenda  as  “Final  Approximation  and  Crystallization  of  Dissent.”  The 
recognition  that  the  final  goal  wr.c  still  approximate,  and  the  equal  role 
provided  for  disagreement  within  this  consensus,  show  clearly  how  the 
tradition  of  the  West  operates  today  within  the  armed  forces  of  the 
West. 

This  return  to  the  tradition  of  the  West  is  evident  in  many  aspects 
of  life  beyond  those  mentioned  here.  Strangely  enough,  the  return  of 
y  hich  we  speak  is  much  more  evident  in  the  United  States  than  it  is  in 
Europe,  and,  accordingly,  some  of  the  most  significant  examples  of  it 
will  be  mentioned  in  the  following  section,  which  is  concerned  with  the 
United  States. 

The  reason  for  this,  apparently,  is  that  Europeans,  after  their  very  dif¬ 
ficult  experiences  of  depression  and  war,  are  now  overly  eager  for  the 
mundane  benefits  made  possible  by  advancing  technology  and  are,  as  a 
result,  increasingly  selfish  and  materialistic,  while  Americans,  having 
tasted  the  fleshpots  of  affluence,  are  increasingly  unselfish,  community¬ 
conscious,  and  nonmaterial  in  their  attitudes.  A  careful  look,  however, 
will  show  that  the  movement  is  present  on  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic, 
and  appears  perhaps  most  obviously  in  a  growing  concern  with  one’s 
fellow  men,  a  kind  of  practical  Christianity,  and  a  spreading  evidence  of 
charity  and  love  in  the  old  Christian  meaning  of  these  terms.  There  seems 
to  be,  especially  among  the  younger  generation,  a  growing  emphasis  on 
fellowship  and  interpersonal  relations  and  an  increasing  skepticism  to¬ 
ward  abstract  power,  high-blown  slogans,  old  war  cries,  and  authority. 
There  is  a  reaching  out  to  one  another,  seeking  to  understand,  to  help, 
to  comfort.  There  is  a  growing  tolerance  of  differences,  an  amused  atti¬ 
tude  of  live  and  let  live;  and,  above  all,  there  is  an  avid  discussion  of 
Values  and  priorities  that  include  more  spiritual  items  than  a  generation 
ago.  There  is  an  almost  universal  rejection  of  authority,  of  rigid  formulas, 
and  of  final  or  total  answers.  In  a  word,  there  is  a  fumbling  effort  to  re¬ 
discover  the  tradition  of  the  West  by  a  generation  that  has  been  largely 
cut  off  from  that  tradition. 

We  have  said  that  this  tradition  is  one  of  Inclusive  Diversity  in  which 
One  of  the  chief  problems  is  how  elements  that  seem  discordant,  but  are 
recognized  as  real  and  necessary,  may  be  fitted  together.  The  solution  to 
this  problem,  which  rests  in  the  tradition  itself,  is  to  be  found  in  the 
idea  of  hierarchy:  diverse  elements  are  discordant  only  because  they  are 
out  of  place.  Once  the  proper  arrangement  is  found,  discord  is  replaced 
by  concord.  Once,  long  ago,  a  young  person  said  to  me,  “Dirt  is  only 
niisplaced  matter”— a  typically  Western  attitude.  Today  young  persons 
spend  increasing  time  in  argument  and  thought  on  how  diverse  things, 
all  of  w  hich  seem  necessary,  can  be  arranged  in  a  hierarchy  of  importance 
or  priority:  military  service,  preparation  for  a  vocation,  love  and  mar- 
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riage,  personal  development,  desire  to  help  others— all  these  compete  for 
energy,  time,  and  attention.  In  what  order  should  they  be  arranged? 
This  is  quite  different  from  the  successful  young  man  of  yesteryear  who 
had  one  clearly  perceived  goal— to  prepare  for  a  career  in  moneymaking. 
The  road  to  that  career  was  marked  by  materialism,  selfishness,  and  pride, 
all  attitudes  of  low  favor  in  the  outlook  of  the  West,  not  because  they 
are  absolutely  wrong  but  because  the\^  indicate  a  failure  to  see  the  place 
of  things  in  the  general  structure  of  the  universe.  Even  pride,  either  in 
Lucifer  or  in  Soames  Forsyte,  is  a  failure  to  realize  one’s  own  position 
in  the  whole  picture.  And  today,  especially  in  America,  increasing  num¬ 
bers  of  people  are  trying  to  see  the  whole  picture. 


The  United  States 
and  the  Middle- Class  Crisis 


The  character  of  any  society  is  determined  less  by  what  it  is  actually 
like  than  by  the  picture  it  has  of  itself  and  of  what  it  aspires  to  be.  From 
this  point  of  view,  American  society  of  the  1 920’s  was  largely  middle 
class.  Its  values  and  aspirations  uere  middle  class,  and  power  or  influ¬ 
ence  within  it  was  in  the  hands  of  middle-class  people.  On  the  whole, 
this  was  regarded  as  proper,  except  by  iconoclastic  writers  who  gained 
fortune  and  reputation  simply  by  satirizing  or  criticizing  middle-class 
customs. 

To  be  sure,  even  the  most  vigorous  defenders  of  bourgeois  America 
did  not  pretend  that  all  Americans  were  middle  class;  only  the  mor^ 
important  ones  were.  But  they  did  see  the  country  as  organized  in  mid¬ 
dle-class  terms,  and  they  looked  forward  to  a  not  remote  future  in  which 
everyone  would  be  middle  class,  except  for  a  small,  shiftless  minority  0 
no  importance.  To  these  defenders,  and  probably  also  to  the  sliiftls^® 
minority,  American  society  was  regarded  as  a  ladder  of  opportunity  up 
which  anyone  could  work  his  way,  on  rungs  of  increased  affluence,  tu 
the  supreme  positions  of  wealth  and  power  near  the  top.  W'calth,  power, 
prestige,  and  respect  were  all  obtained  by  the  same  standard,  based  ou 
money.  This  in  turn  was  based  on  a  pervasive  emotional  insecurity  that 
sought  relief  in  the  ownership  and  control  of  material  possessions.  The 
basis  for  this  may  be  seen  most  clearly  in  the  origins  of  this  bourgeois 
middle  class.  ^ 

A  thousand  years  ago,  Europe  had  a  two-class  socitt\’  in  w  inch  a  snia 
upper  class  of  nobles  and  upper  clergy  were  supported  by  a  great  mass 
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of  peasants.  The  nobles  defended  this  world,  and  the  clergy  opened  the 
Way  to  the  ne.xt  world,  while  the  peasants  provided  the  food  and  other 
material  needs  for  the  whole  society.  All  three  had  security  in  their  so¬ 
cial  relationships  in  that  they  occupied  positions  of  social  status  that  satis¬ 
fied  their  psychic  needs  for  companionship,  economic  security,  a  forsee- 
able  future,  and  purpose  of  their  efforts.  xMembers  of  both  classes  had 
little  an.xiety  about  loss  of  these  things  by  anv  likely  outcome  of  events, 
and  all  thus  had  emotional  securitv. 

In  the  course  of  the  medieval  period,  chiefly  in  the  twelfth  and  thir¬ 
teenth  centuries,  this  simple  two-class  society  was  modified  by  the  intru- 
ison  of  a  small,  but  distinctlv  different,  new  class  between  them.  Because 
this  new  cla.ss  was  between,  we  call  it  middle  class,  just  as  we  call  it 
“bourgeois”  (after  boitrg  meaning  tosvn)  from  the  fact  that  it  resided  in 
tow  ns,  a  new  kind  of  social  aggregate.  The  tw'o  older,  established,  classes 
Were  almost  completely  rural  and  intimately  associated  with  the  land, 
economically,  socially,  and  spii’ituallv.  The  permanence  of  the  land  and 
the  intimate  connection  of  the  land  with  the  most  basic  of  human  needs, 
especiall)-  food,  amplified  the  emotional  security  associated  with  the  older 
classes. 

The  new  middle  class  of  bourgeoisie  w'ho  grew  up  betw'een  the  two 
older  classes  had  none  of  these  things.  They  were  commercial  peoples 
concerned  with  e.\changc  of  goods,  mostly  luxury  goods,  in  a  society 
where  all  their  prospective  customers  already  had  the  basic  necessities 
of  life  provided  by  their  status.  The  new'  middle  class  had  no  status  in  a 
society  based  on  status;  they  had  no  securitv  or  permanence  in  a  society 
that  placed  the  highest  value  on  these  qualities.  They  had  no  law'  (since 
medieval  law'  w'as  largely  past  customs,  and  their  activities  were  not  cus- 
tomarv  ones)  in  a  society  that  highly  valued  law'.  The  flow  of  the  neces¬ 
sities  of  life,  notablv  food,  to  the  new'  town  dwellers  was  precarious,  so 
that  some  of  their  earliest  and  most  emphatic  actions  were  taken  to  ensure 
the  flow  of  such  goods  from  the  surrounding  country  to  the  towm.  All 
the  things  the  bourgeois  did  w'ere  new  things;  all  were  precarious,  and 
insecure;  and  their  whole  lives  w'ere  lived  without  the  status,  permanence, 
and  security  the  society  of  the  day  most  highly  valued.  The  risks  (and 
rew'ards)  of  commercial  enterprise,  well  reflected  in  the  fluctuating  for¬ 
tunes  of  figures  such  as  Antonio  in  The  Merchant  of  Venice,  w'ere  ex¬ 
treme.  A  single  venture  could  ruin  a  merchant  or  make  him  rich.  This 
insecurity  was  increased  bv  the  fact  that  the  prevalent  religion  of  the 
day  disapproved  of  what  he  was  doing,  seeking  profits  or  taking  interest, 
and  could  see  no  w'ay  of  providing  religious  services  to  town  dw  ellers 
because  of  the  intimate  association  of  the  ecclesiastical  system  with  the 
c.\i.sting  arrangement  of  rural  landholding. 

For  thc.se  and  other  reasons  psvchic  insecuritv  became  the  kevnote 
ol  rl\e  new  middle-cla.ss  outlook.  It  still  is.  I'he  onl\  rcniedv  for  this 
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insecurity  of  the  middle  class  seemed  to  it  to  be  the  accumulation  of  more 
possessions  that  could  be  a  demonstration  to  the  world  of  the  individual’s 
importance  and  power.  In  this  way,  for  the  middle  class,  the  general  goal 
of  medieval  man  to  seek  future  salvation  in  the  hereafter  was  secularized 
to  an  effort  to  seek  future  security  in  this  world  by  acquisition  of  wealth 
and  its  accompanying  power  and  social  prestige.  But  the  social  prestige 
from  wealth  w'as  most  available  among  fellow  bourgeoisie,  rather  than 
among  nobles  or  peasants.  Thus  the  opinions  of  one’s  fellow  bourgeoisie, 
by  wealth  and  by  conformity  to  bourgeois  values,  became  the  motivating 
drives  of  the  middle  classes,  creating  what  has  been  called  the  “acquisitive 
societv'.” 

In  that  society  prudence,  discretion,  conformity,  moderation  (except 
in  acquisition),  decorum,  frugality,  became  the  marks  of  a  sound  man. 
Credit  became  more  important  than  intrinsic  personal  qualities,  and  credit 
was  based  on  the  appearances  of  things,  especially  the  appearances  of 
the  external  material  accessories  of  life.  The  facts  of  a  man’s  personal 
qualities— such  as  kindness,  affection,  thoughtfulness,  generosity,  personal 
insight,  and  such,  were  increasingly  irrelevant  or  even  adverse  to  the 
middle-class  evaluation  of  a  man.  Instead,  the  middle-class  evaluation 
rested  rather  on  nonpersonal  attributes  and  on  e.xternal  accessories.  Where 
personal  qualities  were  admired,  they  were  those  that  contributed  to  ac¬ 
quisition  (often  qualities  opposed  to  the  established  values  of  the  Chris¬ 
tian  outlook,  such  as  love,  charity,  generosity,  gentleness,  or  unselfish¬ 
ness).  These  middle-class  qualities  included  decisiveness,  selfishness, 
impersonality,  ruthless  energy,  and  insatiable  ambition. 

As  the  middle  classes  and  their  commercialization  of  all  human  rela¬ 
tionships  spread  through  Western  society  in  the  centuries  from  the 
twelfth  to  the  ttventieth,  they  largely  modified  and,  to  some  extent, 
reversed  the  values  of  Western  society  earlier.  In  some  cases,  the  old 
values,  such  as  future  preference  or  self-discipline,  remained,  but  were 
redirected.  Future  preference  ceased  to  be  transcendental  in  its  aim,  and 
became  secularized.  Self-discipline  ceased  to  seek  spirituality  by  restrain¬ 
ing  sensuality,  and  instead  sought  material  acquisition.  In  general,  the 
new  middle-class  outlook  had  a  considerable  religious  basis,  but  it  was  the 
religion  of  the  medieval  heresies  and  of  puritanism  rather  than  the  religion 
of  Roman  Christianity. 

This  complex  outlook  that  we  call  middle  class  or  bourgeois  is,  0^ 
course,  the  chief  basis  of  our  world  today.  Western  society  is  the  richest 
and  most  powerful  society  that  has  ever  existed  largely  because  it  has 
been  impelled  fonvard  along  these  lines,  beyond  the  rational  degree  nec¬ 
essary  to  satisfy  human  needs,  by  the  irrational  drive  for  achievement 
terms  of  material  ambitions.  To  be  sure.  Western  society  always  had 
other  kinds  of  people,  and  the  majority  of  the  people  in  Western  so¬ 
ciety  probably  had  other  outlooks  and  values,  but  it  w’as  middle-class 
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Urgency  that  pushed  modern  developments  in  the  direction  they  took. 
There  were  always  in  our  society  dreamers  and  truth-seekers  and  tink- 
erers.  They,  as  poets,  scientists,  and  engineers,  thought  up  innovations 
which  the  middle  classes  adopted  and  exploited  if  they  seemed  likely  to 
be  profit-producing.  .Middle-class  self-discipline  and  future  preference 
provided  the  savings  and  investment  without  which  any  innovation— no 
matter  how  appealing  in  theory— would  be  set  aside  and  neglected.  But 
the  innovations  that  could  attract  middle-class  approval  (and  exploita¬ 
tion)  w  ere  the  ones  that  made  our  world  today  so  different  from  the 
world  of  our  grandparents  and  ancestors. 

This  middle-class  character  w'as  imposed  most  strongly  on  the  United 
States.  In  order  to  identify  it  and  to  discuss  a  very  complex  pattern  of 
outlooks  and  values,  w'C  shall  try  to  summarize  it.  At  its  basis  is  psychic 
insecurity  founded  on  lack  of  secure  social  status.  The  cure  for  such  in¬ 
security  became  insatiable  material  acquisition.  From  this  flowed  a  large 
number  of  attributes  of  which  we  shall  list  only  five:  future  preference, 
self-discipline,  social  conformity,  infinitely  expandable  material  demand, 
and  a  general  emphasis  on  externalized,  impersonal  values. 

Those  who  have  this  outlook  are  middle  class;  those  who  lack  it  are 
something  else.  Thus  middle-class  status  is  a  matter  of  outlook  and  not 
a  matter  of  occupation  or  status.  There  can  be  middle-class  clergy  or 
teachers  or  scientists.  Indeed,  in  the  United  States,  most  of  these  three 
groups  are  middle  class,  although  their  theoretical  devotion  to  truth 
rather  than  to  profit,  or  to  others  rather  than  to  self,  might  seem  to  im¬ 
ply  that  they  should  not  be  middle  class.  And,  indeed,  they  should  not 
be;  for  the  urge  to  seek  truth  or  to  help  others  are  not  really  compatible 
with  the  middle-class  values.  But  in  our  culture  the  latter  have  been  so 
influential  and  pervasive,  and  the  economic  pow'er  of  middle-class  leaders 
has  been  so  great,  that  many  people  whose  occupations,  on  the  face  of 
it,  should  make  them  other  than  middle  class,  none  the  less  have  adopted 
major  parts  of  the  middle-class  outlook  and  seek  material  success  in  re¬ 
ligion  or  teaching  or  science. 

The  middle-class  outlook,  born  in  the  Netherlands  and  northern  Italy 
and  other  places  in  the  medieval  period,  has  been  passed  on  by  being 
inculcated  to  children  as  the  proper  attitude  for  them  to  emulate.  It 
could  pass  on  from  generation  to  generation,  and  from  century  to  cen¬ 
tury,  as  long  as  parents  continued  to  believe  it  themselves  and  disciplined 
their  children  to  accept  it.  The  minority  of  children  who  did  not  accept 
It  w'ere  “disowmed”  and  fell  out  of  the  middle  classes.  What  is  even  more 
important,  they  were,  until  recently,  pitied  and  rejected  by  their  families. 
In  this  way,  those  w  ho  accepted  the  outlook  marched  on  in  the  steadily 
sw'elling  ranks  of  the  triumphant  middle  classes.  Until  the  tw'entieth  cen¬ 
tury. 

For  more  than  half  a  century,  from  before  World  War  1,  the  middle- 
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class  outlook  has  been  under  relentless  attack,  often  by  its  most  ardent 
members,  who  heedlessly,  and  unknowingly,  have  undermined  and  de¬ 
stroyed  many  of  the  basic  social  customs  that  preserved  it  through  earlier 
generations.  Many  of  these  changes  occurred  from  changes  in  childrear¬ 
ing  practices,  and  many  arose  from  the  very  success  of  the  middle-class 
way  of  life,  which  achieved  material  affluence  that  tended  to  weaken  the 
older  emphasis  on  self-discipline,  saving,  future  preference,  and  the  rest 
of  it. 

One  of  the  chief  changes,  fundamental  to  the  survival  of  the  middle- 
class  outlook,  \vas  a  change  in  our  society’s  basic  conception  of  human 
nature.  This  had  two  parts  to  it.  The  traditional  Christian  attitude  toward 
human  personality  was  that  human  nature  was  essentially  good  and  that 
it  was  formed  and  modified  by  social  pressures  and  training.  The  “good¬ 
ness”  of  human  nature  was  based  on  the  belief  that  it  was  a  kind  of 
weaker  copy  of  God’s  nature,  lacking  manv  of  God’s  qualities  (in  degree 
rather  than  in  kind),  but  none  the  less  perfectible,  and  perfectible  largely 
by  its  own  efforts  with  God’s  guidance.  The  Christian  view  of  the  uni¬ 
verse  as  a  hierarchy  of  beings,  with  man  about  two-thirds  of  the  way  up, 
saw  these  beings,  especially  man,  as  fundamentally  free  creatures  able  to 
move,  at  their  own  volition  toward  God  or  away  from  him,  and  guided 
or  attracted  in  the  correct  direction  for  realization  of  their  potentialities 
by  God’s  presence  at  the  top  of  the  Universe,  a  presence  which,  like 
the  north  magnetic  pole,  attracted  men,  as  compasses,  upward  toward 
fuller  realization  and  knowledge  of  God  who  was  the  fulfillment  of  all 
good.  Thus  the  effort  came  from  free  men,  the  guidance  came  from 
God’s  grace,  and  ultimately  the  motive  power  came  from  God’s  attrac¬ 
tiveness. 

In  this  Western  point  of  view,  evil  and  sin  were  negative  qualities; 
they  arose  from  the  absence  of  good,  not  from  the  presence  of  evil.  Thus 
sin  w'as  the  failure  to  do  the  right  thing,  not  doing  the  wrong  thing  (ex¬ 
cept  indirectlv  and  secondarily).  In  this  view  the  devil,  Lucifer,  was  not 
the  epitome  of  positive  wickedness,  but  was  one  of  the  highe.st  of  the 
angels,  close  to  God  in  his  rational  nature,  who  fell  because  he  failed  to 
keep  his  perspective  and  believed  that  he  was  as  good  as  God. 

In  this  Christian  outlook,  the  chief  task  was  to  train  men  so  that  they 
would  use  their  intrinsic  freedom  to  do  the  right  thing  by  following 
God’s  guidance. 

Opposed  to  this  Western  view  of  the  world  and  the  nature  of  man, 
there  was,  from  the  beginning,  another  opposed  view  of  both  which 
received  its  most  e.xplicit  formulation  by  the  Persian  Zoroaster  in  the 
seventh  century  b.c.  and  came  into  the  Western  tradition  as  a  minor, 
heretical,  theme.  It  came  in  through  the  Persian  influence  on  the  He¬ 
brews,  especially  during  the  Babylonian  Captivity  of  the  Jews,  in  the 
sixth  century  b.c.,  and  it  came  in,  more  fully,  througli  the  Greek  ra- 
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tionalist  tradition  from  Pythagoras  to  Plato.  This  latter  tradition  encircled 
the  early  Christian  religion,  giving  rise  to  many  of  the  controversies  that 
were  settled  in  the  early  Church  councils  and  continuing  on  in  the  many 
heresies  that  extended  through  history  from  the  Arians,  the  Manichaeans, 
Luther,  Calvin,  and  the  Jansenists. 

The  chief  avenue  by  which  these  ideas,  which  were  constantly  re¬ 
jected  by  tlie  endless  discussions  formulating  the  doctrine  of  the  West, 
continued  to  survive  was  through  the  influence  of  St.  Augustine.  From 
this  dissident  minority  point  of  view  came  seventeenth-century  Puritan¬ 
ism.  The  general  distinction  of  this  point  of  view  from  Zoroaster  to  ^Vil- 
liam  Golding  (in  Lord  of  the  Flies)  is  that  the  world  and  the  flesh  are 
positive  evils  and  that  man,  in  at  least  this  phvsical  part  of  his  nature,  is 
essentially  evil.  As  a  consequence  he  must  be  disciplined  totally  to  pre¬ 
vent  him  from  destroying  himself  and  the  world.  In  this  view  the  devil 
is  a  force,  or  being,  of  positive  malevolence,  and  man,  by  himself,  is  in¬ 
capable  of  any  good  and  is,  accordinglv,  not  free.  He  can  be  saved  in 
eternity  by  God’s  grace  alone,  and  he  can  get  through  this  temporal 
w  orld  only  by  being  subjected  to  a  regime  of  total  despotism.  The  direc¬ 
tion  and  nature  of  the  despotism  is  not  regarded  as  important,  since  the 
really  important  thing  is  that  man’s  innate  destructiveness  be  controlled. 

Nothing  could  be  more  sharply  contrasted  than  these  two  points  of 
view,  the  orthodox  and  the  puritanical.  The  contrasts  can  be  summed  up 
thus: 


Orthodox 

Evil  is  absence  of  Good. 

Alan  is  basically  good. 

Man  is  free. 

Man  can  contribute  to  his  salva¬ 
tion  by  good  works. 

Self-discipline  is  necessary  to 
guide  or  direct. 

Truth  is  found  from  experience 
and  revelation,  interpreted  by 
tradition. 


Puritan 

Evil  is  positive  entity. 

Man  is  basically  evil. 

.Man  is  a  slave  of  his  nature. 

Man  can  be  saved  only 
by  God. 

Discipline  must  be  external 
and  total. 

Truth  is  found  by  rational 
deduction  from  revelation. 


The  puritan  point  of  view,  which  had  been  struggling  to  take  over 
MTstern  Civilization  for  its  first  thousand  years  or  more,  almost  did  so 
in  the  seventeenth  century.  It  w'as  represented  to  varying  degrees  in  the 
Work  and  agitations  of  Luther,  Calvin,  Thomas  Flobbes,  Cornelius  Jansen 
{Augustinus,  1640),  Antoine  Arnauld  (1612-1694),  Blaise  Pa.scal,  and 
others.  In  general  this  point  of  view  believed  that  the  truth  was  to  be 
found  by  rational  deduction  from  a  few  basic  revealed  truths,  in  the  way 
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that  Euclid’s  geometry  and  Descartes’s  analytical  geometry  were  based 
on  rational  deduction  from  a  few  self-evident  axioms.  The  result  was  a 
largely  deterministic  human  situation,  in  sharp  contrast  with  the  ortho¬ 
dox  point  of  view,  still  represented  in  the  Anglican  and  Roman  churches, 
which  saw  man  as  largely  free  in  a  universe  whose  rules  were  to  be  found 
most  readily  by  tradition  and  the  general  consensus.  The  Puritan  point 
of  view  tended  to  support  political  despotism  and  to  seek  a  one-class 
uniform  society,  v  hile  the  older  view  put  much  greater  emphasis  on  tra¬ 
ditional  pluralism  and  saw  society  as  a  unity  of  diversities.  The  newer 
idea  led  directly  to  mercantilism,  which  regarded  political-economic  life 
as  a  struggle  to  the  death  in  a  world  where  there  was  not  sufficient  wealth 
or  space  for  different  groups.  To  them  wealth  was  limited  to  a  fixed 
amount  in  the  world  as  a  whole,  and  one  man’s  gain  was  someone  else’s 
loss.  That  meant  that  the  basic  struggles  of  this  world  were  irrecon¬ 
cilable  and  must  be  fought  to  a  finish.  This  was  part  of  the  Puritan  belief 
that  nature  was  evil  and  that  a  state  of  nature  was  a  jungle  of  violent 
conflicts. 

Some  of  these  ideas  changed,  others  were  retained,  and  a  few  were 
rearranged  and  modified  in  the  following  periods  of  the  Enlightenment, 
the  Romantic  movement,  and  scientific  materialism.  All  three  of  these 
returned  to  the  older  idea  that  man  and  nature  were  essentially  good, 
and  to  this  restored  belief  in  the  Garden  of  Eden  they  joined  a  basically 
optimistic  belief  in  man’s  ability  to  deal  with  his  problems  and  to  guide 
his  owm  destiny.  Society  and  its  conventions  came  to  be  regarded  as 
evil,  and  the  guidance  of  traditions  was  generally  rejected  by  the  late 
Enlightenment  and  the  early  Romantics,  although  the  excesses  of  the 
French  Revolution  drove  many  of  the  later  Romantics  back  to  rely  on 
history  and  traditions  because  of  their  growing  feeling  of  the  inadequacy 
of  human  reason.  One  large  change  in  all  three  periods  was  the  Com¬ 
munity  of  Interests,  which  rejected  mercantilism’s  insistence  on  limited 
wealth  and  the  basic  incompatibility  of  interests  for  the  more  optimistic 
belief  that  all  parties  could  somehow  adjust  their  interests  within  a  com¬ 
munity  in  which  all  would  benefit  mutually.  The  application  of  Darwin¬ 
ism  to  human  society  changed  this  idea  again,  toward  the  end  of  the 
nineteenth  century,  and  provided  the  ideological  justification  for  the 
wars  of  extermination  of  Nazism  and  Fascism.  Only  after  the  middle  of 
the  twentieth  century  did  a  gradual  reappearance  of  the  old  Christian 
ideas  of  love  and  charitv  modify  this  view,  replacing  it  with  the  older 
idea  that  diverse  human  interests  are  basically  reconcilable. 

All  this  shifting  of  ideas,  manv  of  them  unstated,  or  even  unconscious, 
assumptions,  and  the  gradual  growth  of  affluence  helped  to  destrov  mifi' 
dle-class  motivations  and  values.  American  society  had  been  largely,  but 
not  entirely,  middle  class.  Above  the  middle  class,  which  dominnted  the 
country  in  the  first  half  of  the  twentieth  century,  were  a  small  group  o 
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aristocrats.  Below  were  the  petty  bourgeoisie,  who  had  middle-class  as¬ 
pirations,  but  were  generally  more  insecure  and  often  bitter  because  they 
did  not  obtain  middle-class  rewards.  Below  these  two  middle  classes 
were  two  low'er  classes;  the  workers  and  the  Lmnpenproletariat  or  so¬ 
cially  disorganized,  w  ho  had  very  little  in  common  with  each  other. 

Outside  this  hierarchical  structure  of  five  groups  in  three  classes  (aris¬ 
tocrat,  middle,  and  lower)  were  tw'o  other  groupings  that  were  not 
really  part  of  the  hierarchical  structure.  On  the  left  were  the  intellec¬ 
tuals  and  on  the  right  w'ere  the  religious.  These  held  in  common  the 
idea  that  the  truth,  to  them,  was  more  important  than  interests;  but  they 
differed  greatlv  from  the  fact  that  the  religious  believed  that  they  knew 
w'hat  the  truth  w-as,  while  the  intellectuals  w  ere  still  seeking  it. 

This  whole  arrangement  was  much  more  like  a  planetary  arrangement 
of  social-economic  groupings  than  it  was  like  the  middle-class  vision  of 
society  as  a  ladder  of  opportunity.  The  ladder  really  included  only  the 
middle  classes  wfith  the  workers  below^  The  planetary  view',  becoming 
increasingly  widespread,  saw'  the  middle  classes  in  the  center  with  the 
other  five  surrounding  these.  Social  movement  was  possible  in  circular 
as  well  as  in  vertical  directions  (as  the  older  ladder  view'  of  society  be¬ 
lieved),  so  that  sons  of  workers  could  rise  into  the  middle  classes  or 
move  right  into  the  religious,  left  into  the  intelligentsia,  or  even  fall 
dowmw'ard  into  the  declassed  dregs.  So  too,  in  theory,  the  children  (or 
more  likely  the  grandchildren)  of  the  upper  middle  class  could  move 
upw'ard  into  the  aristocracy,  which  could  also  be  approached  from  the 
intellectuals  or  the  religious. 

Strangely  enough,  the  non-middle  classes  had  more  characteristics  in 
common  with  each  other  than  they  did  w'ith  the  middle  classes  in  their 
midst.  The  chief  reason  for  this  was  that  all  other  groups  had  value  sys¬ 
tems  different  from  the  middle  classes  and,  above  all,  placed  no  em¬ 
phasis  on  display  of  material  affluence  as  proof  of  social  status.  From  this 
came  a  number  of  somew  hat  similar  qualities  and  attitudes  that  often 
gave  the  non-middle-class  groups  more  in  common  and  easier  social  in¬ 
tercourse  than  any  of  them  had  with  the  middle  classes.  For  example, 
all  placed  much  more  emphasis  on  real  personal  qualities  and  much  less 
on  such  things  as  clothing,  residence,  academic  background,  or  kind  of 
transportation  used  (all  of  which  w'ere  important  in  determining  middle- 
class  reactions  to  people).  In  a  sense  all  were  more  sincere,  personally 
more  secure  (not  the  Lvmpenproletarint),  and  less  hvpocritical  than  the 
middle  class,  and  accordingly  w'ere  much  more  inclined  to  judge  any 
new'  acquaintance  on  his  merits.  Moreover,  the  middle  classes,  in  order 
to  provide  their  children  w'ith  middle-cla.ss  advantages,  had  few  children, 
while  the  other  groups  placed  little  restriction  on  family  size  (except 
for  some  intellectuals).  Thus  aristocrats,  religious,  workers,  the  declassed, 
and  many  intellectuals  had  large  families,  w'hile  only  the  uppermost  and 
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most  securely  established  middle-class  families,  as  part  of  the  transition 
to  aristocracy,  had  larger  families. 

Ideas  of  morality  also  tended  to  set  the  middle  classes  off  from  most 
of  the  others.  The  latter  tended  to  regard  morality  in  terms  of  honesty 
and  integrity  of  character,  while  the  middle  classes  based  it  on  actions, 
especially  sexual  actions.  Even  the  religious  based  sin  to  some  extent  on 
purpose,  attitude,  and  mental  context  of  the  act  rather  than  on  the  act 
itself,  and  did  not  restrict  morality  as  narrowly  to  sexual  behavior  as 
did  the  middle  classes.  However,  the  middle-class  influence  has  been  so 
pervasive  in  the  modern  world  that  many  of  the  other  groups  fell  under 
its  influence  to  the  extent  that  the  word  “morality,”  by  the  early  twenti¬ 
eth  century,  came  to  mean  sex.  The  Jansenist  influence  in  American 
Roman  Catholicism,  for  example,  is  so  strong  that  sins  concerning  sex 
are  widely  regarded  by  Catholics  as  the  w'orst  of  sins,  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  Catholic  doctrine  continues  to  regard  pride  as  the  w'orst  sin  and 
sexual  sins  as  much  less  important  (as  Dante  did).  At  an\"  rate,  sex  w^as 
generally  regarded  with  greater  indulgence  by  aristocrats,  workers,  in¬ 
tellectuals,  or  the  declassed  than  by  the  middle  classes  or  the  more  puri¬ 
tanical  religious. 

In  America,  as  elsewhere,  aristocracy  represents  money  and  position 
grown  old,  and  is  organized  in  terms  of  families  rather  than  of  individuals. 
Traditionally  it  was  made  up  of  those  w  hose  families  had  had  money, 
position,  and  social  prestige  for  so  long  that  they  never  had  to  think  about 
these  and,  abcK’e  all,  never  had  to  impress  any  other  person  with  the  fact 
that  they  had  them.  They  accepted  these  attributes  of  family  member¬ 
ship  as  a  right  and  an  obligation.  Since  they  had  no  idea  that  these  could 
be  lost,  they  had  a  basic  psychological  security,  similar  to  that  of  the 
religious  and  workers.  Thus  like  these  other  two,  they  were  self-assured, 
natural,  but  distant.  Their  manners  were  gracious  but  impersonal.  Their 
chief  characteristic  was  the  assumption  that  their  family  position  had 
obligations.  This  noblesse  oblige  led  them  to  participate  in  school  sports 
(even  if  they  lacked  obvious  talent),  to  serve  their  university  (usually 
a  family  tradition)  in  any  helpful  way  (such  as  fund  raising),  to  serve 
their  church  in  a  similar  way,  and  to  offer  their  services  to  their  local 
community,  their  state,  and  their  country  as  an  obligation.  They  often 
scandalized  their  middle-class  acquaintances  by  their  unconventionalit> 
and  social  informality,  greeting  workers,  recent  immigrants,  or  even 
outcasts  by  their  given  names,  arriving  at  evening  meetings  in  tweeds, 
or  traveling  in  cheap,  small  cars  to  formal  w'cddings. 

The  kind  of  a  car  a  person  drove  was,  until  very  recently,  one  of  the 
best  guides  to  middle-class  status,  since  a  car  to  the  middle  classes  was  a 
status  symbol,  w'hile  to  the  other  classes  it  was  a  means  of  getting  some¬ 
where.  Oversized  Oldsmobiles,  Cadillacs,  and  Lincoln  Continentals  aic 
still  middle-class  cars,  but  in  recent  years,  with  the  weakening  of  the 
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middle-class  outlook,  almost  anyone  might  be  found  driving  a  Volks¬ 
wagen.  Another  good  evidence  of  class  may  be  seen  in  the  treatment 
given  to  servants  (or  those  who  work  in  one’s  home):  the  lower  classes 
treat  these  as  equals,  the  middle  classes  treat  them  as  inferiors,  while 
aristocrats  treat  them  as  equals  or  even  superiors. 

On  the  whole,  the  number  of  aristocratic  families  in  the  United  States 
is  very  few,  with  a  couple  in  each  of  the  older  states,  especially  New 
England,  and  in  the  older  areas  of  the  South  such  as  Charleston  or 
Natchez,  Mississippi,  with  the  chief  concentrations  in  the  small  towns 
around  Boston  and  in  the  Hudson  River  V'^allev-  Mrs.  Eleanor  Roosevelt 
would  be  an  example.  A  somewhat  larger  group  of  semiaristocrats  con¬ 
sist  of  those  like  the  Lodges,  Rockefellers,  or  Kennedvs  who  are  not  yet 
completely  aristocratic  either  because  they  are  not,  in  generations,  far 
enough  removed  from  money-making,  or  because  of  the  persistence  of 
a  commercial  or  business  tradition  in  the  family.  But  these  are  aristocrats 
in  the  sense  that  they  have  accepted  a  family  obligation  of  service  to  the 
community.  The  significance  of  this  aristocratic  tradition  may  be  seen 
in  Alassachusetts  politics;  there  two  decades  ago,  the  governorship  and 
both  senatorial  seats  were  held  by  a  Bradford,  a  Saltonstall,  and  a  Lodge, 
while  in  1964  two  of  these  positions  were  held  by  Endicott  Peabody  and 
Leverett  Saltonstall. 

The  working  class  in  the  United  States  is  much  smaller  than  we  might 
assume,  since  most  American  workers  are  seeking  to  rise  socially,  to  help 
their  children  to  rise  socially,  and  are  considerably  concerned  with 
status  symbols.  Such  people,  even  if  laborers,  are  not  working  class,  but 
are  rather  petty  bourgeoisie.  The  real  working  class  are  rather  relaxed, 
have  present  rather  than  future  preference,  generally  worry  very  little 
about  their  status  in  the  eves  of  the  world,  enjoy  their  ordinary  lives, 
including  food,  sex,  and  leisure,  and  have  little  desire  to  change  their 
jobs  or  positions.  They  are  generally  relaxed,  have  a  taste  for  broad 
humor,  are  natural,  direct,  and  friendly,  without  large  basic  insecurities 
of  personalitv.  The  world  depression,  by  destroying  their  jobs  and  eco¬ 
nomic  securitv,  much  reduced  this  group,  which  was  always  propor¬ 
tionately  smaller  in  America,  the  land  of  aspiration  for  everyone,  than 
in  Europe. 

The  second  most  numerous  group  in  the  United  States  is  the  petty 
bourgeoisie,  including  millions  of  persons  who  regard  themselves  as 
middle  class  and  are  under  all  the  middle-class  anxieties  and  pressures, 
but  often  earn  less  money  than  unionized  laborers.  As  a  result  of  these 
things,  they  are  often  verv  insecure,  envious,  filled  with  hatreds,  and  are 
generalh’  the  chief  recruits  for  an\'  Radical  Right,  Fascist,  or  hate  cam¬ 
paigns  against  any  group  that  is  different  or  which  refuses  to  conform 
to  middle-class  l  alucs.  Alade  up  of  clerks,  shopkeepers,  and  vast  num¬ 
bers  of  office  workers  in  business,  government,  finance,  and  education. 
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these  tend  to  regard  their  white-collar  status  as  the  chief  value  in  life, 
and  live  in  an  atmosphere  of  envy,  pettiness,  insecurity,  and  frustration. 
They  form  the  major  portion  of  the  Republican  Party’s  supporters  in 
the  towns  of  America,  as  they  did  for  the  Nazis  in  Germany  thirty  years 
ago. 

In  general,  the  political  alignments  in  the  United  States  have  been  in¬ 
fluenced  even  more  by  these  class  and  psychological  considerations  than 
they  have  been  bv  income,  economic,  or  occupational  considerations. 
The  Republican  Party  has  been  the  party  of  the  middle  clas.ses  and  the 
Democratic  Party  has  been  the  party  of  the  rest.  In  general,  aristocrats 
have  tended  to  move  toward  the  Democrats,  while  semiaristocrats  often 
remain  Republican  (with  their  middle-class  parents  or  grandparents), 
except  where  historical  circumstance  (chiefly  in  New  England,  the  Mid¬ 
dle  VVest,  and  the  South,  where  Civil  War  memories  remained  green) 
operated.  This  meant  that  the  Republican  Party,  whose  nineteenth  cen¬ 
tury  superiority  had  been  based  on  the  division  of  farmers  into  South 
and  West  over  the  slave  issue,  became  an  established  majority  party  in 
the  twentieth  century,  but  became,  once  again,  a  minority  party,  because 
of  the  disintegration  of  their  middle-class  support  following  1945. 

Even  in  the  period  of  middle-class  dominance,  the  Republicans  had 
lost  control  of  the  Federal  government  because  of  the  narrowly  pluto¬ 
cratic  control  of  the  party  that  split  it  in  1912  and  alienated  most  of 
the  rest  of  the  country  in  1932.  Twenty  years  later,  in  1952,  the  coun¬ 
try  looked  solidly  middle  class,  but,  in  fact,  by  that  date  middle-class 
morale  w'as  almost  totally  destrov'^ed,  the  middle  classes  themselves  were 
in  disintegration,  and  the  majority  of  Americans  were  becoming  less 
middle  class  in  outlook.  This  change  is  one  of  the  most  significant  trans¬ 
formations  of  the  twentieth  centur^^  The  future  of  the  United  States, 
of  Western  Civilization,  and  of  the  world  depends  on  what  kind  of  out¬ 
look  replaces  the  dissolving  middle-class  ideology  in  the  next  generation. 

The  weakening  of  this  middle-class  ideology  was  a  chief  cause  of  the 
panic  of  the  middle  classes,  and  especially  of  the  petty  bourgeoisie,  in 
the  Eisenhower  era.  The  general  himself  was  repelled  by  the  Radical 
Right,  whose  impetus  had  been  a  chief  element  (but  far  from  the  most 
important  element)  in  his  election,  although  the  lower-middle-class 
groups  had  preferred  Senator  Taft  as  their  leader.  Eisenhower,  however, 
had  been  preferred  by  the  Eastern  Establishment  of  old  Wall  Street,  Ivy 
League,  semiaristocratic  Anglophiles  whose  real  strength  rested  in  their 
control  of  eastern  financial  endowments,  operating  from  foundations, 
academic  halls,  and  other  ta.x-exempt  refuges. 

As  we  have  said,  this  Eastern  Establishment  was  really  above  parties 
and  was  much  more  concerned  with  policies  than  with  party  victories. 
They  had  been  the  dominant  element  in  both  parties  since  1900,  and 
practiced  the  political  techniques  of  William  C.  Whitney  and  J.  P- 


THE  FUTURE  IN  PERSPECTIVE  I  245 

Morgan.  Thev  were,  as  we  have  said,  Anglophile,  cosmopolitan,  Ivy 
League,  internationalist,  astonishingly  liberal,  patrons  of  the  arts,  and 
relatively  humanitarian.  All  these  things  made  them  anathema  to  the 
lower-middle-class  and  petty-bourgeois  groups,  chiefly  in  small  towns 
and  in  the  .Middle  West,  who  supplied  the  votes  in  Republican  electoral 
victories,  but  found  it  so  difficult  to  control  nominations  (especially  in 
presidential  elections)  because  the  big  money  necessary  for  nominating 
in  a  Republican  National  Convention  was  allied  to  Wall  Street  and  to 
the  Eastern  Establishment.  The  ability  of  the  latter  to  nominate  Eisen¬ 
hower  over  Taft  in  1952  was  a  bitter  pill  to  the  radical  bourgeoisie,  and 
was  not  coated  sufficiently  by  the  naming  of  Nixon,  a  man  much  closer 
to  tlieir  hearts,  for  the  vice-presidential  post.  The  split  between  these 
two  wings  of  the  Republican  Party,  and  Eisenhower’s  preference  for 
the  upper  bourgeois  rather  than  for  the  petty-bourgeois  wing,  paralyzed 
both  of  his  administrations  and  was  the  significant  element  in  Kennedy’s 
narrow  victory  over  Nixon  in  i960  and  in  Johnson’s  much  more  decisive 
victory  over  Goldwater  in  1964. 

Kennedy,  despite  his  Irish  Catholicism,  was  an  Establishment  figure. 
This  did  not  arise  from  his  semiaristocratic  attitudes  or  his  Harvard  con¬ 
nections  (which  were  ahvays  tenuous,  since  Irish  Catholicism  is  not  yet 
completely  acceptable  at  Harv'ard).  These  helped,  but  John  Kennedy’s 
introduction  to  the  Establishment  arose  from  his  support  of  Britain,  in 
opposition  to  his  father,  in  the  critical  days  at  the  American  Embassy 
in  London  in  1938-1940.  His  acceptance  into  the  English  Establishment 
opened  its  American  branch  as  w'ell.  The  former  w^as  indicated  by  a  num¬ 
ber  of  events,  such  as  sister  Kathleen’s  marriage  to  the  Marquis  of  Harr¬ 
ington  and  the  shifting  of  Caroline’s  nursery  school  from  the  White 
House  to  the  British  Embassy  after  her  father’s  assassination.  (The  am¬ 
bassador,  Ormsby-Gore,  fifth  Baron  Harlech,  was  the  son  of  an  old 
associate  of  Lord  Milner  and  Leo  Amery,  w'hen  they  were  the  active 
core  of  the  British-American  Atlantic  Establishment.)  Another  indication 
of  this  connection  w’as  the  large  number  of  Oxford-trained  men  ap¬ 
pointed  to  office  by  President  Kennedy. 

The  period  since  1950  has  seen  the  beginnings  of  a  revolutionary 
change  in  American  politics.  This  change  is  not  so  closely  related  to  the 
changes  in  American  economic  life  as  it  is  to  the  transformation  in  social 
life.  But  without  the  changes  in  economic  life,  the  social  influences  could 
not  have  operated.  What  has  been  happening  has  been  a  disintegration 
of  the  middle  class  and  a  corresponding  increase  in  significance  by  the 
petty  bourgeoisie  at  the  same  time  that  the  economic  influence  of  the 
older  Wall  Street  financial  groups  has  been  weakening  and  been  chal¬ 
lenged  by  new  wealth  springing  up  outside  the  eastern  cities,  notably  in 
the  Southwest  and  Far  West.  These  new*^  sources  of  w'ealth  have  been 
based  very  largely  on  government  action  and  government  spending  but 
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have,  none  the  less,  adopted  a  petty-bourgeois  outlook  rather  than  the 
semiaristocratic  outlook  that  pervades  the  Eastern  Establishment.  This 
new  wealth,  based  on  petroleum,  natural  gas,  ruthless  exploitation  of  na¬ 
tional  resources,  the  aviation  industry,  military  bases  in  the  South  and 
West,  and  finally  on  space  with  all  its  attendant  activities,  has  centered 
in  Texas  and  southern  California.  Its  existence,  for  the  first  time,  made  it 
possible  for  the  petty-bourgeois  outlook  to  make  itself  felt  in  the  po¬ 
litical  nomination  process  instead  of  in  the  unrewarding  effort  to  influ¬ 
ence  politics  by  voting  for  a  Republican  candidate  nominated  under 
Eastern  Establishment  influence. 

In  these  tenns  the  political  struggle  in  the  United  States  has  shifted 
in  two  ways,  or  even  three.  This  struggle,  in  the  minds  of  the  ill  in¬ 
formed,  had  always  been  viewed  as  a  struggle  between  Republicans  and 
Democrats  at  the  ballot  box  in  November.  Wall  Street,  long  ago,  how¬ 
ever,  had  seen  that  the  real  struggle  was  in  the  nominating  conventions 
the  preceding  summer.  This  realization  was  forced  upon  the  petty- 
bourgeois  supporters  of  Republican  candidates  by  their  antipathy  for 
Willkie,  Dewey,  Eisenhovv  er,  and  other  Wall  Street  interventionists  and 
their  inability  to  nominate  their  congressional  favorites,  like  Senators 
Know  land,  Bricker,  and  Taft,  at  national  party  conventions.  Just  as  these 
disgruntled  voters  reached  this  conclusion,  with  Taft’s  failure  in  195*- 
the  new  wealth  appeared  in  the  political  picture,  sharing  the  petty  bour¬ 
geoisie’s  suspicions  of  the  East,  big  cities.  Ivy  League  universities,  for¬ 
eigners,  intellectuals,  workers,  and  aristocrats.  By  tlie  1964  election,  the 
major  political  issue  in  the  country  was  the  financial  struggle  behind  the 
scenes  between  the  old  wealth,  civilized  and  cultured  in  foundations, 
and  the  new  wealth,  virile  and  uninformed,  arising  from  the  flowing 
profits  of  government-dependent  corporations  in  the  Southwest  and 
W’est. 

At  issue  here  was  the  whole  future  face  of  America,  for  tlte  older 
wealth  stood  for  values  and  aims  close  to  the  Western  traditions  o 
diversity,  tolerance,  human  rights  and  values,  freedom,  and  the  rest  of 
while  the  newer  wealth  stood  for  the  narrow  and  fear-racked  aims  o 
petty-bourgeois  insecurity  and  egoccntricity.  The  nominal  issues  betwee'^ 
them,  such  as  that  between  internationalism  and  unilateral  Lsolationism 
(which  its  supporters  preferred  to  rename  “nationalism”),  were  le^ 
fundamental  than  they  seemed,  for  the  real  issue  was  the  control  of  tie 
Federal  government’s  tremendous  power  to  influence  the  future  of  Amer 
ica  by  spending  of  government  funds.  The  petty  bourgeois  and  nc" 
wealth  groups  wanted  to  continue  that  spending  into  the  industna 
military  complex,  such  as  defense  and  space,  wliilc  the  older  w'ca 
and  nonbourgeois  groups  wanted  to  direct  it  toward  social  diversity  afi^^ 
social  amelioration  for  the  aged  and  the  young,  for  education,  for  socia 
outcasts,  and  for  protecting  national  resources  for  future  use. 
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1  lie  outcome  of  this  struggle,  which  still  goes  on,  is  one  in  which 
civilized  people  can  afford  to  be  optimistic.  For  the  newer  wealth  is 
unbelievably  ignorant  and  misinformed.  In  their  growing  concern  to  con¬ 
trol  political  nominations,  they  ignored  the  even  greater  need  to  win 
elections.  1  hey  did  not  realize  that  the  di.sintefi;ration  of  the  middle 
classes,  chiefly  from  the  abandonment  of  the  middle-class  outlook,  was 
creating  an  American  electorate  that  would  never  elect  any  candidate 
the  newer  wealth  would  care  to  nominate.  As  part  of  this  lack  of  vision, 
the  new  wealth  and  its  petty-bourgeois  supporters  ignored  the  well- 
established  principle  that  a  national  candidate  must  have  a  national  appeal 
and  that  this  is  obtained  best  bv  a  candidate  close  to  the  center. 

In  American  politics  we  have  several  parties  included  under  the  blanket 
Words  “Democratic”  and  “Republican.”  In  oversimplified  terms,  as  I  have 
said,  the  Republicans  were  the  party  of  the  middle  classes,  and  the 
Democrats  were  the  party  of  the  fringes.  Both  of  these  were  subdivided, 
each  with  a  Congressional  and  a  National  Party  wing.  The  Republican 
Congressional  Party  (representing  localism)  was  much  farther  to  the 
Right  than  the  National  Republican  Party,  and  as  such  was  closer  to  the 
petty-bourgeois  than  to  the  uppcr-middle-class  outlook.  The  Democratic 
Congressional  Party  was  much  more  clearly  of  the  fringes  and  minori¬ 
ties  (and  thus  often  funher  to  the  Left)  than  the  Democratic  National 
Party.  The  party  machinery  in  each  case  was  in  Congressional  Party 
control  during  the  inten'als  between  the  cjuadrennial  presidential  elec¬ 
tions,  but,  in  order  to  win  these  elections,  each  had  to  call  into  existence, 
in  presidential  election  years,  its  shadowy  National  Party.  This  meant 
that  the  Republicans  had  to  appear  to  move  to  the  Left,  closer  to  the 
Center,  while  the  Democrats  had  also  to  move  from  the  fringes  toward 
the  Center,  usually  by  moving  to  the  Right.  As  a  result,  the  National 
parties  and  their  presidential  candidates,  with  the  Eastern  Establishment 
assiduously  fostering  the  process  behind  the  scenes,  mo\'ed  closer  together 
and  nearly  met  in  the  center  with  almost  identical  candidates  and  plat¬ 
forms,  although  the  process  was  concealed,  as  much  as  possible,  by  the 
revival  of  obsolescent  or  meaningless  war  cries  and  slogans  (often  going 
back  to  the  Civil  War).  As  soon  as  the  presidential  election  was  over,  the 
two  National  parties  vanished,  and  party  controls  fell  back  into  the  hands 
of  the  Congressional  parties,  leaving  the  newly  elected  President  in  a 
precarious  position  between  the  two  Congressional  parties,  neither  of 
which  was  very  close  to  the  brief  National  coalition  that  had  elected  him. 

The  chief  problem  of  American  political  life  for  a  long  time  has  been 
hoy'  to  make  the  two  Congressional  parties  more  national  and  interna¬ 
tional.  The  argument  that  the  two  parties  should  represent  opposed  ideals 
and  policies,  one,  perhaps,  of  the  Right  and  the  other  of  the  Left,  is  a 
foolish  idea  acceptable  only  to  doctrinaire  and  academic  thinkers.  Instead, 
the  two  parties  should  be  almost  identical,  so  that  the  American  people 
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can  “throw  the  rascals  out”  at  any  election  without  leading  to  any  pro¬ 
found  or  extensive  shifts  in  policy.  The  policies  that  are  vital  and  neces¬ 
sary  for  America  are  no  longer  subjects  of  significant  disagreement,  but 
are  disputable  only  in  details  of  procedure,  priority,  or  method :  M  e  must 
remain  strong,  continue  to  function  as  a  great  world  Power  in  cooperation 
with  other  Powers,  avoid  high-level  war,  keep  the  economy  moving 
without  significant  slump,  help  other  countries  do  the  same,  provide  the 
basic  social  necessities  for  all  our  citizens,  open  up  opportunities  for 
social  shifts  for  those  willing  to  work  to  achieve  them,  and  defend  the 
basic  Western  outlook  of  diversity,  pluralism,  cooperation,  and  the  rest  of 
it,  as  already  described.  These  things  any  national  American  party  hoping 
to  win  a  presidential  election  must  accept.  But  either  party  in  office 
becomes  in  time  corrupt,  tired,  unenterprising,  and  vigorless.  Then  it 
should  be  possible  to  replace  it,  every  four  years  if  necessary,  by  the 
other  party,  which  will  be  none  of  these  things  but  will  still  pursue,  with 
new  vigor,  appro-ximately  the  same  basic  policies. 

The  capture  of  the  Republican  National  Party  by  the  e.xtremist  ele¬ 
ments  of  the  Republican  Congressional  Party  in  1964,  and  their  effort 
to  elect  Barry  Goldwater  to  the  Presidency  with  the  petty-bourgeois 
extremists  alone,  was  only  a  temporary  aberration  on  the  American  politi¬ 
cal  scene,  and  arose  from  the  fact  that  President  Johnson  had  preempted 
all  the  issues  (which  are,  as  we  have  said,  now  acceptable  to  the  over¬ 
whelming  majority)  and  had  occupied  the  whole  broad  center  of  the 
American  political  spectrum,  so  that  it  was  hardly  worth  while  for  the 
Republicans  to  run  a  real  contestant  against  him  in  the  same  area.  Thus 
Goldwater  was  able  to  take  control  of  the  Republican  National  Party  by 
default. 

The  virulence  behind  the  Goldwater  campaign,  however,  had  nothing 
to  do  with  default  or  lack  of  intensity.  Quite  the  contrary.  His  most 
ardent  supporters  were  of  the  extremist  pett\'-bourgeois  mentality  driven 
to  near  hy  steria  by  the  disintegration  of  the  middle  classes  and  the  steady 
rise  in  prominence  of  everything  they  considered  anatliema;  Catholics, 
Negroes,  immigrants,  intellectuals,  aristocrats  (and  near  aristocrats), 
scientists,  and  educated  men  generally,  people  from  big  cities  or  from 
the  East,  cosmopolitans  and  internationalists  and,  above  all,  liberals  who 
accept  diversity  as  a  virtue. 

This  disintegration  of  the  middle  classes  had  a  variety  of  causes,  some 
of  them  intrinsic,  many  of  them  accidental,  a  few  of  them  obvious,  but 
many  of  them  going  deeply  into  the  very  depths  of  social  existence. 

All  these  causes  acted  to  destroy  the  middle  classes  by  acting  to  destroy 
the  middle-class  outlook.  And  this  outlook  w.as  destroyed,  not  by  adult 
middle-class  persons  abandoning  it,  but  by  a  failure  or  inability  of  parents 
to  pass  it  on  to  their  children.  Moreover,  this  failure  was  largely  re¬ 
stricted  to  the  middle  class  itself  and  not  to  the  petty  bourgeoisie  (lower 
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middle  class),  which,  if  anything,  was  clinging  to  its  particular  version 
of  the  middle-class  outlook  more  tenaciously  and  was  passing  it  on  to  its 
offspring  in  an  even  more  intensified  form. 

What  I  am  saving  here  is  that  the  disintegration  of  the  middle  class 
arose  from  a  failure  to  transfer  its  outlook  to  its  children.  This  failure  was 
thus  a  failure  of  education,  and  may  seem,  at  first  glance,  to  be  all  the 
more  surprising,  since  our  education  system  has  been,  consciously  or  un¬ 
consciously,  organized  as  a  mechanism  for  indoctrination  of  the  young 
in  middle-class  ideology.  In  fact,  rather  surprisingly,  it  tvould  appear  that 
our  educational  system,  unlike  those  of  continental  Europe,  has  been  more 
concerned  with  indoctrination  of  middle-class  outlook  than  with  teaching 
patriotism  or  nationalism.  As  a  reflection  of  this,  it  has  been  more  con¬ 
cerned  with  instilling  attitudes  and  behavior  than  with  intellectual  train¬ 
ing.  In  view^  of  the  fact  that  the  American  ideals  of  the  1920’s  were  as 
much  middle  class  as  patriotic,  tvith  the  so-called  “American  w^ay  of 
life”  identified  rather  with  the  American  economic  and  social  system 
than  with  the  American  political  system,  and  the  fact  that  a  majority  of 
schoolchildren  were  not  from  middle-class  families,  it  is  not  surprising 
that  the  educational  system  was  devoted  to  training  in  the  middle-class 
outlook.  Children  of  racial,  religious,  national,  and  class  minorities  all 
passed  through  the  same  system  and  received  the  middle-class  formative 
process,  with,  it  must  be  recognized,  incomplete  success  in  many  cases. 
This  refers  to  the  public  schools,  but  the  Roman  Catholic  school  system, 
especially  on  its  upper  levels,  was  doing  the  same  things.  The  large  num¬ 
ber  of  Catholic  men’s  colleges  in  the  countr)%  especially  those  operated 
b}^  the  Jesuits,  had  as  their  basic,  if  often  unrecognized,  aim  the  desire 
to  transform  the  sons  of  working  class,  and  often  of  immigrant,  origins 
into  middle-class  people  in  professional  occupations  (chiefly  law,  medi¬ 
cine,  business,  and  teaching). 

On  the  whole,  this  system  was,  until  recently,  a  success,  but  is  now 
becoming  less  and  less  successful  in  turning  out  middle-class  people, 
especially  from  its  upper  educational  levels.  This  failure  can  be  attributed 
rather  to  the  context  within  which  the  educational  system  has  operated 
than  to  a  failure  of  the  system  itself.  As  we  shall  see  in  a  moment,  this 
failure  occurred  chiefly  within  the  middle-class  family,  a  not  une.x'pected 
situation,  since  outlook  is  still  determined  rather  by  reaction  to  family 
conditions  than  by  submission  to  a  formal  educational  process. 

Aluch  of  the  disintegration  of  the  middle-class  outlook  can  be  traced 
to  a  weakening  of  its  chief  aspects,  such  as  future  preference,  intense  self- 
discipline.  and,  to  a  lesser  degree,  to  a  decreasing  emphasis  on  infinitely 
e.xpandable  material  demand  and  on  the  imnorfance  of  middle-class  status 
symbols.  Only  a  few  of  the  factors  that  have  influenced  these  changes 
can  he  mentioned  here. 

The  chief  external  factor  in  the  destruction  of  the  middle-class  out- 
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look  has  been  the  relentless  attack  upon  it  in  literature  and  drama  through 
most  of  the  twentieth  century.  In  fact,  it  is  difficult  to  find  works  that 
defended  this  outlook  or  even  assumed  it  to  be  true,  as  was  frequent  in  the 
nineteenth  century.  Not  that  such  works  did  not  exist  in  recent  years; 
they  have  existed  in  great  numbers,  and  have  been  avidly  welcomed  by 
the  petty  bourgeoisie  and  by  some  middle-class  housewives.  Lending 
libraries  and  w  omen’s  magazines  of  the  1910’s,  1920’s,  and  1930’s  were 
full  of  them,  but,  by  the  1950’s  they  were  largely  restricted  to  television 
soap  dramas.  Even  those  writers  who  explicitly  accepted  the  middle-class 
ideology,  like  Booth  Tarkington,  Ben  Ames  Williams,  Sloan  Wilson,  or 
John  O’Hara,  tended  to  portray  middle-class  life  as  a  horror  of  false 
values,  hypocrisy,  meaningless  effort,  and  insecurity.  In  Alice  Adimis,  for 
example,  Tarkington  portrayed  a  lower-middle-class  girl,  filled  with 
hypocrisy  and  materialistic  values,  desperately  seeking  a  husband  who 
w  ould  provide  her  with  the  higher  social  status  for  w  hich  she  yearned. 

In  the  earlier  period,  even  down  to  1940,  literature’s  attack  on  the  mid¬ 
dle-class  outlook  w  as  direct  and  brutal,  from  such  works  as  Upton  Sin¬ 
clair’s  The  Jungle  or  Frank  Norris’s  The  Pit,  both  dealing  w'ith  the  total 
corruption  of  personal  integrity  in  the  meatpacking  and  wlieat  markets. 
These  early  assaults  were  aimed  at  the  commercialization  of  life  under 
bourgeois  influence  and  w'ere  fundamentally  reformist  in  outlook  because 
they  assumed  that  the  evils  of  the  system  could  somehow  be  removed, 
perhaps  by  state  intervention.  By  the  1910’s  the  attack  w'as  much  more 
total,  and  saw  the  problem  in  moral  terms  so  fundamental  that  no  remedial 
action  was  possible.  Only  complete  rejection  of  middle-class  values  could 
remove  the  corruption  of  human  life  seen  by  Sinclair  Lew  is  in  Babbitt  or 
Mam  Street. 

After  1940,  writers  tended  less  and  less  to  attack  the  bourgeois  w  ay  of 
life;  that  job  had  been  done.  Instead  they  described  situations,  characters, 
and  actions  that  were  simplv  nonbourgeois;  violence,  social  irresponsi¬ 
bility,  sexual  laxity  and  perx’ersion,  miscegenation,  human  weakness  m 
relation  to  alcohol,  narcotics,  or  sex,  or  domestic  and  business  relationships 
conducted  along  completely  nonbourgeois  lines.  Ernest  Hemingway,  Wil¬ 
liam  Faulkner,  Erskine  Caldwxll,  John  Dos  Passos,  and  a  host  of  lesser 
writers,  many  of  them  embracing  the  cult  of  violence,  showed  the  trend. 
A  very  popular  work  like  The  Lost  Weekend  could  represent  the  w'hole 
group.  A  few,  like  Hemingway,  found  a  new  moral  outlook  to  replace  the 
middle-class  ideology  they  had  abandoned.  In  Hemingway’s  case  he  shook 
the  dust  of  upper-middle-class  Oak  Park,  Illinois,  off  his  feet  and  im¬ 
mersed  himself  in  the  tragic  sense  of  life  of  Spain  w'ith  its  constant  demand 
upon  men  to  demonstrate  their  virilitv'  by  incidental  activity  with  w  omen 
and  unflinching  courage  in  facing  death.  To  Hemingway  this  could  be 
achieved  in  the  bullring,  in  African  big-game  hunting,  in  war  or,  in  a 
more  symbolic  way,  in  prizefighting  or  crime.  The  significant  point  here 


THE  FUTURE  IN  PERSPECTIVE  125I 

is  that  Hemingway’s  embrace  of  the  outlook  of  the  Pakistani-Peruvian 
axis  as  a  token  of  his  rejection  of  his  middle-class  background  was  always 
recognized  by  him  as  a  pretense,  and,  when  his  virility,  in  the  crudest 
sense,  was  gone,  he  blew  out  his  brains. 

The  literary  assault  on  the  bourgeois  outlook  was  directed  at  all  the 
aspects  of  it  that  we  have  mentioned,  at  future  preference,  at  self-disci¬ 
pline,  at  the  emphasis  on  materialistic  acquisition,  at  status  symbols.  The 
attack  on  future  preference  appeared  as  a  demonstration  that  the  future 
is  never  reached.  Its  argument  was  that  the  individual  who  constantly 
postpones  living  from  tlie  present  (with  living  taken  to  mean  real  per¬ 
sonal  relationships  xvith  individuals)  to  a  hypothetical  future  eventually 
finds  that  the  vears  have  gone  by,  death  is  approaching,  he  has  not  yet 
lived,  and  is,  in  most  cases,  no  longer  able  to  do  so.  If  the  central  figure 
in  such  a  work  has  achieved  his  materialist  ambitions,  the  implication  is 
that  these  achievements,  which  looked  so  attractive  from  a  distance,  are 
but  encumbrances  to  the  real  values  of  personal  living  when  achieved. 
This  theme,  which  goes  back  at  least  to  Charles  Dickens’s  A  Christmas 
Carol  or  to  George  Eliot’s  Silas  Marner,  continued  to  be  presented  into 
the  twentieth  century.  It  often  took  the  form,  in  more  recent  times,  of 
a  rejection  of  a  man’s  whole  life  achievement  by  his  sons,  his  w  ife,  or 
iiimself. 

The  more  recent  form  of  this  attack  on  future  preference  has  appeared 
in  the  existentialist  novel  and  the  theater  of  the  absurd.  Existentialism,  by 
its  belief  that  reality  and  life  consist  onlv  of  the  specific,  concrete  per- 
■sonal  experience  of  a  given  place  and  moment,  ignores  the  context  of  each 
event  and  thus  isolates  it.  But  an  event  without  context  has  no  cause, 
meaning,  or  consequence;  it  is  absurd,  as  anything  is  which  has  no  relation¬ 
ship  to  any  context.  And  such  an  event,  with  neither  past  nor  future,  can 
have  no  connection  with  tradition  or  with  future  preference.  This  point 
of  view  came  to  saturate  twentieth-century  literature  so  that  the  original 
rejection  of  future  preference  was  expanded  into  total  rejection  of  time, 
which  was  portrayed  as  simply  a  mechanism  for  enslaving  man  and 
depriving  him  of  the  opportunity  to  experience  life.  The  writings  of 
Thomas  Wolfe  and,  on  a  higher  level,  of  the  early  Dos  Passos,  were 
devoted  to  this  theme.  The  bourgeois  time  clock  became  a  tomb  or  prison 
that  alienated  man  from  life  and  left  him  a  cipher,  like  the  appropriately 
named  .Mr.  Zero  in  Elmer  Rice’s  play  The  Adding  Machine  (1923). 

A  similar  attack  was  made  on  self-discipline.  The  philosophic  basis  for 
this  attack  was  found  in  an  oversimplified  Freudianism  that  regarded  ail 
suppression  of  human  impulse  as  leading  to  frustration  and  psychic  di.s- 
tortions  that  made  subsequent  life  unattainable.  Thus  novel  after  novel 
or  play  after  plav  portrax  ed  the  wickedness  of  the  suppression  of  good, 
healthy,  natural  impulse  and  the  salutary  consequences  of  self-indulgence, 
especially  in  sex.  Adultery  and  other  manifestations  of  undisciplined 
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sexualit\-  were  described  in  increasingly  clinical  detail  and  were  generally 
associated  with  excessive  drinking  or  other  evasions  of  personal  re¬ 
sponsibility,  as  in  Hemingway’s  A  Farewell  to  Arms  and  The  Sun  Also 
Rises  or  in  John  Steinbeck’s  love  affair  with  personal  irresponsibility  in 
Cannery  Row  or  Tortilla  Flat.  The  total  rejection  of  middle-class  values, 
including  time,  self-discipline,  and  material  achievement,  in  favor  of  a 
cult  of  personal  violence  was  to  be  found  in  a  multitude  of  literary  works 
from  James  M.  Cain  and  Raymond  Chandler  to  the  more  recent  antics  of 
James  Bond.  The  result  has  been  a  total  reversal  of  middle-class  values 
by  presenting  as  interesting  or  admirable  simple  negation  of  these  values 
by  aimless,  shiftless,  and  totally  irresponsible  people. 

A  similar  reversal  of  values  has  flooded  the  market  with  novels  filled 
with  pointless  clinical  descriptions,  presented  in  obscene  language  and  in 
fictional  form,  of  swamps  of  perversions  ranging  from  homosexuality,  in¬ 
cest,  sadism,  and  masochism,  to  cannibalism,  necrophilia,  and  coprophagia. 
These  performances,  as  the  critic  Edmund  Fuller  has  said,  represent  not 
so  much  a  loss  of  values  as  a  loss  of  any  conception  of  the  nature  of  man. 
Instead  of  seeing  man  the  w'ay  the  tradition  of  the  Greeks  and  of  the 
West  regarded  him,  as  a  creature  midway  between  animal  and  God, 
“a  little  lower  than  the  angels,”  and  thus  capable  of  an  infinite  variety 
of  experience,  these  twentieth-century  writers  have  completed  the  revolt 
against  the  middle  classes  by  moving  downward  from  the  late  nineteenth 
century’s  view"  of  man  as  simply  a  higher  animal  to  their  own  view  of 
man  as  lower  than  any  animal  would  naturally  descend.  From  this  has 
emerged  the  Puritan  view  of  man  (but  without  the  Puritan  view  of  God) 
as  a  creature  of  total  depravity  in  a  deterministic  universe  without  hope 
of  any  redemption. 

This  point  of  view,  which,  in  the  period  1550-1650,  justified  despotism 
in  a  Puritan  context,  now  may  be  used,  with  petty-bourgeois  support, 
to  justify  a  new'  despotism  to  preserve,  by  force  instead  of  conviction, 
petty-bourgeois  values  in  a  system  of  compulsory  conformity.  George 
Orw'ell’s  i  $84  has  given  us  the  picture  of  this  system  as  Hitler’s  Germany 
showed  us  its  practical  operation.  But  in  view  of  the  present  upsurge  of 
nonbourgeois  social  groups  and  social  pressures,  this  possibility  be¬ 
comes  decreasingly  likely,  and  Barry  Goldwater’s  defeat  in  the  presiden¬ 
tial  election  of  1964  moved  the  possibility  so  far  into  the  future  that  the 
steady  change  in  social  conditions  makes  it  remote  indeed. 

The  destruction  of  the  middle  classes  by  the  destruction  of  the  middle- 
class  outlook  was  brought  about  to  a  much  greater  degree  by  internal 
than  by  external  forces.  And  the  most  significant  of  these  influences  have 
been  operating  within  the  middle-class  family.  One  of  the  most  obvious 
of  these  has  been  the  growing  affluence  of  American  society,  w'hich  re¬ 
moved  the  pressure  of  want  from  the  childbearing  process.  The  child 
w'ho  grow's  up  in  affluence  is  more  difficult  to  instill  with  the  frustrations 
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and  drives  that  were  so  basic  in  the  middle-class  outlook.  For  generations, 
even  in  fairly  rich  families,  this  indoctrination  had  continued  because  of 
continued  emphasis  on  thrift  and  restraints  on  consumption.  By  1937  the 
world  depression  showed  that  the  basic  economic  problems  were  not 
saving  and  investment,  but  distribution  and  consumption.  Thus  there  ap¬ 
peared  a  growing  readiness  to  consume,  spurred  on  by  new  sales  tech¬ 
niques,  installment  selling,  and  the  extension  of  credit  from  the  productive 
side  to  the  consumption  side  of  the  economic  process.  As  a  result,  an 
entirelv  new  phenomenon  appeared  in  middle-class  families,  the  practice 
of  living  up  to,  or  even  beyond,  their  incomes— an  unthinkable  scandal 
in  any  nineteenth-century  bourgeois  family.  One  incentive  in  this  direc¬ 
tion  was  the  increased  emphasis,  within  the  middle-class  ideology,  upon 
the  elements  of  status  and  ostentatious  display  of  wealth  as  status  sym¬ 
bols  rather  than  on  the  elements  of  frugality  and  prudence.  Thus  af¬ 
fluence  weakened  both  future  preference  and  self-denying  self-discipline 
training. 

Somewhat  related  to  this  was  the  influence  of  the  depression  of  1929- 
1933.  The  generation  that  was  entering  manhood  at  that  time  (having 
been  born  in  the  period  1905-1915)  felt  that  their  efforts  to  fulfill  their 
middle-class  ambitions  had  involved  them  in  intensive  hardships  and  suf¬ 
fering,  such  as  working  while  going  to  college,  doing  without  leisure, 
cultural  expansion,  and  travel,  and  by  the  1950’s  these  were  determined 
that  their  children  must  nev'^er  have  it  as  hard  as  they  had  had  it.  They 
rarel)'  saw  that  their  efforts  to  make  things  easy  for  their  children  in  the 
1950’s  as  a  reaction  against  the  hardships  they  had  suffered  themselves 
in  the  1930’s  w'ere  removing  from  their  children’s  training  process  the 
difficulties  that  had  helped  to  make  them  achieving  men  and  successful 
middle-class  persons  and  that  their  efforts  to  do  this  were  weakening  the 
moral  fiber  of  their  children. 

Another  element  in  this  process  was  a  change  in  the  educational  philoso¬ 
phy  of  America  and  a  somewhat  similar  change  in  the  country’s  ideas  on 
the  whole  process  of  child  training.  Early  generations  had  continued  to 
cling  to  the  vestiges  of  the  Puritan  outlook  to  the  degree  that  they  in¬ 
sisted  that  children  must  be  trained  under  strict  discipline,  including 
corporal  punishment.  This  seventeenth-century  idea,  b\^  1920,  was  being 
replaced  in  American  family  ideology  by  an  idea  of  the  nineteenth  cen¬ 
tury  that  child  maturation  is  an  innate  process  not  subject  to  modification 
by  outside  training.  In  educational  theory  this  erroneous  idea  went  back 
to  the  £w;7e  of  Jean-Jacques  Rousseau  (1762),  which  idealized  the  state 
of  nature  as  equivalent  to  the  Garden  of  Eden,  and  believed  that  education 
must  consist  in  leaving  a  youth  completely  free  so  that  his  innate  good¬ 
ness  could  emerge  and  reveal  itself.  This  idea  was  developed,  intensified, 
and  given  a  pseudoscientific  foundation  by  advances  in  biology  and 
genetics  in  the  late  nineteenth  century.  By  1910  or  so,  childrearing  and 
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educational  theories  had  accepted  the  idea  that  man  was  a  biological 
organism,  like  any  animal,  that  his  personality  was  a  consequence  of 
hereditary"  traits,  and  that  each  child  had  within  him  a  rigid  assortment 
of  inherited  talents  and  a  natural  rate  of  maturation  in  the  development 
of  these  talents.  These  ideas  were  incorporated  in  a  scries  of  slogans  of 
which  two  were:  “Every  child  is  different,”  and  “He’ll  do  it  when  he’s 
ready.” 

From  all  this  came  a  \\  holesale  ending  of  discipline,  both  in  the  home 
and  in  school,  and  the  advent  of  “permissive  education,”  with  all  tliat  it 
entailed.  Children  were  encouraged  to  have  opinions  and  to  speak  out  on 
matters  of  which  they  were  totally  ignorant-,  acquisition  of  information 
and  intellectual  training  were  shoved  into  the  background;  and  restric¬ 
tions  of  time,  place,  and  movement  in  schools  and  homes  were  reduced  to 
a  minimum.  Every  emphasis  was  placed  on  “spontaneity”;  and  fixed  sched¬ 
ules  of  time  periods  or  subject  matter  to  be  covered  u  ere  belittled.  All 
this  greatly  weakened  the  disciplinary  influence  of  the  educational  process, 
leaving  the  new  generation  much  less  disciplined,  less  organized,  and  less 
aware  of  time  than  their  parents.  Naturally  this  disintegrative  process  was 
less  evident  among  the  children  of  the  petty  bourgeois  than  in  the  middle 
class  itself.  These  influences  in  themselves  would  have  contributed  much 
to  the  weakening  of  the  middle-class  outlook  among  the  rising  generation, 
but  other,  much  more  profound,  influences  were  also  operating.  To 
examine  these  we  must  look  inside  the  middle-class  family  structure. 

In  marriage,  as  in  so  many  other  things.  Western  Civilization  has  been 
subjected  to  quite  antithetical  theories;  these  we  might  call  the  WTstern 
and  the  Romantic  theories  of  love  and  marriage.  The  Romantic  theory  of 
these  things  was  that  each  man  or  woman  had  a  unique  personality  con¬ 
sisting  of  inborn  traits,  accumulated  by  inheritance  from  a  unique  com¬ 
bination  of  ancestors.  This  is,  of  course,  the  same  theory  that  was  used  to 
justify  permissive  education.  In  Romantic  love,  however,  the  theory'  went 
on  to  assume,  simply  as  a  matter  of  faith,  that  for  each  man  or  woman 
there  e.xisted  in  a  world  a  person  of  the  opposite  sex  w  ho.se  personality 
traits  would  just  fit  into  those  of  his  or  her  destined  mate.  The  only 
problem  was  to  find  that  mate.  It  was  assumed  that  this  would  be  done, 
at  first  sight,  when  an  almost  instantaneous  flash  of  recognition  would 
reveal' to  both  that  they  had  found  the  one  possible  life’s  partner. 

The  idea  of  love  at  first  sight  as  a  flash  of  recognition  u'as  clo.scly 
lated  to  the  .Manichaean  and  Puritan  religious  idea  that  God’s  truth  ciiiiie 
to  men  in  a  similar  fla.sh  of  illumination  (an  idea  that  goes  back,  li^® 
so  many  of  these  ideas,  to  Plato’s  theory  of  knowledge  as  remini-sceiice)- 
In  its  most  extreme  form,  this  Romantic  theory  of  love  assumed  that  cad 
of  the  destined  lovers  was  only  part  of  a  person,  the  two  parts  fitting 
gether  instanth'  on  meeting  into  a  single  personality.  Associated  with  this 
were  a  number  of  other  ideas,  including  tlic  idea  that  marriages 
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‘‘made  in  heaven,”  tiiat  such  a  Romantic  marriage  was  totally  satisfying 
to  the  partners,  and  that  such  a  marriage  should  be  “eternal.” 

These  ideas  of  Romantic  love  and  marriage  were  much  more  acceptable 
to  women  than  to  men  (for  reasons  we  liave  not  time  to  analyze)  and 
were  embraced  b\'  the  middle  class,  but  not,  to  any  great  extent,  by  other 
classes.  The  theory,  like  so  much  of  the  middle-class  outlook,  originated 
among  the  medieval  heresies,  such  as  .Manichaeism  (as  the  Swiss  writer 
Denis  de  Rougemont  has  show  n),  and  w  as  thus  from  the  same  tradition 
that  saw’  the  rise  of  the  bourgeois  outlook  in  the  .Middle  Ages  and  its  rein¬ 
forcement  by  the  closely  associated  Puritan  movement  of  modern  times. 
The  Romantic  theory  of  love  was  spread  through  the  middle  class  by 
incidental  factors,  such  as  that  the  bourgeoisie  were  the  only  social  class 
that  read  much,  and  Romantic  love  was  basically  a  literary  convention  in 
its  propagation  whatever  it  may  have  been  in  its  origins.  It  made  no  real 
impression  on  the  other  social  classes  in  European  society,  such  as  the 
peasants,  the  nobility,  or  the  urban  working  craftsmen. 

Strangely  enough.  Romantic  love,  accepted  as  a  theory  and  ideal  by 
the  bourgeoisie,  had  little  influence  on  middle-class  marriages  in  practice, 
since  these  were  usually  based  on  middle-class  values  of  economic 
security  and  material  status  rather  than  on  love.  .More  accurately,  middle- 
class  marriages  were  based  on  these  material  considerations  in  fact,  w'hile 
everyone  concerned  pretended  that  they  were  based  on  Romantic  love. 
Any  subsequent  recognition  of  this  clash  betw'cen  fact  and  theory  often 
ga\’e  a  severe  jolt  and  has  sometimes  been  a  subject  for  literary  exami¬ 
nation,  as  in  the  first  volume  of  John  Galsw’orthy’s  The  Forsyte  Saga. 

Opposed  to  this  Romantic  theory  of  love  and  marriage,  and  almost 
equally  opposed  to  the  bourgeois  practice  of  “sensible”  marriage,  was 
w  hat  w  e  may  call  the  ^^’estern  idea  of  love  and  marriage.  This  assumes 
that  personalities  are  dynamic  and  flexible  things  formed  largely  by  ex¬ 
periences  in  the  past.  Love  and  marriage  between  such  personalities  are, 
like  everything  in  the  W'estern  outlook,  diverse,  imperfect,  adjustable, 
creative,  cooperative,  and  changeable.  The  Western  idea  assumes  that  a 
couple  come  together  for  many  reasons  (sex,  loneliness,  common  interests, 
similar  background,  economic  and  social  cooperation,  reciprocal  ad¬ 
miration  of  character  traits,  and  other  reasons).  It  further  as.sumes  that 
their  whole  relationship  will  be  a  slow-  process  of  getting  to  know  each 
other  and  of  mutual  adjustment— a  process  that  may  never  end.  The  need 
for  constant  adjustment  shows  the  Western  recognition  that  nothing, 
even  love,  is  final  or  perfect.  This  is  also  shown  by  recognition  that  love 
and  marriage  are  never  total  and  all-absorbing,  that  each  partner  remains 
an  independent  personality  with  the  right  to  an  independent  life.  (This 
is  found  throughout  the  Western  tradition  and  goes  back  to  the  Christian 
belief  that  each  person  is  a  separate  soul  with  its  own,  ultimately  separate, 
fate.) 
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Thus  there  appeared  in  Western  society  at  least  three  kinds  of  mar¬ 
riage,  which  we  may  call  Romantic,  bourgeois,  and  Western.  The  last, 
without  being  much  discussed  (e.xcept  in  modern  books  on  love  and  mar¬ 
riage),  is  probably  the  most  numerous  of  the  three,  and  the  other  two,  if 
they  prove  successful,  do  so  by  gradually  developing  into  tliis  third  kind. 
Romantic  marriage,  based  on  the  “shock  of  recognition,”  has  in  fact  come 
to  be  based  very  largely  on  sexual  attraction,  since  this  is  the  chief 
form  that  love  at  first  sight  can  take.  Such  marriages  often  fail,  since 
even  sex  requires  practice  and  mutual  adjustment  and  is  too  momentary 
a  human  relationship  to  sustain  a  permanent  union  unless  many  other 
common  interests  accumulate  around  it.  Even  w  hen  this  occurs  and  the 
marriage  becomes  a  success,  in  the  sense  that  it  persists,  it  is  never  total, 
and  the  Romantic  delusion  that  marriage  should  be  totally  absorbing 
of  the  time,  attention,  and  energies  of  its  partners,  still  e.xpected  by 
many  women  brought  up  on  the  Romantic  idea,  merely  means  that  the 
marriage  becomes  an  enslaving  relationship  to  the  husbands  and  a  source 
of  disappointment  and  frustration  to  the  wives. 

Middle-class  marriage,  in  fact,  was  not  romantic,  for,  in  the  middle 
class,  marriage,  like  everything  else,  was  subject  to  the  middle-cla.ss  sys¬ 
tem  of  values.  M'ithin  that  value  system,  middle-class  persons  chose  a 
marriage  partner  w'ho  would  as.si.st  in  achieving  middle-class  goals  of 
status  and  achievement.  A  woman,  with  her  parents’  approval,  chose  a 
husband  w  ho  showed  promise  of  being  a  good  provider  and  a  .steady,  re¬ 
liable,  social  achiever,  who  would  be  able  to  give  her  a  material  status 
at  least  as  high  as  that  provided  by  her  own  parents.  A  man  chose  as 
a  wife  one  w  ho  showed  promi.se  of  being  a  help  in  his  upw'ard  struggl^’ 
one  able  to  act  as  hostess  to  his  aspirant  activities  and  to  provide  the 
domestic  decorum  and  social  graces  expected  of  a  successful  business  or 
professional  man. 

Such  a  marriage  was  based,  from  both  sides,  on  status  factors  rather 
than  on  personal  factors.  The  fact  that  a  man  was  a  Yale  graduate,  was 
trained  for  a  profession,  had  a  position  with  a  good  firm,  drove  an  ex¬ 
pensive  car,  could  order  dinner  with  assurance  in  an  expensive  re.staurant, 
and  had  already  applied  for  membership  in  a  golf  or  country  club  w'ere 
not  reasons  for  loving  him  as  a  person,  since  they  were  simply  the  acces¬ 
sories  of  his  status.  Yet  middle-class  persons  married  for  rea.sons  such 
as  these  and,  at  the  same  time,  convinced  themselves  and  their  friends 
that  they  were  marrying  for  Romantic  love  (based  on  the  fact  that 
they  were,  in  addition  to  their  mutual  social  acceptability,  sexually  at¬ 
tracted). 

For  a  time  the  new  marriage  could  keep  up  these  pretenses,  especially 
as  the  elements  of  sex  and  novelty  in  the  relationship  helped  conceal 
the  contrast  between  theory  and  fact  and  that  the  marriage  was  basically 
an  external  and  superficial  relationship.  But  this  fact  remained,  and  in  time 
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unconscious  frustrations  and  dissatisfactions  began  to  operate.  Often  these 
did  not  reach  the  conscious  level,  especially  a  few  generations  ago,  but 
today  the  question  is  posed  by  every  women’s  magazine,  “Is  your  mar¬ 
riage  a  success.'”  But  unconsciously,  long  before  this,  realization  had  been 
growing  that  the  marriage  relationship  was  not  based  on  love,  w'hich  must 
be  a  recognition  and  appreciation  of  personal  qualities,  not  of  status  ac¬ 
cessories.  Without  personal  feeling  based  on  such  personal  qualities,  the 
relationship  was  really  not  a  personal  relationship  and  was  really  not  based 
on  love,  even  v  hen  the  partners,  with  the  usual  lack  of  introspection  as¬ 
sociated  with  middle-class  minds,  still  insisted  that  it  was  based  on  love. 
The  consequences  of  such  unconscious  recognition  of  the  real  lack  of  love 
in  the  bourgeois  marital  relationship,  in  a  society  that  never  stopped 
reiterating  in  song,  cinema,  magazine,  and  book  the  absolute  necessity 
of  love  for  human  happiness  and  “fulfillment,”  will  be  e.xamined  in  a 
moment. 

Three  generations  ago  the  bourgeois  wife  rarely  became  aware  of 
her  frustrations.  She  was  largely  confined  to  her  home,  was  kept  too 
busy  with  children  and  housework  to  find  much  time  for  meditation  on 
her  situation  or  for  comparison  with  other  wives  or  the  outside  world 
generally.  Brought  up  in  a  male-dominated  family,  she  was  prepared  to 
accept  a  similar  situation  in  her  own  life.  This  means  that  her  outside 
contacts  and  her  general  picture  of  the  world  came  to  her  through  the 
screen  of  her  husband’s  vision  of  these  things. 

The  decrease  in  the  number  of  children  in  middle-class  families  and 
the  spread  of  labor-saving  devices,  from  vacuum  cleaners  to  frozen  foods, 
gave  the  bourgeois  wife  increasing  leisure  in  the  1920’s  and  1930’s. 
Enterprising  editors  like  Edwin  Bok  filled  that  leisure  with  new  slick 
women’s  magazines  (like  the  Ladies’  Home  Journal).  Popular  novels 
and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  the  earlv  movies,  dramatic  matinees,  and  spread¬ 
ing  women’s  clubs  allowed  women  to  build  up  a  vision  of  a  fantasy  world 
of  romantic  love  and  carefree,  middle-class  housewives  udth  dazzling 
homes  and  well-behaved  and  well-scrubbed  children.  By  1925  the  average 
bourgeois  housewife  was  becoming  increasingly  frustrated  because  her 
own  life  was  not  that  pictured  in  the  w’omen’s  magazines.  Her  increasing 
leisure  gave  her  time  to  think  about  it,  and  her  more  frequent  contact 
'vith  other  wives  encouraged  her  to  raise  her  voice  in  criticism  of  her 
husband  u'hose  financial  inability  to  provide  her  with  the  life  she  came 
to  regard  as  her  due  seemed  to  her  to  justify  her  desire  to  nag  him  on- 
'vard  to  greater  effort  in  pursuit  of  monev.  To  him  this  became  nagging; 
to  her  it  was  only  an  occasional  reminder  of  the  expectations  under  which 
she  had  entered  upon  the  marriage  relationship. 

AVhile  this  was  going  on,  the  outside  world  was  also  changing.  Women 
became  “emancipated”  as  a  consequence  of  World  War  I,  with  consid¬ 
erable  urging  onward  from  the  women’s  magazines.  Shorter  skirts  and 
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shorter  hair  became  symbols  of  this  process,  but  even  more  significant  was 
the  appearance  in  the  outside  world  of  a  great  increase  in  the  number 
of  jobs  that  could  be  done  best,  or  only,  by  women.  As  part  of  this 
process,  there  took  place  considerable  changes  in  bourgeois  morality, 
the  ending  of  chaperonage,  greater  freedom  between  the  sexes,  and  the 
acceptance  of  divorce  as  morally  possible  in  bourgeois  life  (a  custom 
that  came  in  from  the  stage  and  cinema). 

As  part  of  this  whole  process,  there  occurred  a  dramatic  event  of 
great  social  significance.  This  was  the  reversal  in  longevity  expectations 
of  men  and  women  in  adult  life.  A  century  ago  (to  be  sure,  in  a  largely 
rural  context),  a  twenty-year-old  man  could  e.xpect  to  live  longer  than 
a  twenty-year-old  wife.  In  fact,  such  a  man  might  well  bury  two  or 
three  wives,  usually  from  the  mortality  associated  with  childbirth  or  other 
female  problems.  Today,  a  twenty-year-old  man  has  little  expectation  of 
living  as  long  as  a  twenty-year-old  woman.  To  make  matters  worse,  a 
twenty-year-old  woman  a  century  ago  married  a  man  considerably  older 
than  herself,  at  least  in  the  middle  classes,  simply  because  future  prefer¬ 
ence  required  that  a  man  be  established  economically  before  he  began  to 
raise  a  family. 

Today,  from  a  series  of  causes,  such  as  the  extension  of  the  female 
e.\pectation  of  life  faster  than  the  male  expectation,  the  increased  prac¬ 
tice  of  birth  control,  coeducation  (which  brings  the  sexes  into  contact  at 
the  same  age),  weakening  of  future  preference  and  of  the  middle-class 
outlook  generally,  which  leads  to  marriages  by  couples  of  about  the 
same  age,  husbands  now  generally  die  before  their  wives.  Recognition  of 
this,  the  increased  independence  of  women,  adaptation  to  taxes  and  other 
legal  nuisances,  has  given  rise  to  joint  financial  accounts,  to  property 
being  put  in  the  wife’s  name,  and  to  greatlv^  increased  insurance  benefits 
for  wives.  Gradually  the  wealth  of  the  country  became  female-owned, 
even  if  still  largely  male-controlled. 

But  this  had  subtle  results;  it  made  women  more  independent  and  more 
outspoken.  Bourgeois  men  gradually  came  to  live  under  a  regime  of  per¬ 
sistent  nagging  to  become  “better  providers.”  To  many  men,  work  be¬ 
came  a  refuge  and  a  relief  from  domestic  revelations  of  the  inadequacy 
of  their  performance  as  economic  achievers.  This  grow’th  of  overwork, 
of  constant  tension,  of  frustration  of  emotional  life  and  of  leisure  began 
to  make  more  and  more  men  increasingly  w  illing  to  accept  death  as  the 
only  method  of  achieving  rest.  Bourgeois  men  literally  began  to  kill  them¬ 
selves,  by  unconscious  psychic  suicide,  from  overwork,  neurotic  over- 
indulgence  in  alcohol,  smoking,  work,  and  violent  leisure,  and  the  middle 
class  slowly  increased  its  proportion  of  materially  endowed  widows. 

One  notable  change  in  this  xvhole  process  was  a  shift,  over  the  past  cen¬ 
tury,  from  the  male-dominated  family  to  a  female-dominated  family.  The 
locality  in  w  hich  the  young  couple  set  up  their  home  had  an  increasing 
tendency  to  be  matrilocal  rather  than  patrilocal.  In  increasing  numbers 
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of  cases,  where  the  voung  couple  married  before  the  groom’s  educational 
process  was  finished,  they  even  lived  with  her  family  (but  very  rarely  with 
his  family).  Increasingly  part  of  the  burden  of  housework  was  shifted  to 
the  husband;  w  ashing  dishes,  buying  groceries,  even  tending  the  children. 
In  1840  a  cliild  could  cry  at  night  and  would  invariably  be  tended  by  its 
mother,  while  the  father  slept  peacefully  on,  totally  unaware  of  v\'hat  was 
going  on.  By  i960,  if  a  child  cried  at  night,  the  chances  were  as  likely  as 
not  that  the  mother  would  hear  nothing  while  the  father  took  over  the 
necessary  activities.  If  this  were  questioned  by  anyone,  the  mother’s 
retort  was  pointed:  “I  take  care  of  baby  all  day;  I  don’t  see  wliy  lie  can’t 
take  care  of  it  at  night!” 

Closely  related  to  this  confusion,  or  even  reversal,  of  the  social  roles 
of  the  se.xcs  was  decreasing  sexual  differentiation  in  child-rearing  prac¬ 
tices.  As  recently  as  the  ig’o’s  girl  babies  w  ere  reared  differently  from 
boys.  They  wxre  dressed  differently,  treated  differently,  permitted  to  do 
different  things,  and  admonished  about  different  dangers.  Bv  i960,  chil¬ 
dren,  regardless  of  sex,  were  all  being  brought  up  the  same.  Indeed, 
with  short  cropped  hair  and  plavsuits  on  both,  it  became  impossible  to 
be  sure  which  was  which.  This  led  to  a  decrease  in  the  personality  dif¬ 
ferences  of  men  and  w'omen,  w  ith  males  becoming  more  submissive  and 
females  more  aggressive. 

This  tendency  w'as  accelerated  by  new  techniques  of  education,  espe¬ 
cially  in  the  first  twelve  \  ears  of  life.  The  neurological  maturation  of 
girls  was  faster  than  that  of  boys,  especialK'  in  regard  to  coordination, 
.such  as  in  feeding  oneself,  talking,  dressing  oneself,  toilet-training, 
learning  to  read,  and  general  adjustment  to  school.  The  shift  from  home 
to  school  in  the  early  grades  was  adjusted  to  by  girls  more  easily  than 
by  boys,  partly  because  girls  were  more  self-assured  and  gregarious.  By 
the  age  of  ten  or  twelve,  girls  were  developed  physically,  neurologi- 
cally,  emotionally,  and  socially  about  two  years  in  advance  of  boys. 
All  this  tended  to  make  boys  less  self-assured,  indecisive,  weak,  and  de¬ 
pendent.  The  steady  increase  in  the  percentage  of  women  teachers  in  the 
low'er  grades  worked  in  the  same  direction,  since  women  teachers 
favored  girls  and  praised  those  attitudes  and  techniques  that  w’ere  more 
natural  to  girls.  New  methods,  such  as  the  whole-word  method  of  teach¬ 
ing  reading  or  the  use  of  true-and-false  or  multiple-choice  examinations, 
were  also  better  adapted  to  female  than  to  masculine  talents.  Less  and 
less  emphasis  was  placed  on  critical  judgment,  while  more  and  more 
was  placed  on  intuitive  or  subjective  decisions.  In  this  environment  girls 
did  better,  and  boys  felt  inferior  or  decided  that  school  was  a  place 
for  girls  and  not  for  boys.  I'hc  growing  aggressiveness  of  girls  pushed 
these  hesitant  boys  aside  and  intensified  the  problem.  As  consequences 
of  this,  boys  had  twice  as  many  “nonreaders”  as  girls,  several  times  as  many 
stutterers,  and  main'  times  as  many  teen-age  bedwetters. 

While  the  outside  w  orld  was  dccreasine  its  differential  treatment  of  chil- 
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dren  on  a  sexual  basis  by  treating  boys  and  girls  more  and  more  alike 
(and  that  treatment  was  better  adapted  to  girls  than  to  boys)  within  the 
middle-class  home,  the  growing  emotional  frustrations  of  tlie  mother 
were  leading  to  an  increasing  distinction  on  a  sexual  basis  in  her  emotional 
treatment  of  her  children. 

The  earliest  feeling  of  sensual  reassurance  and  comfort  any  child  ex¬ 
periences  is  against  the  body  of  its  mother.  To  a  boy  baby  this  is  a 
heterosexual  relationship,  while  to  the  girl  it  is  a  relationship  with  the 
same  sex.  In  most  cases  the  little  girl  ayoids  any  undesirable  persistence 
of  this  homosexual  tendency  by  shifting  her  admiration  and  attention  to 
some  ayailablc  male,  usually  her  father.  Thus  by  the  age  of  six  or  eight, 
a  daughter  has  become  “Daddy’s  girl,”  aw'aiting  his  return  from  w’ork  to 
communicate  the  news  of  the  day,  getting  his  slippers  and  newspaper,  and 
hoping  that  he  will  read  her  a  story  or  share  her  viewing  of  a  favorite 
television  program  before  she  must  go  to  bed.  By  the  age  of  tw'elve,  in 
a  normal  girl,  this  interest  in  male  creatures  has  begun  to  shift  to  some  boy 
in  her  class  at  school.  With  a  boy  baby  the  transference  is  later  and  less 
gradual.  The  undesirable  aspects  of  his  love  for  his  mother  are  avoided  by 
the  pow'erful  social  pressures  of  the  incest  taboo,  but  this  merely  means 
that  the  sexual  element  in  his  concern  for  the  opposite  sex  is  suppressed 
and  is  undeveloped.  Thus  there  is  a  natural,  we  might  almost  say  bio¬ 
logical,  tendency  in  our  society  for  the  sexual  development  of  the  boy  to 
be  delayed  and  for  the  girl  to  be  free  from  this  retarding  influence. 

In  the  American  middle-class  family  of  today,  these  influences  have 
been  extraordinarily  exaggerated.  Because  the  middle-class  marriage  B 
based  on  social  rather  than  personal  attraction,  the  emotional  relation 
of  the  w’ife  to  her  husband  is  insecure,  and  the  more  her  husband  buries 
himself  in  his  work,  hobbies,  or  outside  interests,  the  more  insecure  and 
unsatisfactory  it  becomes  for  his  wife.  Part  of  the  wife’s  unused  emo¬ 
tional  energy  begins  to  be  expended  in  her  love  for  her  son.  At  the 
same  time,  because  of  the  emotional  insecurity  in  the  mother’s  rela¬ 
tionship  with  her  husband,  the  daughter  may  come  to  be  regarded  as 
an  emotional  rival  for  the  husband’s  affection.  This  resentment  of  the 
daughter  is  most  likely  to  occur  wTen  there  is  some  other  cause  of  dis¬ 
turbance  in  the  mother’s  psvxhology,  especially  if  this  cause  is  asso¬ 
ciated  with  her  relationship  to  her  owm  father.  For  example,  as  female 
domination  becomes,  generation  by  generation,  a  more  distinctive  feature 
of  American  famiK"  life,  the  daughter’s  shift  of  attention  to  her  father  be¬ 
comes  less  complete,  and,  by  adolescence,  she  tends  to  pity  him  rather 
than  to  admire  him  and  may  become  relatively  ambivalent  in  her  feelings 
toAvard  both  her  father  and  mother,  sometimes  hating  the  latter  for 
dominating  her  father  and  despising  his  weakness  in  allowing  it.  In  such 
a  case,  the  wTole  development  of  w’hich  we  speak  is  accelerated  and  inten¬ 
sified  in  the  ne.xt  generation,  and  the  daughter’s  relatively  ambivalent 
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feelings  toward  her  parents  are  repeated  in  her  relatively  ambivalent  feel¬ 
ings  toward  her  husband.  This  serves  to  intensify  both  her  emotional 
smothering  and  overprotection  of  her  son  and  her  tendency  toward  emo¬ 
tional  rejection  of  her  daughter  as  a  potential  danger  to  the  relatively 
precarious  emotional  relationship  between  husband  and  wife. 

As  a  consequence  of  this  situation,  the  frustrated  wife  has  a  tendency 
to  cling  to  her  son  by  keeping  him  dependent  and  immature  as  long  as 
possible  and  to  seek  to  hasten  the  maturing  of  her  daughter  in  order 
to  edge  her  out  of  the  family  circle  as  soon  as  possible.  The  chief  con¬ 
sequence  of  this  is  the  increasingly  late  maturity,  the  weakness,  under¬ 
sexuality,  and  dependence  of  American  boys  and  American  men  of 
middle-class  origins  and  the  increasingly  early  maturing,  aggressiveness, 
oversexuality,  and  independence  of  American  middle-class  girls.  The 
mother’s  alienation  of  the  daughter  (which  often  reaches  an  acute  con¬ 
dition  of  mutual  hatred)  may  begin  in  childhood  or  even  at  birth  (espe¬ 
cially  if  the  girl  baby  is  beautiful,  is  not  nursed  by  the  mother,  and  is 
welcomed  with  excessive  joy  bv  the  husband).  It  usually  becomes  acute 
when  the  daughter  reaches  puberty  and  may  become  very  acute  if  the 
mother,  about  the  same  time,  is  approaching  her  menopause  (which 
she  often  mistakenly  feels  will  reduce  her  attraction  as  a  woman  to  her 
husband). 

During  this  whole  period,  the  mother’s  rejection  of  her  daughter  ap¬ 
pears  chiefly  in  her  efforts  to  force  her  to  grow  up  rapidly,  and  leads  to 
premature  exposure  of  the  daughter  to  such  modem  monstrosities  as  pre- 
teen  “mixed  parties,”  training  bras,  access  to  overly  “sophisticated”  movies, 
books,  and  conversations,  and  the  practice  of  leaving  daughters  un¬ 
chaperoned  in  the  house  with  boy  classmates,  on  the  early  high  school  or 
even  junior  high  school  level.  Such  experiences  and  the  increasingly 
frequent  clashes  of  temperament  between  mother  and  daughter  lead  a 
surprisingly  large  percentage  of  middle-class  girls  to  move  from  the  home 
before  the  age  of  twenty.  And  whether  she  leaves  or  not,  sexual  and 
emotional  maturity  comes  to  the  American  middle-class  girl  earlier  and 
earlier,  not  only  in  comparison  with  the  middle-class  boy  but  even  in 
absolute  terms.  We  are  told,  for  example,  that  the  onset  of  puberty  among 
American  girls  (an  event  which  can  be  dated  exactly  by  the  first  menstrual 
period)  has  been  occurring  at  an  earlier  age  by  about  nine  months  for  each 
passing  decade.  As  a  result,  this  milestone  is  reached  by  American  girls 
today  up  to  three  years  earlier  than  with  American  girls  of  the  early 
twentieth  century. 

Over  the  same  period,  the  American  middle-class  boy  has  been  mov¬ 
ing  in  the  opposite  direction,  although  the  physiological  element  cannot  be 
documented.  Indeed,  it  need  not  be.  .More  significant  is  the  changing  re¬ 
lationship  between  the  arrival  of  sexual  awareness  and  of  emotional  readi¬ 
ness  to  accept  sex.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  American  child  today. 
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especially  in  a  middle-class  family,  becomes  aware  of  sex  much  earlier 
than  he  did  a  generation  or  two  ago,  and  long  before  he  is  emotionally 
ready  to  face  the  fact  of  his  own  sexuality.  In  the  nineteenth  century  three 
things  came  fairly  close  together  in  the  fifteen  to  seventeen  age  bracket: 
(i)  se.xual  awareness;  (:)  emotional  readiness  for  sex;  and  (3)  the  ending 
of  education  and  the  opportunity  to  seek  economic  independence  from 
parents.  Today  sexual  awareness  comes  very  early  for  all,  perhaps  around 
the  age  of  ten.  Emotional  readiness  to  face  the  fact  of  one’s  own  sexuality 
comes  earlier  and  earlier  for  the  girl  today,  but  later  and  later  for  the 
boy,  chiefly  because  the  middle-class  mother  forces  independence  and 
recognition  of  the  fact  that  she  is  a  woman  upon  her  daughter  but  forces 
dependence  and  blindness  to  the  fact  that  he  is  a  man  upon  her  son.  And 
the  date  for  the  ending  of  education  and  seeking  economic  independence 
from  parents  gets  somewhat  later  for  girls  but  immensely  later  for  men 
(a  process  that  becomes  increasingly  extravagant). 

One  result  of  this  is  that  the  much  greater  (sometimes  indefinitely 
postponed)  delay  for  a  boy  of  emotional  readiness  after  sexual  awareness 
leaves  the  boy  emotionally  desexed  for  so  long  that  it  affects  his  sexuality 
and  emotional  maturity  adversely  and  to  an  increasingly  advanced  age. 
But  the  opposite  is  true  for  a  girl,  because  of  the  shorter  and  decreasing 
lag  of  her  emotional  readiness  after  her  sexual  awareness.  Lolita,  who  is 
not  as  rare  as  the  readers  of  that  novel  wanted  to  imagine,  becomes  in¬ 
creasingly  frequent,  and  cannot  be  satisfied  by  boys  of  her  own  age;  con¬ 
sequently  she  seeks  for  many  reasons,  including  financial  resources  and 
greater  emotional  maturity,  her  sex  companions  among  older  men. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  position  of  the  middle-class  boy  becomes  even 
more  complex  and  pitiful,  since  he  not  only  must  face  the  fluctuating 
chronology  of  these  developments  to  a  greater  degree  but  must  free  him¬ 
self  from  his  emotional  dependence  on  his  mother  with  little  help  from 
anyone.  If  his  father  tries  to  help  (and  he  is  the  only  one  who  is  likely 
to  try  to  do  so),  and  insists  that  his  son  become  a  responsible  and  inde¬ 
pendent  human  being,  the  mother  fights  like  a  tigress  to  defend  her  son  s 
continued  immaturity  and  dependence,  accusing  the  husband  of  cruelty* 
of  hatred  for  his  son,  and  of  jealousy  of  his  son’s  feeling  for  the  motheG 
She  does  not  hesitate  to  use  the  weapons  that  she  has.  They  are  many  an 
powerful,  including  a  “reluctant”  and  ambiguous  “revelation”  to  the  son 
that  his  father  hates  him.  Any  effort  by  the  father  to  argue  tliat  true  love 
must  seek  to  help  the  son  advance  in  maturity  and  independence,  and  that 
insistence  that  he  avoid  or  postpone  these  advances  might  well  be  re 
garded  as  hatred  rather  than  love,  are  usually  blocked  with  ease.  At  this 
stage  in  the  family  history,  emotional  frustrations  and  confusions  are 
generally  at  so  high  a  level  that  it  is  fairly  easy  for  mother  and  son  to 
agree  that  black  is  white.  “.Momism”  is  usually  triumphant  for  a  more  or 
less  extended  period,  w  hile  normal  adolescent  rebellion  becomes  a  wltoe 
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sale  rejection  of  the  father  and  only  much  later  a  delayed  effort  at  achiev¬ 
ing  emotional  detachment  from  the  mother. 

The  point  of  all  this  is  that  normal  adolescent  rebellion  has  become,  in 
America  tt)day,  a  radical  and  wholesale  rejection  of  parental  values,  in¬ 
cluding  middle-class  values,  because  of  the  protracted  emotional  warfare 
which  now  goes  on  in  the  middle-class  home  with  teen-.age  children.  The 
chief  damage  in  the  situation  lies  in  the  pervasive  destruction  of  the 
adolescent  middle-class  boy  and  his  alienation  from  the  achieving  aspects 
of  middle-class  culture.  The  middle-class  girl,  chiefly  because  she  still 
tries  to  please  her  father,  may  continue  to  be  a  considerable  success  as  an 
achiever,  especiall)'  in  academic  life  w  here  her  earlier  successes  make  con¬ 
tinuance  of  the  process  fairly  easy.  But  the  middle-class  boy  who  rejects 
the  acliicving  aspects  of  middle-class  life  often  docs  so  in  academic  mat¬ 
ters  that  seem  to  him  to  be  an  alien  and  feminine  world  from  the  begin¬ 
ning.  His  rejection  of  this  world  and  his  unconscious  yearning  for  aca¬ 
demic  failure  arise  from  a  series  of  emotional  influences:  ( i )  a  desire  to 
strike  back  at  his  father;  (2)  a  desire  to  free  himself  from  dependence 
on  liis  mother  and  thus  to  escape  from  the  feminine  atmosphere  of  much 
academic  life;  and  (3)3  desire  to  escape  from  the  endless  academic  road, 
going  to  age  twenty-three  or  later,  which  modern  technical  and  social 
coniple.xitics  require  for  access  to  positions  leading  to  high  middle-class 
success.  The  lengthening  of  the  interval  of  time  between  .sexual  awareness 
and  tlie  ending  of  education,  from  about  two  years  in  the  1880’s  to  at 
least  ten  or  twelve  years  in  the  1960’s,  has  set  up  such  tensions  and  strains 
in  the  bourgeois  American  family  that  they  threaten  to  destroy  the  family 
and  arc  already  in  the  process  of  destroying  much  of  the  middle-class 
outlook  that  was  once  so  distinctive  of  the  American  way  of  life. 

From  tins  has  emerged  an  almost  total  breakdown  of  communication  be¬ 
tween  teen-agers  and  their  parents’  generation.  Generally  the  adolescents 
do  not  tell  their  parents  their  most  acute  problems;  they  do  not  appeal 
to  parents  or  adults  but  to  each  other  for  help  in  facing  such  problems 
(except  where  emotionally  starved  girls  appeal  to  men  teachers);  and, 
when  any  effort  is  made  to  talk  across  the  gap  between  the  generations. 
Words  may  pass  but  communication  docs  not.  Behind  this  protective  bar¬ 
rier  a  new'  teen-age  culture  has  grow  n  up.  Its  chief  characteristic  is  re¬ 
jection  of  parental  values  and  of  middle-class  culture.  In  many  ways  this 
new  culture  is  like  that  of  .African  tribes:  its  tastes  in  music  and  the  dance, 
its  emphasis  on  sex  plav,  its  increasingly  scanty  clothing,  its  emphasis 
on  group  solidarity,  the  high  value  it  puts  on  interpersonal  relations 
(especially  talking  and  social  drinking),  its  almost  total  rejection  of 
future  preference  and  its  constant  efforts  to  free  itself  from  the  tyranny 
of  time.  Teen-age  solidarity  and  sociality  and  especially  tiie  solidarity 
of  their  groups  and  subgroups  are  amazingly  African  in  attitudes,  as 
thc\-  gather  nightly,  or  .at  least  on  weekends,  to  drink  “cokes,”  talk 
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interminably  in  the  midst  of  throbbing  music,  preferably  in  semidark¬ 
ness,  with  couples  drifting  off  for  sex  play  in  the  corners  as  a  kind  of 
social  diversion,  and  a  complete  emancipation  from  time.  Usually  they 
have  their  o\\  n  language,  with  vocabular)^  and  constructions  so  strange 
that  parents  find  them  almost  incomprehensible.  This  Africanization  of 
American  society  is  graduallv  spreading  with  the  passing  years  to  higher 
age  levels  in  our  culture  and  is  having  profound  and  damaging  effects 
on  the  transfer  of  middle-class  values  to  the  rising  generation.  A  myriad 
of  svmbolic  acts,  over  the  last  twenty  years,  have  served  to  demon¬ 
strate  the  solidarirv'  of  teen  culture  and  its  rejection  of  middle-class 
values.  .Many  of  these  involve  dress  and  “dating  customs,”  both  major 
issues  in  the  Adolescent-Parental  Cold  War. 

In  the  davs  of  Horatio  Alger,  the  marks  of  youthful  middle-class 
aspiration  were  such  obvious  symbols  as  well-polished  shoes,  a  necktie 
and  suit  coat,  a  clean-shaved  face  and  well-cut  hair,  and  punctuality- 
For  almost  a  generation  now,  teen  culture  has  rejected  the  necktie  and 
suit  coat.  Well-polished  shoes  gave  way  to  dirty  saddle  shoes,  and  these 
in  turn  to  “loafers”  and  thong  sandals.  Shaving  became  irregular,  espe¬ 
cially  when  schools  were  not  in  session;  haircuts  were  postponed  end¬ 
lessly.  with  much  parental-adolescent  bickering.  Fewer  and  fewer  young 
people  carried  watches,  even  when  they  lived,  as  on  a  college  campus, 
in  fairly  scheduled  lives. 

“Dating,”  as  part  of  adolescent  rebellion,  became  less  and  less  formal¬ 
ized.  The  formal  middle-class  dance  of  a  generation  ago,  arranged 
weeks  ahead  and  with  a  dance  program,  became  almost  obsolete.  Every¬ 
thing  has  to  be  totally  “casual”  or  today’s  youth  rejects  it.  By  1947  ^ 
dance  program  (listing  the  dances  in  numbered  order  with  the  gh'l’s 
partner  for  each  written  down)  was  obsolete.  “Going  steady,”  which 
meant  dancing  onl\-  with  the  boy  who  invited  her,  became  established,  a 
complete  rejection  of  the  middle-class  dance  whose  purpose  w’as  to 
provide  the  girl  with  a  maximum  number  of  different  partners  in  order 
to  widen  her  acquaintance  with  matrimonial  possibilities. 

“Going  steady,”  like  much  of  adolescent  culture  of  the  “jive”  et®’ 
was  derived  from  the  gangster  circles  of  south  Chicago  and  was  fir-*’’- 
introduced  to  middle-class  knowledge  through  George  Raft  movies  01 
the  1930’s.  It  was  satirized  in  a  now  forgotten  popular  song  of  the  19:0  s 
called  “I  \\'ant  to  Dance  with  the  Guv  What  Brung  Me.”  But  by  1947 
it  was  the  w  ay  of  life  of  much  of  adolescent  America.  As  a  consequence, 
teen-age  couples  at  high  school  dances  “sat  out”  most  of  the  evening 
in  bored  silence  or  chatted  in  a  desultory  fashion  with  friends  of 
same  sex.  The  “jive”  language  of  the  period  also  had  a  south-Chicago 
origin  and  has  been  traced  back,  to  a  large  extent,  to  a  saloon  run  b\ 
a  certain  local  oracle  called  “Hep”  earlv  in  the  twentieth  century. 

Fortunately,  “going  steady”  was  only  a  brief,  if  drastic,  challenge  to 
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parental  attitudes,  and  was  soon  replaced  by  tribal  gregariousness  and 
tolerant  sexual  broad-mindedness,  which  might  be  called  “clique  going,” 
since  it  involved  social  solidarity  (sometimes  sexual  promiscuity)  within 
a  small  group,  usually  of  ten  or  less.  This  became,  to  their  adults,  the 
“teen-age  gang,”  which  still  thrives,  but  never  in  a  very  formal  way  in 
middle-class  circles  as  it  does  in  lower-class  ones.  Two  casualties  of  this 
process  are  sexual  jealousy  and  sexual  privacy,  both  of  which  have 
largely  disappeared  among  many  upper-middle-class  voung  people.  In 
some  groups  sex  has  become  a  purely  physiological  act,  somewhat  like 
eating  or  sleeping.  In  others,  sexual  e.xperience  is  restricted  to  loved  ones, 
but  since  these  youths  love  many  persons  (or  even  love  everyone) 
this  is  much  less  of  a  restriction  than  it  might  seem  to  a  middle-class 
mind.  Generally  a  sharp  distinction  is  made  between  “loving  someone” 
(which  justifies  sex)  and  being  “in  love”  with  someone  (which  justifies 
monogamous  behavior). 

But  there  is  widespread  tolerance  and  endless  discussion  of  all  these 
issues.  This  discussion,  like  most  of  the  adolescents’  endless  talk,  never 
reaches  any  decisions  but  leaves  the  question  open  or  decides  that  “it  all 
depends  on  how  you  look  at  it.”  As  part  of  such  discussions,  there  is 
complete  casual  frankness  as  to  who  has  had  or  is  having  sexual  experi¬ 
ences  with  whom.  Widely  permeated  with  an  existentialist  outlook,  the 
adolescent  society  regards  each  sexual  experience  as  an  isolated,  contextless 
act,  with  no  necessarx'  cause  or  consequence,  except  the  momentary 
merging  of  two  lonelinesses  in  an  act  of  togetherness.  Among  middle-class 
youth  it  is  accompanied  by  an  atmosphere  of  compassion  or  pity  rather 
than  of  passion  or  even  love  (the  way  Holden  Caulfield  might  experience 
sex).  Among  lower-class  persons  it  is  much  more  likely  to  be  physiolog¬ 
ically  inspired  and  associated  with  passion  or  roughness.  This  often 
attracts  middle-class  girls  who  become  dissatisfied  with  the  weakness 
and  undersexuality  of  middle-class  boys.  But  petty-bourgeois  youth,  as 
befits  the  final  defenders  of  middle-class  conventionality  and  hypocrisy, 
still  tend  to  approach  sex  with  secrecx’  and  even  guilt. 

Because  of  the  breakdown  of  communication  between  the  generations 
of  middle-class  families,  parents  know  little  of  this  side  of  teen-age 
culture,  at  least  so  far  as  their  own  children  are  concerned.  They  usually 
know’  much  more  about  the  behavior  of  their  friends’  children,  because 
they  are  more  likelv  to  catch  glimpses  of  the  behavior  of  the  latter  in 
onguarded  moments.  On  the  whole,  middle-class  parents  today  are 
surprisingly  (and  secretly)  tolerant  about  the  behavior  of  their  daugh¬ 
ters  so  long  as  they  do  not  create  a  public  scandal  by  “getting  into 
trouble.”  .Mothers  usually  feel  that  their  sons  are  too  young  and  should 
'vait  for  sexual  experience,  while  fathers  sometimes  secretly  think  it 
ruight  do  their  son’s  immaturity  some  good.  When  middle-class  children 
get  into  trouble,  or  anx^  kind  of  a  scrape,  their  only  large  an.xiety  is  to 
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prevent  their  parents  from  finding  out.  Pettv-bourgeois  parents,  as  the 
last  defense  of  middle-class  conventionalitv,  generallv  disapprove  of  any 
illicit  sexual  experiences  bv  anv  of  their  children.  Naturally  there  are 
great  variations  in  all  these  things,  with  religion  as  the  chief  varying 
factor  and  variety  of  local  customs  in  secondary  significance.  However, 
even  in  religious  circles,  the  behavior  of  the  \  oung  is  not  at  all  w  hat 
their  adults  expect  or  believe.  For  example,  the  number  of  Roman 
Catholic  young  people  who  have  premarital,  or  even  casual,  sexual 
experiences  is  much  larger  than  the  number  who  are  w  illing  to  eat  meat 
on  Fridaw 

One  reason  for  the  spreading  of  these  relaxed  ideas  on  behavior  is 
the  devastating  honesty  of  the  younger  generation,  especially  about 
themselves.  This  seems  to  be  based  on  their  gregarious  garrulity.  An 
earlier  generation  had  its  share  of  illicit  actions  of  various  kinds,  but  they 
kept  these  a  secret  and  regarded  each  as  an  aberrant  action  that  w'as 
psychologically  excluded  from  their  accepted  social  patterns  and  w'oultl 
not,  therefore,  be  repeated.  This  view  continued,  no  matter  how  often 
it  W’as  repeated.  But  the  younger  generation  of  today  has  accepted  the 
existentialist  idea,  “I  am  what  I  do.”  The  adolescent  tells  his  group 
what  he  did,  and  they  usually  agree  that  this  is  the  w’ay  he  is,  however 
surprising  it  is.  Their  whole  attitude  is  pragmatic,  almost  experimental: 
“This  is  what  happened.  This  is  the  w’ay  things  are.  This  is  the  way  I 
am.”  They  are  engaged  in  a  search  for  themselves  as  individuals,  some¬ 
thing  they  were  called  upon  to  do  in  the  early  grades  of  school,  thanks 
to  the  misconceptions  of  John  Dew'ey,  and  they  are  quite  alien  to  any 
theory  that  the  self  is  a  creature  of  trained  patterns  and  is  not  a  creature 
of  discovered  secrets.  Now’,  in  the  1960’s,  this  opinion  of  man’s  nature 
is  changing  and,  as  a  consequence  of  George  Orwell,  mishmash  concep¬ 
tions  of  brainwashing,  and  the  revival  of  Pavlovian  psychology  through 
the  W'ork  of  men  like  Professor  B.  F.  Skinner  of  Flarvard,  the  idea  of 
personality  as  something  trained  under  discipline  to  a  desired  pattern 
being  revived.  With  this  revival  of  a  basically  Puritanical  idea  of  huinao 
nature  reappears  the  usual  Puritan  errors  on  the  nature  of  evil 
acceptance  of  the  theory’  of  the  evil  of  human  nature  (as  preached  lO 
William  Golding’s  Lord  of  the  Flies). 

The  new  outlook  emerging  from  all  this  is  complex,  tentative,  ao 
full  of  inconsistencies,  but  it  will  surely  play  an  increasing  role  in  ouf 
history’  as  the  younger  generation  groyys  older,  abandy^ning  many  of 
ideas  they  now  hold,  with  increasing  responsibility;  i>,ut  at  the  sam^ 
time  the  new  outlook  will  force  very  great  .modifications  in  the  Amef 
ican  point  of  view  as  a  whole. 

I'his  new  outlook  of  the  rising  generation  of  the  middle  class  ha-S 
negative  and  a  positive  side.  Its  lUCigatiyc  .side  can  be  seen  in  its  larg^ 
scie  unconcern  for  the  basic  values  of  ,ql^  .outlook, 
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rejection  of  self-discipline,  of  future  preference,  of  infinitely  expandable 
rnaterial  living  standards,  and  of  material  symbols  of  middle-class  status. 
In  general  this  negative  attitude  appears  in  many  of  the  activities  we 
have  described  and  above  all  in  a  profound  rejection  of  abstractions, 
slogans,  cliches,  and  conventions.  These  are  treated  with  tolerant  irony 
tinged  with  contempt.  The  targets  of  these  attitudes  are  the  general 
values  of  the  petty  bourgeoisie  and  of  middle-class  parents:  position  in 
society,  “what  people  think,”  “self-respect,”  “keeping  up  with  the 
Joneses,”  “the  American  Way  of  Life,”  “virtue,”  “making  money,” 
“destroying  our  country’s  enemies,”  virginity,  respect  for  established 
organizations  (including  their  elders,  the  clergy,  political  leaders,  or  big 
businessmen),  and  such. 

The  shift  from  a  destructive  or  negative  to  a  positive  view  of  the  new 
American  outlook  is,  to  some  extent,  chronological;  it  may  be  seen  in 
the  former  popularity  of  Elvis  Presley  and  the  newer  enthusiasm  for 
Joan  Baez  (or  folk  singers  generally).  There  is  also  a  social  distinction 
here  to  some  extent,  as  Elvis  remains,  to  a  fair  degree,  popular  with  the 
lower  classes,  \\  bile  Joan  is  a  middle-class  (or  even  college-level)  favorite. 
But  the  contrast  in  outlook  between  the  two  is  what  is  significant.  Joan 
is  gentle,  compas-sionate,  uneniphatic,  totally  honest,  concerned  about 
people  as  individuals,  free  of  pretenses  (singing  quietly  in  a  simple 
dress  and  bare  feet),  full  of  love  and  fundamental  human  decency,  and 
committed  to  these. 

T  he  rejection  of  acquisitiveness  and  even  of  sensuality  may  be  seen  in 
the  change  in  tastes  in  movies,  especially  in  the  popularity  of  foreign 
films  directed  by  men  like  Ingmar  Bergman  and  Federico  Fellini.  The 
latter’s  La  Dolce  Vita  (1961),  a  smash  hit  in  the  United  States,  was  a 
portrayal  of  the  meaningless  disillusionment  of  material  success  and  of 
sensuality  in  contrast  with  the  power  and  mystery  of  nature  (symbolized 
by  a  giant  fish  pulled  from  the  sea  and  left  to  die  by  thoughtless  men 
and  the  direct  honesty  and  innocence  of  a  child  watching  the  scene). 

This  rejection  of  material  things  and  of  sensuality  is,  in  some  strange 
Way,  leading  the  younger  generation  to  some  kind  of  increased  spirit¬ 
uality.  Property  and  food  mean  yery  little  to  them.  They  share  almost 
everything,  give  to  others  when  they  have  very  little  for  themselves, 
expect  reciprocal  sharing  but  not  repayment,  and  feel  free  to  “borrow” 
in  this  way  without  pennission.  Three  meals  a  day  is  out;  in  fact,  meals 
are  almost  out.  They  eat  yer\'  little  and  irregularly,  in  sharp  contrast 
to  the  middle  classes  early  in  the  century  who  overate,  as  many  mature 
iTiiddlc-cla.ss  persons  still  do.  The  petty  bourgeoisie  and  lower  classes 
still  tend  to  overeat  or  to  be  neurotic  snackers,  but  middle-class  youth 
is  almost  monastic  in  its  eating.  Food  just  is  not  important,  unless  it  is 
an  occasion  for  a  crowd  to  gather.  Much  of  this  decrease  in  emphasis 
on  food  is  a  consequence  of  their  rejection  of  the  discipline  of  time. 
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Everytliing  in  their  lives  is  irregular  (including  their  natural  bodily 
processes).  They  usually  get  up  too  late  to  eat  breakfast,  snack  some¬ 
where  along  the  day,  refuse  to  carry  watche.s,  and  often  have  no  idea 
what  day  of  the  week  it  is. 

This  new  outlook  is  basically  e.xistentialist  in  its  emphasis  on  direct, 
momentaiy-  personal  e.xpericncc,  especially  with  other  people.  It  em¬ 
phasizes  people,  and  finds  the  highest  good  of  life  in  interpersonal  rela¬ 
tions,  handled  generally  with  compassion  and  irony.  The  two  chief 
concerns  of  life  are  “caring”  and  “helping.”  “Caring,”  which  they  usually 
call  “love,”  means  a  general  acceptance  of  the  fact  that  people  matter 
and  are  subjects  of  concern.  This  love  is  diffuse  and  often  quite  imper¬ 
sonal,  not  aimed  at  a  particular  individual  or  friend  but  at  anyone,  at 
persons  in  general,  and  especially  at  persons  one  does  not  know  at  all, 
as  an  act  of  recognition,  almost  of  e.xpiation,  that  we  are  all  helpless 
children  together.  The  whole  idea  is  very  close  to  Christ’s  message, 
“Love  one  another,”  and  has  giv'en  rise  to  the  younger  generations 
passionate  concern  with  remote  peoples,  the  American  Negroes,  and  the 
outcast  poor.  It  is  reflected  in  the  tremendous  enthusiasm  among  the 
young  for  the  Peace  Corps,  civil  rights,  and  racial  equality,  and  the 
attack  on  poverty,  all  of  which  have  much  greater  support  among 
middle-class  young  people  than  can  be  measured  even  by  the  surprisingly 
large  numbers  who  actively  do  something. 

This  desire  to  do  something  is  what  I  call  “helping.”  It  is  a  strange 
and  largelv  symbolic  kind  of  helping,  since  there  is  with  it  a  fairly 
widespread  feeling  that  nothing  that  the  helper  can  do  will  make  any 
notable  dent  in  the  colossal  problem;  none  the  less,  there  is  an  obligation 
to  do  something,  not  only  as  a  symbolic  act  but  also  as  an  almost 
masochistic  rejection  of  the  middle-class  past.  The  younger  generation 
who  support  the  Peace  Corps,  the  attack  on  poverty,  and  the  drive 
for  Negro  rights  have  an  almost  irresistible  compulsion  to  do  these 
things  as  a  demonstration  of  their  rejection  of  their  parents’  value  system, 
and  as  some  restitution  for  the  adults’  neglect  of  these  urgent  problems- 
But  the  real  motivation  behind  the  urge  “to  help”  is  closely  related 
uith  the  urge  “to  care”;  it  consists  simply  of  a  desire  to  show  anothet 
human  being  that  he  is  not  alone.  There  is  little  concern  for  huma>i 
perfectibility  or  social  progress  such  as  accompanied  middle-class  hu- 
manitarianism  in  the  nineteenth  centu^^^ 

Both  of  these  urges  are  e.xistentialist.  They  give  rise  to  isolated  acts 
that  have  no  significant  context.  Thus  an  act  of  loving  or  helping  h®® 
no  sequence  of  causes  leading  up  to  it  or  of  consequences  flowing  fro^ 
it.  It  stands  alone  as  an  isolated  experience  of  togetherness  and  of  brie 
human  sharing.  This  failure  or  lack  of  context  for  each  experience 
means  a  failure  or  lack  of  meaning,  for  meaning  and  significance  arise 
from  context;  that  is,  from  the  relationship  of  the  particular  experience 


THE  FUTURE  IN  PERSPECTIVE  1269 

to  the  whole  picture.  But  today’s  youth  has  no  concern  for  the  whole 
picture;  they  have  rejected  the  past  and  have  very  little  faith  in  the 
future.  Their  rejection  of  intellect  and  their  lack  of  faith  in  human 
reason  gives  them  no  hope  that  any  meaning  can  be  found  for  any 
experience,  so  each  experience  becomes  an  end  in  itself,  isolated  from 
every  other  experience. 

This  skepticism  about  meaning,  closely  allied  with  their  rejection  of 
organizations  and  of  abstractions,  is  also  closely  related  with  a  failure 
of  responsibility.  Since  consequences  are  divorced  from  the  act  or  experi¬ 
ence  itself,  the  youth  is  not  bound  by  any  relationship  betxveen  the  two. 
The  result  is  a  large-scale  irresponsibility.  If  a  young  person  makes  an 
appointment,  he  may  or  may  not  keep  it.  He  may  come  very  late  or  not 
at  all.  In  any  case,  he  feels  no  shame  at  failure  to  carry  out  what  he 
had  said  he  would  do.  In  fact,  the  young  people  of  today  constantly 
speak  of  what  they  are  going  to  do— after  lunch,  tonight,  tomorrow, 
next  week— but  they  rarely  do  what  they  say.  To  them  it  was  always 
very  tentative,  a  hope  rather  than  a  statement,  and  binding  on  no  one. 
If  the  young  fail  to  do  what  they  say,  they  are  neither  embarrassed  nor 
apologetic,  and  hardly  think  it  necessary  to  explain  or  even  mention  it. 
Their  basic  position  is  that  everyone  concerned  had  the  same  freedom 
to  come  or  not,  and  if  you  showed  up  while  they  did  not,  this  does  not 
give  you  any  right  to  complain  because  you  also  had  the  same  right  to 
stay  away  as  they  had. 

Tlie  other  great  weakness  of  the  younger  generation  is  their  lack  of 
self-discipline.  They  are  as  episodic  in  their  interests  and  ambitions  as 
they  are  in  their  actions.  They  can  almost  kill  themselves  with  overwork 
for  something  that  catches  their  fancy,  usually  something  associated 
with  their  group  or  with  “caring”  and  “helping,”  but  in  general  they 
have  little  tenacity  of  application  or  self-discipline  in  action. 

They  lack  imagination  also,  an  almost  inevitable  consequence  of  an 
outlook  that  concentrates  on  e.xperiences  without  context.  Their  experi¬ 
ences  are  necessarily  limited  and  personal  and  are  never  fitted  into  a 
larger  picture  or  linked  with  the  past  or  the  future.  As  a  result  thev 
find  it  almost  impossible  to  picture  anything  different  from  what  it  is, 
or  even  to  see  what  it  is  from  any  long-range  perspective.  This  means 
chat  their  outlooks,  in  spite  of  their  wide  exposure  to  different  situations 
through  the  mass  media  or  by  personal  travel,  are  very  narrow.  Thev 
lack  the  desire  to  obtain  e.xperience  vicariously  from  reading,  and  the 
vicarious  experiences  chat  they  get  from  talk  (usually  with  their  fellows) 
are  rarely  much  different  from  their  own  experiences.  As  a  result,  their 
lives,  while  erratic,  are  strangely  dull  and  homogeneous.  Even  their 
sexual  experiences  are  routine,  and  any  efforts  to  escape  this  by  experi¬ 
menting  with  homosexuality,  alcohol,  drugs,  extraracial  partners,  or  other 
unnecessary  fringe  accessories  generally  leave  it  dull  and  routine. 
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Effons  by  middle-class  parents  to  prevent  their  children  from  de¬ 
veloping  along  these  non-middle-class  lines  are  generally  futile.  An 
effort  to  use  parental  discipline  to  enforce  conformity  to  middle-class 
values  or  behavior  means  that  the  child  will  quote  all  the  many  cases  in 
the  neighborhood  where  the  children  are  not  being  disciplined.  He  is 
encouraged  in  his  resistance  to  parental  discipline  by  its  large-scale  failure 
all  around  him.  .Moreover,  if  his  parents  insist  on  conformity,  he  has  an 
invincible  weapon  to  use  against  them;  academic  failure.  This  weapon 
is  used  by  boys  rather  than  by  girls,  partly  because  it  is  a  weapon  for  the 
weak,  and  involves  doing  nothing  rather  than  doing  something,  but  also 
because  the  school  seems  to  most  middle-class  boys  an  alien  place  and 
an  essential  element  in  their  general  adolescent  feeling  of  homelessness. 
Girls  who  are  pressured  by  their  parents  to  conform  resist  by  sexual 
delinquencies  more  often  than  boys,  and  in  extreme  cases  get  pregnant 
or  have  sexual  experiences  with  Negro  boys.  From  this  whole  context 
of  adolescent  resistance  to  parental  pressures  to  conform  to  middle-class 
behavior  flows  a  major  portion  of  middle-class  adolescent  delinquency, 
which  is  quite  distinct  in  its  origin  from  the  delinquency  of  the  lowest, 
outcast  class  in  the  slums.  It  involves  all  kinds  of  activities  from  earliest 
efforts  to  smoke  or  drink,  through  speeding,  car  stealing,  and  vandalism 
of  property,  to  major  crimes  and  perversions.  It  is  quite  different  in 
origin  and  usually  in  character  from  the  delinquencies  of  the  uprooted, 
which  are  either  crimes  for  personal  benefits  (such  as  thievery  and 
mugging)  or  crimes  of  social  resentment  (such  as  slashing  tires  and 
convertible  tops  or  smashing  school  windows).  Some  activities,  of  course, 
such  as  automobile  stealing,  appear  among  both. 

These  remarks,  it  must  be  emphasized,  apply  to  the  middle  class, 
and  are  not  intended  to  apply  to  the  other  classes  in  American  society. 
The  aristocrats,  for  example,  have  considerable  success  in  passing  along 
their  outlook  to  their  children,  partly  because  it  is  presented  as  a  class 
or  family  attitude,  and  not  as  a  parental  or  personal  attitude,  partly 
because  their  friends  and  close  assticiates  are  also  aristocrats  or  semi- 
aristocrats,  and  rejection  of  their  point  of  view  tends  to  leave  an  aris¬ 
tocratic  adolescent  much  more  personally  isolated  than  rejection  of  his 
parents’  view  leaves  a  middle-class  adolescent  (indeed,  the  latter  finds 
group  togetherness  only  if  he  does  reject  his  parents),  partly  because 
there  is  much  more  segregation  of  the  sexes  among  aristocrats  than  m 
the  middle  class,  but  chiefly  because  the  aristocrats  use  a  separate  school 
system,  including  disciplined  boarding  schools.  The  u.se  of  the  latter, 
the  key  to  the  long  persistence  of  the  aristocratic  tradition  in  England, 
makes  it  possible  for  outsiders  to  discipline  adolescents  without  dis¬ 
rupting  the  family.  Among  the  middle  class,  effort  to  discipline  adole.s- 
cents  is  largely  in  the  hands  of  parents,  but  the  effort  to  do  so  tends 
to  disrupt  the  family  by  setting  husband  against  wife  and  children 
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against  parents.  As  a  result,  discipline  is  usually  held  back  to  retain  at 
least  the  semblance  of  family  solidarity  as  viewed  from  the  outside  world 
(which  is  wliat  really  counts  with  middle-class  people).  But  the  aristo¬ 
cratic  private  boarding  school,  modeled  on  those  of  England  in  accord 
with  the  basic  Angiophilisni  of  the  American  aristocraev,  is  se.xually 
segregated  from  females,  tough,  sports-orientated,  usually  High  Epis¬ 
copal  (almost  Anglican),  and  disciplines  its  charges  with  the  importance 
of  the  group,  their  duty  to  the  group,  and  the  painfulness  of  the  ultimate 
punishment,  which  is  alienation  from  the  group.  As  a  consequence  of 
this,  any  resentment  the  aristocratic  adolescent  may  have  is  aimed  at 
his  masters,  not  at  his  home  and  parents,  and  home  comes  to  represent 
a  relatively  desirable  place  to  which  he  is  admitted  occasionally  as  a 
reward  for  long  weeks  on  the  firing  line  at  school.  Such  a  boy  is  re¬ 
moved  from  the  smothering  influence  of  “momism,”  grows  up  relatively 
shy  of  girls,  has  more  than  his  share  of  homosexual  experiences  (to  which 
he  may  succumb  completely),  but,  on  the  whole,  usually  grows  up  to 
be  a  very  energetic,  constructive,  stable,  and  self-sacrificing  citizen, 
prepared  to  inflict  the  same  training  process  on  his  own  sons. 

Unfortunately  for  the  aristocrat  w  ho  wishes  to  expose  his  son  to  the 
same  training  process  as  that  which  molded  his  ow  n  outlook,  he  finds 
this  a  difficult  thing  to  do  because  the  organizations  that  helped  form 
him  outside  the  familv,  the  Episcopal  Church  (or  its  local  equivalent), 
the  boarding  school,  the  Ivy  League  university,  and  the  once-sheltered 
summer  resort  have  all  changed  and  are  being  invaded  by  a  large  number 
of  nonaristocratic  intruders  who  change  the  atmosphere  of  the  whole 
place. 

This  change  in  atmosphere  is  hard  to  define  to  anyone  w'ho  has  not 
experienced  it  personallv.  Fundamentally  it  is  a  distinction  between 
playing  the  game  and  playing  to  win.  The  aristocrat  plays  for  the  sake 
of  the  game  or  the  team  or  the  school.  He  plays  whether  he  is  much 
good  or  not,  because  he  feels  that  he  is  contributing  to  a  community 
effort  even  if  he  is  on  the  scrubs  rather  than  a  star  or  starting  player.  The 
newer  recruits  to  former  aristocratic  educational  institutions  play  for 
more  personal  reasons,  with  much  greater  intensity,  even  fanaticism, 
and  plav  to  excel  and  to  distinguish  themselves  from  others. 

One  reason  for  the  accessibility  of  formerly  aristocratic  organizations 
to  people  of  nonaristocratic  origin  has  already  been  noted,  but  probably 
was  discounted  by  the  reader.  That  is  my  statement  that  the  American 
Establishment,  w  hich  is  so  aristocratic  and  Anglophile  in  its  foundation, 
came  to  accept  the  liberal  ideology.  The  Episcopal  Church,  exclusive 
boarding  schools,  and  Ivy  League  universities  (like  Eton  and  O.xford) 
decided  that  they  must  open  their  door  to  the  “more  able”  of  the  non¬ 
aristocratic  classes.  Accordingly,  they  established  scholarships,  recruited 
for  these  in  lower  schools  they  had  never  thought  of  before,  and  made 
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efforts  to  have  their  admission  requirements  and  examinations  fit  the 
past  experiences  of  nonaristocratic  applicants.  By  the  end  of  the  1920’s, 
Philips  Exeter  Academv  was  welcoming  on  scholarships  the  sons  of  labor¬ 
ing  immigrants  with  polvsvllabic  names,  and  by  the  1950’s  Episcopal 
clergymen  were  making  calls  on  “likely-looking”  Negro  families. 

As  a  consequence  of  this,  the  sons  of  aristocrats  found  themselves 
being  squeezed  out  of  the  formative  institutions  that  had  previously 
trained  their  fathers  and,  at  the  same  time,  discovered  that  these  institu¬ 
tions  were  themselves  changing  their  character  and  becoming  dominated 
by  petty-bourgeois  rather  than  bv  aristocratic  values.  At  the  alumni 
reunions  of  June  1964,  the  President  of  Harvard  was  asked  in  an  open 
forum  what  the  questioner  should  do  with  his  son,  recently  rejected  for 
admission  to  Harvard  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  son  was  descended 
from  the  Mayflou'er  voyagers  by  eleven  consecutive  generations  of 
Har\'ard  men.  To  this  tragic  question  President  Pusey  replied:  “I  don’t 
know  what  we  can  do  about  your  son.  We  can’t  send  him  back,  because 
the  Mayfloiver  isn’t  running  any  more.”  Despite  this  facetious  retort, 
which  may  have  been  called  forth  by  the  inebriate  condition  of  the 
questioner,  the  fact  remains  that  the  aristocratic  outlook  has  a  great  deal 
to  contribute  to  any  organization  fortunate  enough  to  share  it.  Among 
other  things,  it  has  kept  Hansard  (where  aristocratic  control  continued 
almost  to  the  present  dav)  at  the  top  or  close  to  the  top  of  the  American 
educational  hierarchy  decade  after  decade. 

The  sincere  effort,  by  aristocrats  and  democrats  alike,  to  make  the 
social  ladder  in  America  a  ladder  of  opportunity  rather  than  a  ladder 
of  privilege  has  opened  the  way  to  a  surge  of  petty-bourgeois  recruits 
over  the  faltering  bodies  of  the  disintegrating  middle  class. 

The  petty  bourgeois  are  rising  in  American  society  along  the  channels 
established  in  the  great  American  hierarchies  of  business,  the  armed 
forces,  academic  life,  the  professions,  finance,  and  politics.  They  are 
doing  this  not  because  they  have  imagination,  broad  vision,  judgment, 
moderation,  versatility,  or  group  loyalties  but  because  they  have  neurotic 
drives  of  personal  ambition  and  competitiveness,  great  insecurities  and 
resentments,  narrow  specialization,  and  fanatical  application  to  the  task 
before  each  of  them.  Their  fathers,  earning  $roo  a  week  as  bank  clerks  or 
insurance  agents  while  unionized  bricklayers  were  getting  $120  a  week 
w'hen  they  cared  to  work,  embraced  the  middle-class  ideology  with 
tenacity  as  the  chief  means  (along  with  their  “white  collared”  clc.thing) 
of  distinguisliing  themselves  from  the  unionized  labor  they  feared  or 
hated.  Their  wives,  whom  they  had  married  because  they  held  the 
same  outlook,  looked  forxv'ard  eagerly  to  seeing  their  sons  become  the 
kind  of  material  success  the  father  had  failed  to  reach.  The  family 
accepted  a  common  outlook  that  believed  specialization  and  hard  work, 
either  in  business  or  in  a  profession,  would  win  this  material  success. 
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The  steps  up  that  ladder  of  success  were  clearly  marked— to  be  the 
outstanding  boy  student  and  graduate  in  school,  to  win  entrance  to  and 
graduation  from  “the  best’’  university  possible  (naturally  an  Ivy  League 
one),  and  then  the  final  years  of  specialized  application  in  a  professional 
school. 

Many  of  these  eager  workers  headed  for  medicine,  because  to  them 
medicine,  despite  the  ten  years  of  necessary  preparation,  meant  up  to 
540,000  a  year  income  bv  age  fifty.  As  a  consequence,  the  medical 
profession  in  the  United  States  ceased,  very  largely,  to  be  a  profession 
of  fatherly  confessors  and  unprofessing  humanitarians  and  became  one 
of  the  largest  groups  of  hardheaded  petty-bourgeois  hustlers  in  the 
United  States,  and  their  professional  association  became  the  most  ruth¬ 
lessly  materialistic  lobbying  association  of  any  professional  group.  Similar 
persons  with  lesser  opportunities  were  shunted  off  the  more  advantage¬ 
ous  rungs  of  the  ladder  into  second-best  schools  and  third-rate  univer¬ 
sities.  All  flocked  into  the  professions,  even  to  teaching  (which,  on 
the  face  of  it,  might  have  expected  that  its  practitioners  w’ould  have 
some  allegiance  to  the  truth  and  to  helping  the  young  to  realize  their 
less  materialistic  potentialities),  w'here  they  quickly  abandoned  the  class¬ 
room  for  the  more  remunerative  tasks  of  educational  administration. 
And,  of  course,  the  great  mass  of  these  eager  beavers  went  into  science 
or  business,  preferably  into  the  largest  corporations,  w’here  they  looked 
with  fishy-eyed  anticipation  at  those  rich,  if  remote,  plums  of  vice-pres¬ 
idencies,  in  General  Motors,  Ford,  General  Dynamics,  or  International 
Business  Machines. 

The  success  of  these  petty-bourgeois  recruits  in  America’s  organ¬ 
izational  structure  rested  on  their  ability  to  adapt  their  lives  to  the 
screening  processes  the  middle  classes  had  set  up  covering  access  to  the 
middle-class  organizational  structures.  The  petty  bourgeoisie,  as  the 
last  fanatical  defenders  of  the  middle-class  outlook,  had,  in  excess  degree, 
the  qualities  of  self-discipline  and  future  preference  the  middle  classes 
had  established  as  the  unstated  assumptions  behind  their  screens  of  apti¬ 
tude  testing,  intelligence  evaluation,  motivational  research,  and  poten¬ 
tial-success  measurements.  Above  all,  the  American  public  school  system, 
permeated  with  the  unstated  assumptions  of  middle-class  values,  was 
ideally  suited  to  demonstrate  petty-bourgeois  “success  quotients.”  These 
successive  barriers  in  the  middle-class  screening  process  were  almost 
insurmountable  to  the  working  class  and  the  outcast,  became  very  difficult 
to  the  new  generation  of  middle-class  children,  who  rejected  their  par¬ 
ents’  value  system,  but  were  ideally  adapted  to  the  petty-bourgeois 
anxiety  neuroses. 

By  i960,  however,  big  business,  government  civil  service,  and  the 
Ivy  League  universities  were  becoming  disillusioned  \vith  these  petty- 
bourgeois  recruits.  The  difficulty  was  that  these  new  recruits  were  rigid. 
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unimaginative,  narrow  and,  above  all,  illiberal  at  a  time  when  liberalism 
(in  the  sense  of  reaching  tentative  and  approximate  decisions  through 
flexible  community  interaction)  was  coming  to  be  regarded  as  the  proper 
approach  to  large  organization  problems.  In  his  farewell  report  the 
Chairman  of  Han'ard’s  Admissions  Committee,  Wilbur  Bender,  summed 
up  the  problem  this  way: 

“The  student  who  ranks  first  in  his  class  may  be  genuinely  brilliant 
or  he  may  be  a  compulsive  worker  or  the  instrument  of  domineering 
parents’  ambitions  or  a  conformist  or  a  self-centered  careerist  who  has 
shrew'dly  calculated  his  teachers’  prejudices  and  expectations  and  dis¬ 
covered  how  to  regurgitate  efficiently  what  they  want.  Or  he  mat'  have 
focused  narrowly  on  grade-getting  as  compensation  for  his  inadequacies 
in  other  areas,  because  he  lacks  other  interests  or  talents  or  lacks  passion 
and  warmth  or  normal  healthy  instincts  or  is  afraid  of  life.  Tlic  top  high 
school  student  is  often,  frankly,  a  pretty  dull  and  bloodle.ss,  or  peculiar 
fellow.  The  adolescent  w  ith  wide-ranging  curiosity  and  stubborn  inde¬ 
pendence,  with  a  vivid  imagination  and  desire  to  explore  fascinating 
bypaths,  to  follow  his  own  interests,  to  contemplate,  to  read  the  unre¬ 
quired  books,  the  boy  filled  with  sheer  love  of  life  and  exuberance,  may 
well  seem  to  his  teachers  troublesome,  undisciplined,  a  rebel,  may  not 
conform  to  their  stereotype,  and  may  not  get  the  top  grades  and  the 
highest  rank  in  class.  He  may  not  even  score  at  the  highest  level  in  the 
standard  multiple  choice  admissions  tests,  which  may  well  reward  the 
glib,  facile  mind  at  the  expense  of  the  questioning,  independent,  or  slow  er 
but  more  powerful,  more  subtle,  and  more  interesting  and  original 
mind.” 

These  remarks  bring  us  close  to  one  of  the  major  problems  in  Amer¬ 
ican  culture  today.  We  need  a  culture  that  will  produce  people  eager 
to  do  things,  but  we  need  even  more  a  culture  that  w  ill  make  it  possible 
to  decide  what  to  do.  This  is  the  old  division  of  means  and  goals.  Deci¬ 
sions  about  goals  require  values,  meaning,  context,  perspective.  They 
can  be  set,  even  tentatively  and  approximately,  only  by  people  w  ho 
have  some  inkling  of  the  whole  picture.  The  middle-class  culture  of  our 
past  ignored  the  whole  picture  and  destroyed  our  ability  to  see  it  by  its 
emphasis  on  specialization.  Just  as  mass  production  came  to  be  based 
on  specialization,  so  human  preparation  for  making  decisions  about  goals 
also  became  based  on  specialization.  The  free  elective  system  in  higher 
education  w^as  associated  with  choice  of  a  major  field  of  specialization, 
and  all  the  talk  about  liberal  arts,  outside  electives,  general  education,  or 
required  distribution  w'ere  largely  futile.  They  were  futile  because  no 
general  view'  of  the  whole  picture  could  be  made  simply  by  attaching 
together  a  number  of  specialist  views  of  narrow  fields,  for  the  simple 
reason  that  each  specialist  field  looks  entirely  different,  presenting  dif' 
ferent  problems  and  requiring  different  techniques,  when  it  is  placed 
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in  the  general  picture.  This  simple  fact  still  has  not  been  realized  in 
those  circles  that  talk  most  about  broadening  outlooks.  This  was  clearly 
shown  in  the  influential  Harvard  Report  on  General  Education  (1945). 
As  one  reviewer  of  this  document  said,  “It  cost  $40,000  to  produce  and 
a  better  answer  could  have  been  found  by  buying  one  of  the  books  of 
Sir  Richard  Livingstone  for  1^.75.”  This  remark  is  equallv  mistaken  on 
the  opposite  side,  a  fact  that  shows  that  the  solution  can  be  found  only 
by  all  parties  freeing  themselves  from  their  preconceptions  bv  getting 
as  familiar  as  possible  with  the  diverse  special  areas  in  a  skeptical  way. 

Means  are  almost  as  difficult  as  ends.  In  fact,  personal  responsibility, 
self-discipline,  some  sense  of  time  value  and  future  preference,  and,  above 
all,  an  ability  to  distinguish  what  is  important  from  what  is  merelv  neces¬ 
sary  must  be  found,  simply  as  valuable  attributes  of  human  beings  as 
human  beings.  Neither  America  nor  the  world  can  be  saved  bv  a  whole¬ 
sale  re-creation  of  African  social  realities  here  in  consequence  of  our 
rejection  of  the  middle-class  outlook  that  brought  us  this  far.  Here  we 
must  discriminate.  \\"e  have  an  achieving  society'  because  we  have  an 
achieving  outlook  in  our  society'.  And  that  achieving  outlook  has  been, 
ov'cr  the  last  feyv  centuries,  the  middle-class  outlook.  But  there  are  other 
achieving  outlooks.  An  achieving  society  could  be  constructed  on  the 
aristocratic  outlook,  on  the  scientific  outlook  (pursuit  of  trutli),  on  a 
religious  basis,  and  probably  on  a  large  number  of  other  outlooks.  There 
is  no  need  to  go  back  to  the  middle-class  outlook,  yvhich  really  killed 
itself  bv  successfully’  achieving  yvhat  it  set  out  to  do.  But  parts  of  it  we 
need,  and  above  all  yve  need  an  achieving  outlook.  It  might  be  pleasant 
just  to  give  up,  live  in  the  present,  enjoying  existential  personal  experi¬ 
ences,  living  like  lotus-eaters  from  our  amazing  productive  system,  yvith- 
out  personal  responsibility,  self-discipline,  or  thought  of  tlie  future.  But 
this  is  impossible,  because  the  productive  system  would  itself  collapse, 
and  our  external  enemies  yvould  soon  destroy  us. 

We  mu.st  have  an  achieving  society  and  an  achieving  outlook.  These 
will  inevitably  contain  parts  of  the  middle-class  outlook,  but  these  parts 
w  ill  unquestionably  be  fitted  together  to  serve  quite  different  purposes. 
Future  preference  and  self-discipline  were  originally  necessary  in  our 
society  so  that  people  would  re.strict  consumption  and  accumulate  savings 
that  could  be  .spent  to  provide  investment  in  capital  equipment.  Now  we 
no  longer  need  these  qualities  for  this  purpose,  since  flows  of  income  in 
our  econoinv  provide  these  on  an  institutional  basis,  but  we  still  need 
these  qualities  so  that  young  people  will  be  willing  to  undergo  tlie  years 
of  hard  y\-ork  and  training  that  will  prepare  them  to  y\’ork  in  our  comple.x 
tcclinological  society.  Wc  must  get  ay\ay  from  the  older  cra.ss  materi¬ 
alism  and  egocentric  selfish  individualism,  and  pick  up  some  of  the 
younger  gciieration's  concern  for  the  community  and  their  fellowinen. 
The  \incon\  entionality  of  tliis  younger  group  may  make  them  more 
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able  to  provide  the  new  outlook  and  innovation  every  society  requires, 
but  they  cannot  do  this  if  they  lack  imagination  or  perspective. 

Above  all,  we  must  bring  meaning  back  into  human  experience.  This, 
like  establishing  an  achieving  outlook,  can  be  done  by  going  backward 
in  our  Western  tradition  to  the  period  before  we  had  any  bourgeois 
outlook.  For  our  society  had  both  meaning  and  purpose  long  before  it 
had  any  middle  class.  Indeed,  these  are  intrinsic  elements  in  our  society. 
In  fact,  the  middle-class  outlook  obtained  its  meaning  and  purpose  from 
the  society  where  it  grew  up;  it  did  not  give  meaning  and  purpose  to 
the  society.  And  capitalism,  along  with  the  middle-class  outlook,  became 
meaningless  and  purpo.seless  when  it  so  absorbed  men’s  time  and  energies 
that  men  lost  touch  with  the  meaning  and  purpose  of  the  society  in 
which  capitalism  was  a  brief  and  partial  aspect.  But  as  a  consequence  of 
the  influence  of  capitalism  and  of  the  middle  classes,  the  tradition  was 
broken,  and  the  link  between  the  meaning  and  purpose  of  our  society 
as  it  was  before  the  middle-class  revolution  is  no  longer  connected  with 
the  search  for  meaning  and  purpose  by  the  new  post-middle-class  gen¬ 
eration.  This  can  be  seen  even  in  those  groups  like  the  Christian  clergy 
who  insisted  that  they  were  still  clinging  to  the  basic  Christian  tradition 
of  our  society.  They  w  ere  doing  no  such  thing,  but  instead  were  usually 
offering  us  meaningless  verbiage  or  unrealistic  abstractions  that  had  little 
to  do  with  our  desire  to  e.\perience  and  live  in  a  Christian  way  here  and 
now. 

Unfortunately,  ver\'  few  people,  even  highly  regarded  experts  on  the 
subject,  have  any  very  clear  idea  of  what  is  the  tradition  of  the  West 
or  how  it  is  based  on  the  fundamental  need  of  Western  Civilization  to 
reconcile  its  intellectual  outlook  with  the  basic  facts  of  the  Christian 
e.xperience.  The  reality  of  the  world,  time,  and  the  flesh  forced,  bit  by 
bit,  abandonment  of  the  Greek  rationalistic  dualism  (as  in  Plato)  that 
opposed  spirit  and  matter  and  made  knowledge  exclusively  a  concern 
of  the  former,  achieved  by  internal  illumination.  This  point  of  vie\v 
that  gave  final  absolute  knowledge  (and  thus  justified  despotism)  was 
replaced  in  the  period  uoo-1350  by  the  medieval  point  of  view  that 
derived  knowledge  from  the  tentative  and  partial  information  obtained 
through  sensual  experience  from  which  man  derived  conceptual  univer- 
sals  that  fitted  the  real  individual  cases  encountered  in  human  experience 
only  appro.ximately.  Aquinas,  who  said,  “Nothing  exists  in  the  intelli¬ 
gence  which  was  not  first  present  in  the  senses,”  also  said,  “We  cannot 
shift  from  the  ideal  to  the  actual.”  On  this  epistemological  basis  was 
established  the  root  foundations  of  both  modern  science  and  modern 
liberalism,  with  a  very  considerable  boost  to  both  from  the  Franciscan 
nominalists  of  the  centurj’  following  Aquinas. 

The  Classical  ^\■orld  had  constantly  fallen  into  intellectual  error  be¬ 
cause  it  never  solved  the  epistemological  problem  of  the  relationship 
between  the  theories  and  concepts  in  men’s  minds  and  the  individual 
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objects  of  sensual  experience.  The  medieval  period  made  a  detailed 
examination  of  tltis  problem,  but  its  answer  was  ignored  when  post- 
Renaissance  thinkers  broke  the  tradition  in  philosophy  because  they  felt 
it  necessary  to  break  the  tradition  in  religion.  From  Descartes  omvard, 
this  epistemological  problem  was  ignored  or  considered  in  a  childish 
xvay,  as  if  the  medieval  thinkers  had  never  examined  it.  Today  it  remains 
as  the  great  philosophic  problem  of  our  age.  Irrational  Activism,  seman- 
ticism,  and  e.xistentialism  flourish  because  the  present  century  has  no 
answer  to  the  epistemological  problem.  In  fact,  most  contemporary 
tltinkers  do  not  even  recognize  that  there  is  a  problem.  But  Bergson’s 
rejection  of  intelligence  and  his  advocacy  of  intuition  was  based,  like 
the  Irrational  Activism  whence  it  sprang,  on  recognition  of  the  fact  that 
the  space-time  continuum  in  xvhich  man  generally  operates  is  nonra- 
tional.  The  whole  existential  movement  was  based  on  the  same  idea. 

Semanticism  tried  to  solve  the  problem,  in  a  similiar  fashion,  by  bring¬ 
ing  the  infinitely  varied  and  dynamic  quality  of  actuality  into  the  human 
mind  by  insisting  that  the  meaning  of  each  xvord  must  follow  the  dyna¬ 
mics  of  the  world  by  changing  every  time  it  is  used.  All  these  move¬ 
ments  tried  to  reject  logic  and  rationality  from  the  human  thinking 
process  because  they  are  not  found  in  space-time  actuality.  But  the 
tradition  of  the  West,  as  clearly  established  in  the  Christian  religion 
and  in  medieval  philosophy,  xvas  that  man  must  use  rationality  to  the 
degree  it  is  possible  in  handling  a  universe  whose  ultimate  nature  is  xvell 
beyond  man’s  present  rational  capability  to  grasp.  This  is  the  conclusion 
that  the  success  of  the  West  in  World  War  II  forces  the  West  and  the 
world  to  recognize  once  again.  And  in  recognizing  it,  we  must  return 
to  the  tradition,  so  carelessly  discarded  in  the  fifteen  century,  which  had 
shown  the  relationship  betxveen  thought  and  action. 

Alfred  Korzybski  argued  (in  Science  and  Sanity)  that  mental  health 
depended  on  successful  action  and  that  successful  action  depended  on 
an  adequate  relationship  between  the  irrational  nature  of  the  objective 
world  and  the  vision  of  the  world  that  the  actor  has  subjectively  in  his 
head.  Korzybski’s  solution,  like  most  other  thinkers  over  the  last  txvo 
generations,  has  been  to  bring  the  irrationality  of  the  world  into  man’s 
thinking  processes.  This  solution  of  the  problem  is  now  bankrupt,  totally 
destroyed  at  Hiroshima  and  Berlin  in  1945.  The  alternative  solution  lies 
in  the  tradition  of  the  \^^est.  It  must  be  found,  and  the  link  with  our 
past  must  be  restored  so  that  the  tradition  may  resume  the  process  of 
grow'th  that  w-as  interrupted  so  long  ago. 

Korzybski,  Bergson,  and  the  rest  of  them  are  quite  correct— most 
of  man’s  experience  takes  place  in  an  irrational  actuality  of  space-time. 
But  we  now  know  that  man  must  deal  with  his  experience  through 
subjective  processes  that  are  both  rational  and  logical  (using  rules  of 
thought  explicitly  understood  by  all  concerned);  and  the  necessary  ad¬ 
justments  between  the  conclusions  reached  by  thought  and  the  confused 
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irrationalities  of  experience  must  be  made  in  the  process  of  shifting  from 
thought  to  action,  and  not  in  the  thinking  process  itself.  Only  thus  will 
the  West  achieve  successful  thought,  successful  action,  and  the  sanity 
that  is  the  link  between  these  two. 

As  a  result  of  this  rupture  of  tradition,  the  thinkers  of  today  are 
fumbling  in  an  effort  to  find  a  meaning  that  will  satisfy  them.  This  is  as 
true  of  the  contemporary  babbling  philosophers  as  it  is  of  the  younger 
generation  ^^•ho  fumblingly  try  to  express  Christ’s  message  of  love  and 
help  without  any  apparent  realization  that  Christ’s  message  is  available 
in  writing  and  that  generations  of  thinkers  debated  its  implications  cen¬ 
turies  ago.  The  meaning  the  present  generation  is  seeking  can  be  found 
in  our  own  past.  Part  of  it,  concerned  with  loving  and  helping,  can  be 
found  in  Christ  by  going  back  to  the  age  before  his  message  was  over¬ 
whelmed  in  ritualism  and  bureaucracy.  Part  of  it  can  be  found  in  the 
basic  philosophic  outlook  of  the  West  as  seen  in  medieval  philosophy 
and  the  scientific  method  that  grew  out  of  it. 

The  problem  of  meaning  today  is  the  problem  of  how'  the  diverse 
and  superficially  self-contradictorv  c.xperiences  of  men  can  be  put  into  a 
consistent  picture  that  will  provide  contemporary  man  with  a  convincing 
basis  from  which  to  live  and  to  act.  This  can  be  achieved  only  by  a 
hierarchy  that  distinguishes  what  is  necessary  from  what  is  important, 
as  the  medieval  outlook  did.  But  any  modern  explanation  based  on 
hierarchy  must  accept  dynamicism  as  an  all-pervasive  element  in  the 
system,  as  the  medieval  hierarchy  so  signally  failed  to  do.  The  effort  of 
Teilhard  de  Chardin  to  do  this  has  won  enormous  interest  in  recent 
years,  but  its  impact  has  been  much  blunted  by  the  fact  that  his  presen¬ 
tation  contained,  in  reciprocal  relationship,  a  deficiency  of  courage  and  a 
surplus  of  deliberate  ambiguity. 

However,  the  real  problem  does  not  rest  .so  much  in  theory  as  in  prac¬ 
tice.  The  real  value  of  any  society  rests  in  its  ability  to  develop  mature 
and  responsible  individuals  prepared  to  stand  on  their  own  feet,  make 
decisions,  and  be  prepared  to  accept  the  consequences  of  their  decisions 
and  actions  without  whining  or  self-justification.  This  was  the  ideal 
that  the  Christian  tradition  established  long  ago,  and  in  consequence  of 
its  e.\istence,  our  Western  society,  whatever  its  deficiencies,  has  done  bet¬ 
ter  than  any  other  societv  that  has  ever  existed.  If  it  has  done  less  well 
recently  than  earlier  in  its  career  (a  disputable  point  of  view),  this  weak¬ 
ness  can  be  remedied  only  by  some  reform  in  its  methods  of  childrearing 
that  will  increase  its  supply  of  mature  and  responsible  adults. 

Once  this  process  had  been  established,  the  adults  thus  produced  can 
be  relied  upon  to  adopt  from  our  Western  heritage  of  the  past  a  modified 
ideology  that  w  ill  fit  the  needs  of  the  present  as  well  as  the  traditions  of 
the  past.  .\nd  if  Western  culture  can  do  that,  either  in  America  or  in 
Europe,  it  need  fear  no  enemies  from  w  ithin  or  from  without. 
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European  Ambiguities 

The  problems  facing  Europe  cannot  be  presented  in  a  simple  outline 
such  as  we  have  offered  for  those  of  the  E^nited  States.  Europe  is  too 
diverse,  on  a  national  or  even  regional  basis;  its  long  bistort'  has  left  too 
many  influential  survivals  as  e.xccptions  to  anv  simple  analysis;  and  its 
class  lines  are  more  complicated  and  mucli  more  rigid  than  in  America. 
Nonetheless,  it  is  probably  true  to  say  that  America  has  passed  Europe  in 
the  evolution  of  our  Western  Civilization  and  that  Europeans  in  general 
are  concerned  with  problems,  notably  the  problems  of  material  acquisi¬ 
tion,  which  were  dominant  in  the  United  States  almost  a  generation  ago. 
However,  because  of  the  diversity  of  Europe,  any  statements  \\e  make 
about  this  situation  would  almost  certainly  have  more  e.xceptions  than 
confirming  e.vamples,  in  Europe  as  a  whole. 

The  general  picture  we  might  draw  is  of  a  continent  deprit'ed,  for  at 
least  one  full  generation  (1914-1950),  of  political,  economic,  social, 
and  psychological  security;  in  consequence,  that  area  came  to  regard 
these  things  as  major  aims  in  its  personal  behavior  patterns.  So  many 
European  families  were  deprived  of  even  the  necessary  materials  of  living 
that  they  are  today,  to  varying  degrees,  obsessed  with  the  desire  for  these, 
no\\'  that  it  seems  possible  to  get  them.  For  this  reason,  the  chief  impres¬ 
sion  the  visiting  American  brings  back  from  Europe  is  one  of  grasping 
materialism  and  e.xaggerated  individualism.  This  is  a  spirit  akin  to  America 
of  the  ipjo’s  rather  than  of  the  1950’s.  It  is  found,  with  a  variety  of  em¬ 
phasis,  among  tlie  peasants,  the  workers,  and  even  the  aristocracy,  as  well 
as  among  the  bourgeoisie  and  petty  bourgeosie,  where  we  e.xpect  it.  It  is 
combined  with  an  antagonism  between  classes  and  groups  that  is  rare  in 
America  (except  among  the  petty  bourgeoisie).  The  middle-class  adoles¬ 
cent  revolt  is  rarer  and  much  harsher  in  Europe,  shot  through  with  ele¬ 
ments  of  hatred,  where  in  America  it  is  shot  through  with  elements  of 
indiscriminate  loving.  And  in  Europe  the  selfishness  and  general  bitchi¬ 
ness  of  middle-class  girls  is  much  greater  than  in  the  E^nited  States,  prob¬ 
ably  because  the  stronger  male-dominant  tradition  of  Europe  leaves 
them  less  freedom,  less  self-esteem,  and  lower  personal  evaluation.  As  an 
example  of  the  diversity  of  Europe,  xve  should  say  that  this  last  remark  is 
more  true  of  southern  Europe  than  of  northern  Europe,  and  largely 
untrue  of  England.  In  fact,  most  generalizations  about  Europe  do  not 
apply  to  England  at  all. 

In  the  European  search  for  security  the  two  dominant  aims  have  been 
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security  against  a  Soviet  attack  and  nuclear  war  and  security  against  eco¬ 
nomic  collapse  such  as  occurred  in  the  1930’s  and  opened  the  way  to 
Nazism  and  World  War  II.  The  disorganization  of  Europe  in  the  imme¬ 
diate  postwar  period  allowed  the  United  States  to  play  a  dominant  role  in 
both  of  these  aims.  However,  by  the  later  1950’s,  as  fear  of  war  and  de¬ 
pression  subsided,  it  became  possible  for  Europe  to  adopt  a  more  inde¬ 
pendent  attitude.  At  the  same  time,  the  personal  influence  of  President 
de  Gaulle  gave  this  new  independence  anti-American  overtones,  which, 
however  justified  bv  the  general’s  personal  experiences  with  incompetent 
American  foreign  policies,  none  the  less  were  injurious  to  the  solidarity 
and  prosperity  of  Europe. 

As  long  as  American  influence  was  dominant,  the  security  of  Europe 
was  based  primarily  on  America’s  strategic  nuclear  power,  supplemented 
in  an  ambiguous  way  by  the  fifteen-nation  NATO  Treaty,  which  in¬ 
cluded  both  the  United  States  and  Canada.  On  the  economic  side,  Euro¬ 
pean  prosperity  was  based,  for  many  years,  on  American  economic  aid. 
Both  of  these  influences  were  exercised  to  develop,  as  an  ultimate  goal,  an 
integrated  western  Europe  that  would  include  Britain  and  be  closely 
allied  to  North  America. 

As  we  have  already  seen,  these  efforts  gradually  bogged  down  in  a 
complicated  morass  of  partly  integrated  systems  on  a  functional,  rather 
than  a  federative,  basis  and  by  1965  were  stalemated  over  a  number  of 
unresolved  inconsistencies  of  approach.  These  problems  will  be  analyzed 
in  a  moment,  but  before  we  do  so  we  should  point  out  that  a  new 
Europe  is  clearly  being  formed  on  lines  that  have  little  in  common  with 
the  Europe  of  prewar  days.  That  earlier  Europe  was  based  on  the 
social  and  ideological  patterns  of  the  past,  and  continued  to  reflect  them, 
even  when  the  real  forces  of  military  and  economic  technology  were  cre¬ 
ating  quite  different  relationships.  Aloreover,  these  older  patterns  were 
quite  rigid  and  doctrinaire.  In  most  of  Europe  they  show'ed  sharp,  almost 
irreconcilable,  divisions  into  three  political  groupings  that  we  miglit 
designate  as  conservative,  liberal,  and  Socialist.  These  represented,  in  order, 
the  social  forces  of  the  eighteenth  century,  of  the  mid-nineteenth  century, 
and  of  the  early  twentieth  century.  The  conservatives  stood  for  an  alliance 
of  all  the  forces  of  the  period  before  the  French  Revolution  of  1789;  the 
agrarian  and  landed  interests,  the  old  nobility  and  monarchy,  the  clerical 
interests,  and  the  old  army.  The  liberals  stood  for  the  bourgeois  interests 
of  the  commercial,  financial,  and  industrial  revolutions;  they  were  con¬ 
cerned  with  maintaining  the  dominant  position  of  property,  were  usuallv 
rigid  supporters  of  laissez  faire,  were  opposed  to  influence  based  on  birth 
or  land,  were  opposed  to  e.xtension  of  state  authority,  and  were  usually 
anticlerical  and  antimilitarist.  The  Socialists  represented  tlie  interests  and 
ideas  of  the  working  masses  of  the  cities.  They  w’ere  in  favor  of  democ¬ 
racy  and  individual  political  equality,  and  wanted  the  activities  of  the 
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State  to  be  extended  to  regulate  economic  life  for  the  benefit  of  the  or¬ 
dinary  man.  The  Socialists  were  generally  opposed  to  the  same  social 
groups  and  older  interests  as  the  liberals,  but  added  to  these  enemies  the 
bourgeoisie  also.  In  general,  these  three  diverse  groupings  were  rigid,  and 
put  more  emphasis  on  the  things  that  divnded  them  than  on  matters  of 
common  concern.  Their  hatreds  were  more  dominant  than  their  common 
interests. 

These  divisions  of  Europe  along  lines  of  selfish  interests,  old  slogans, 
doctrinaire  hatreds,  and  misconceived  rivalries  made  possible  the  rise  of 
Fascism  and  the  disasters  of  \V’orld  War  II.  Out  of  these  disasters,  in  the 
turmoil  and  violence  of  the  Resistance,  there  began  to  appear  the  linea¬ 
ments  of  a  new  Europe.  This  new  Europe  was  much  more  pragmatic, 
and  thus  less  doctrinaire;  it  was  much  more  cooperative  and  less  com- 
petiti\'C;  it  was  much  more  receptive  to  diversity,  partial  solutions,  and 
the  need  for  mutual  dependence  than  the  period  before  1939  had  been. 
On  the  whole  this  new  spirit,  found  among  the  leaders  rather  than  among 
the  masses,  was  much  closer  to  what  we  have  defined  as  the  tradition  of 
the  West  than  the  Europe  of  1900  had  been. 

It  must  be  recognized  that  this  new  Europe  had  its  roots  in  the  Re¬ 
sistance,  and,  as  such,  had  traces  of  those  elements  of  self-sacrifice,  human 
solidaritv,  personal  integrity,  and  flexible  improvisation  that  appeared 
so  uncxpectcdh"  among  the  hardened  Resistance  fighters.  We  might  say 
that  manv  of  the  elements  of  outlook  and  leadership  of  the  new^  postwar 
Europe  emerged  from  underground,  and  xvere  unnoticed  by  those  w'ho 
had  not  been  in  active  contact  wnth  the  underground.  Thus  they  were 
not  observed  bv  the  leaders  in  Washington  and  in  London,  even  by 
De  Gaulle,  and,  above  all,  were  unreported  by  Allen  Dulles,  who  was  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  observing  the  underground  for  the  OSS  from  Switzerland. 

Supporters  of  this  new  outlook  were  determined  to  break  free  from 
the  nationalistic  hatreds  of  the  prewar  period  and  to  emphasize  instead 
Europe  as  a  cultural  entity  of  diverse  nationalities.  Above  all,  they  were 
insistent  on  the  urgent  need  to  heal  the  terrible  breach,  running  through 
the  heart  of  Europe,  between  France  and  Germany.  They  w'ere  eager 
to  establish  some  kind  of  liaison  between  religion  and  Socialism,  by  way 
of  Christian  charity  and  social  welfare,  in  order  to  repudiate  the  unnatural 
nineteenth-century  alliance  between  the  clergy  and  capitalism.  They  were 
determined  to  use  the  powxr  of  the  state  to  settle  the  common  problems 
of  man,  unhampered  bv  doctrinaire  liberalism  and  laissez  faire.  And  they 
I'ccognized  the  joint  role  of  capital  and  labor  in  any  productive  process, 
although  they  had  no  W'ay  of  measuring  or  of  dividing  the  rewards  of 
each  from  that  process.  In  two  words  this  nexv  outlook  was  determined  to 
make  Europe  more  “unified”  and  more  “spiritual.” 

Tills  new  outlook  was  unable  to  influence  the  fate  of  Europe  for  at 
least  a  decade  after  the  ending  of  World  War  11  in  1945  because  of  the  ur- 
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gent  material  need  to  repair  the  devastation  of  the  w  ar,  the  overwhelming 
threat  to  Europe  from  the  Soviet  Union  and  from  doctrinaire  Com¬ 
munism,  and  because  of  the  dependence  of  Europe,  both  for  reconstruc¬ 
tion  and  defense,  on  the  United  States  and  Britain,  both  of  whom  ignored 
the  new  forces  stirring  on  the  Continent.  Bv"  1955,  however,  as  these 
urgent  problems  receded  into  the  background  and  Europe  became  in¬ 
creasingly  able  to  stand  on  its  own  feet,  the  new  structure  began  to  be¬ 
come  visible,  indicated  by  the  cooperation  of  Christian  Socialists  and 
Social  Democrats  in  the  constructive  process  and  by  the  continued  de¬ 
cline  of  the  forces  of  the  e.xtreme  Right  and  the  extreme  Left. 

It  was  the  new  spirit,  rooted  in  the  Resistance  and  the  tacit  agreement 
of  the  Christian  Socialist  and  Social  Democratic  political  groups,  that 
made  it  possible  to  work  toward  European  unity  and  to  use  this  unity  as 
the  foundation  for  a  rich  and  independent  Europe.  The  task  is  still  only 
partly  done;  it  may,  indeed,  never  be  completed,  for  nothing  is  more  per¬ 
sistent  than  the  old  established  institutions  and  outlooks  that  stand  as  bar¬ 
riers  along  the  way. 

The  central  problem  of  Europe  remains  today,  as  it  has  for  a  century, 
the  problem  of  Germany.  And  today,  as  before,  this  problem  cannot  be 
solved  without  Britain.  But  such  a  solution  requires  that  Britain  accept 
the  fact  that  it  is,  since  the  invention  of  the  airplane  and  the  rocket,  a 
European,  and  not  a  world,  or  even  an  Atlantic,  Power.  This  the  leaders 
of  Britain  and  the  American  branch  of  the  British  Establishment  have  been 
unwilling  to  accept.  As  a  consequence,  Britain  remains  aloof  from  the 
Continent,  committed  to  the  “Atlantic  Community”  and  to  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Nations,  and,  accordingly,  the  political  unification  of  West¬ 
ern  Europe  stands  suspended,  part  way  to  fulfillment,  while  the  German 
problem,  still  capable  of  triggering  the  destruction  of  Western  society, 
remains  unsolved. 

Briefly  the  problem  is  this:  no  one  concerned— the  Soviet  Union, 
the  United  States,  or  Europe  itself— can  permit  Germanv  to  be  unified 
again  in  the  foreseeable  future.  A  united  Germany  would  be  a  force  of 
instability  and  danger  to  everNone,  including  the  Germans,  because  it 
would  be  the  most  powerful  nation  in  Europe  and,  balanced  between  Ea.st 
and  W’est,  might  at  anv  time  fall  into  collaboration  with  one  of  these 
to  the  intense  danger  of  the  other;  or,  if  the  Russian-American  antithe.sis 
remained  irreparable,  a  united  Germany  could  put  extreme  pressures  on 
its  lesser  neighbors  between  the  two  Superpowers.  The  peace  and  stability 
of  Europe  thus  require  the  permanent  division  of  Germany,  something 
on  which  the  Soviet  Union  is  adamant  to  the  point  of  resorting  to  force 
to  retain  it,  although  the  official  policy  of  the  United  States  is  still  com¬ 
mitted  to  a  reunification  of  Germanv,  partly  in  the  belief  that  the  loyalty 
of  West  Germany  to  the  Atlantic  Alliance  can  be  retained  only  if  the 
United  States  remains  explicitly  committed  to  a  future  reacquisition  of 
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East  Germany  by  West  Germany.  In  fact,  the  eagerness  of  the  latter  to 
acquire  the  former  is  dwindling,  although  very  slowlv,  since  the  east 
is  now  so  poor  that  it  could  bring  little  but  povertv  to  West  Germany’s 
booming  prosperity. 

This  separation  of  the  Germanys  can  be  made  permanent  onlv  if  each 
is  incorporated,  as  fully  as  possible,  into  a  larger,  and  distinct,  political 
system.  But  the  smaller  countries  of  Europe,  particularlv  the  Netherlands 
and  Belgium,  do  not  wish  to  be  united  with  Germany  in  any  federated 
system  that  includes  only  one  other  large  Power,  such  as  France  (or  even 
France  and  Italy),  since  an  alignment  of  West  Germant'  and  France  in 
such  a  federation  could  dominate  the  small  states  completely.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  small  states  want  Britain,  as  a  democratic  counterweight  to 
Germanv,  within  any  West  European  federal  structure.  But  De  Gaulle,  as 
he  made  evident  in  Januarv  1963,  w  ill  accept  Britain  into  a  West  Euro¬ 
pean  federation  onlv  if  Britain  becomes  clearly  a  European  Power  and 
renounces  its  special  relationship  of  close  collaboration  with  the  United 
States  and  if  it  is  also  willing  to  subordinate  its  position  as  leader  of  the 
British  Commonwealth  of  Nations  to  its  membership  in  the  European 
system.  The  abandonment  of  its  “special  relationship’’  w  ith  the  United 
States  and  with  the  Commonwealth,  the  two  major  concerns  of  the  Eng¬ 
lish  Establishment  for  more  than  forty  years,  was  too  heav\'  a  price  to  pay 
for  membership  in  the  European  Economic  Community  and  would  have 
been  an  unacceptable  reversal  of  established  policy  in  return  for  something 
that  Britain  sought  without  great  enthusiasm. 

The  integration  of  Western  Europe  began  in  1948  as  a  consequence 
of  the  grow  th  of  Soviet  aggression  that  culminated  in  the  Prague  coup  and 
the  Berlin  blockade.  The  United  States  had  offered  .Marshall  Plan  aid  w'ith 
the  provision  that  the  European  recovery  be  constructed  on  a  cooperative 
basis.  This  led  to  the  Convention  for  European  Economic  Cooperation 
(OEEC)  signed  in  April  1948  and  the  Hague  Congress  for  European 
union  held  the  following  month.  The  OEEC,  w’hich  eventually  had  eight¬ 
een  countries  as  members  and  in  1961  was  reorganized  as  the  Organiza¬ 
tion  for  Economic  Cooperation  and  Development  (OECD),  sought  to 
administer  American  aid  and  further  economic  cooperation  betw'een 
.sovereign  states.  The  Hague  meeting  of  .May  1948,  wdth  Winston  Church¬ 
ill  and  Konrad  Adenauer  as  its  chief  figures,  called  for  a  united  Europe, 
and  took  a  very  minor  step  in  that  direction  by  establishing  a  purely 
advisorv  consultative  bodv  of  ten  (later  fifteen)  states,  the  Council  of 
Europe,  as  a  parliamentarv  a.ssembly  at  Strasbourg. 

These  steps  were  clearlv  inadequate.  In  1950  Robert  Sdmman,  then 
French  foreign  minister  and  later  prime  minister,  who  had  been  a  German 
subject  during  World  War  1.  suggested  that  a  first  step  be  taken  toward 
a  federation  of  Europe  1)\-  putting  the  entire  coal  and  steel  production 
of  France  and  Germany  under  a  common  High  .Authority.  The  real 
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attraction  of  this  project  was  that  it  would  so  integrate  this  basic  industry 
that  it  would  make  any  war  between  France  and  Germany  “physically 
impossible.”  One  element  in  this  project  was  to  reconcile  the  anti-Ger¬ 
mans  to  the  economic  rehabilitation  of  Germany  which  the  continued 
Soviet  aggressions  made  increasingly  necessary.  It  would  also  provide  a 
solution  to  the  Franco-German  disagreement  over  the  final  disposition  of 
the  Saar.  From  this  came  the  European  Coal  and  Steel  Community.  This 
was  a  truly  revolutionary  organization,  since  it  had  sovereign  powers,  in¬ 
cluding  the  authority  to  raise  funds  outside  any  e.\isting  state’s  power. 
This  treat)’,  which  came  into  force  in  July  1952,  brought  the  steel  and 
coal  industries  of  si.x  countries  (France,  West  Germany,  Italy,  and 
Benelux)  under  a  single  High  Authority  of  nine  members.  This  “supra¬ 
national”  body  had  the  right  to  control  prices,  channel  investment,  raise 
funds,  allocate  coal  and  steel  during  shortages,  and  fix  production  in 
times  of  surplus.  Its  power  to  raise  funds  for  its  own  use  by  ta.xing  each 
ton  produced  made  it  independent  of  governments.  Moreover,  its  deci¬ 
sions  were  binding,  and  could  be  reached  by  majority  vote  without  the 
unanimity  required  in  most  international  organizations  of  sovereign 
states. 

The  ECSC  was  a  rudimentarj’  government,  since  the  High  Authority 
was  subject  to  the  control  of  a  Common  Assembly,  elected  by  the 
parliaments  of  the  member  states,  which  could  force  the  Authority  to 
resign  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  censure,  and  it  had  a  Court  of  Justice  to 
settle  disputes.  .Most  significantly,  the  ECSC  Assembly  became  a  genuine 
parliament  with  political  party  blocs— Christian-Democrats,  Socialists,  and 
liberals— sitting  together  independent  of  national  origins. 

By  1958  the  ECSC  had  abolished  internal  barriers  to  trade  in  oil  and 
steel  among  the  Six  (such  trade  increased  by  157  percent  during  the 
first  five  years)  and  had  set  up  a  common  tariff  against  imports  of  coal 
and  steel  into  the  Six.  Production  of  steel  increased  65  percent  during  the 
five  years,  and  the  process  of  using  ECSC  funds  to  modernize  the  coal 
industry  and  to  close  down  exhausted  mines  (moving  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  miners  out  of  mining  and  into  other  employment)  had  begun. 

When  the  Korean  War  began  in  1950,  the  United  States  demanded 
formation  of  twelve  German  divisions  to  strengthen  NATO  in  Europe. 
The  French,  who  feared  any  rebirth  of  German  militarism,  drew  up  an 
elaborate  scheme  for  a  European  Defense  Community  (EDC)  that  would 
merge  the  German  recruits  into  a  European  army  under  joint  European 
control.  Like  ECSC,  the  European  Defense  Community  was  to  be  a 
supranational  agency  that  would  eventually  take  its  place,  along  with  the 
ECSC,  within  a  European  government.  The  general  pattern  of  this  super¬ 
government  was  established  in  the  EDC  project  itself,  with  a  bicameral 
European  parliament  and  a  president  to  preside  over  a  European  Cabinet 
Council.  Unfortunately  for  these  plans,  the  Left  and  the  Right  in  the 
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French  Assembly  joined  together  to  reject  the  EDC  treaty  (August  1954). 
The  Left  was  opposed  to  EDC  because  any  union  of  Europe  would  re¬ 
duce  Soviet  influence  on  the  Continent,  while  the  Right,  led  by  the  Gaul- 
lists,  were  unwilling  to  see  German  armed  forces  reestablished  without  any 
guarantee  that  Britain  and  the  United  States  would  retain  forces  within 
Europe  to  balance  the  new  German  forces.  Failure  of  Britain  to  recog¬ 
nize  explicitly  its  inevitable  commitment  to  European  defense  early  in 
1954  allowed  EDC  to  die. 

A  symbolic,  but  ineffectual,  step  was  made  to  calm  these  French  fears 
in  September  1954,  when  Sir  Anthony  Eden  instigated  a  Western  Euro¬ 
pean  Union  (WEU)  of  seven  states  (the  Six  plus  Britain)  as  a  consulta¬ 
tive  group  to  oversee  German  rearmament.  As  part  of  this  agreement  the 
British  promised  to  keep  four  divisions  in  Europe  until  the  year  2000 
if  necessary,  but  within  three  years  one  of  these  divisions  was  pulled  out 
and  the  other  three  fell  substantially  below  full  strength. 

As  a  result  of  this  agreement  and  a  number  of  other  factors,  including 
recognition  that  the  rearmament  of  Germany  u'as  inevitable,  the  French 
Assembly  in  December  1954  ratified  the  Paris  Treaties  that  legalized  the 
changes  in  Germany’s  status  that  France  most  feared.  Western  Germany 
regained  its  sovereign  independence,  obtained  the  right  to  have  a  na¬ 
tional  army  (although  without  nuclear  weapons),  and  became  an  equal 
member  of  NATO. 

Fiaving  thus  accepted  much  of  what  they  did  not  want  (an  armed  and 
sovereign  Germany),  it  became  clear  to  many  Frenchmen  that  they  must 
make  a  strenuous  effort  to  get  some  of  the  things  they  did  want  (chiefly 
the  merging  of  Germany  into  a  West  European  system  that  would  pre¬ 
vent  the  new  German  power  from  being  used  in  a  nationalistic  aggres¬ 
sion).  Accordingly,  the  Six  met  again,  at  Messina  in  June  1955.  There  they 
decided  that  the  next  step  toward  West  European  integration  must  be 
economic  rather  than  political.  From  this  flowed  the  Rome  Treaty  of 
Aiarch  1957,  which  established  the  European  Economic  Community,  bet¬ 
ter  known  as  the  Common  .Market,  as  well  as  the  European  Atomic  Com¬ 
munity  for  joint  e.xploitation  of  nuclear  energy  for  peaceful  purposes 
(Euratom).  Both  agreements  went  into  effect  at  the  beginning  of  1958. 

The  EEC  Treaty,  with  572  articles  over  almost  400  pages,  like  the 
treaties  establishing  ECSC  and  Euratom,  looked  forward  to  eventual  politi¬ 
cal  union  in  Europe,  and  sought  economic  integration  as  an  essential  step 
on  the  way.  The  project  originated  with  the  head  of  the  French  eco¬ 
nomic  planning  commission,  Jean  Monnet,  whose  ideas  were  pushed  along 
by  the  energy  of  Foreign  .Minister  Paul-FIenri  Spaak  of  Belgium.  Within 
the  three  large  nations,  agreement  was  obtained  by  the  efforts  of  the 
leaders  of  the  respective  Christian-Democratic  parties;  Adenauer,  Schu- 
man,  and  Alcide  de  Gasperi.  The  Catholic  religious  background  of  all 
three  was  a  significant  factor  in  their  willingness  to  turn  from  nationalistic 
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to  international  economic  methods,  w  hile  Spaak’s  Socialist  prestige  helped 
to  reconcile  the  moderate  Left  to  the  scheme.  The  slowing  up  of  tlie 
process  of  economic  recovery  that  had  begun  with  the  .Marshall  Plan 
in  1949  helped  to  win  widespread  acceptance  of  the  new'  effort  for  joint 
economic  e.xpansion. 

Briefly  the  Rome  Treaty  established  the  methods  and  time  sciicdulc  by 
which  the  signatory  countries,  as  well  as  other  nations  tliat  might  wish 
to  join,  could  integrate  their  economies  into  a  single,  more  e.xpansive, 
system.  Tariffs  and  other  restrictions  on  trade  betw  een  them  were  to 
be  abolished  by  stages  and  replaced  by  a  common  tariff  against  the  out¬ 
side  world.  At  the  same  time,  investment  was  to  be  directed  so  as  to 
integrate  their  joint  economy  as  a  whole,  w  ith  special  attention  to  the  in¬ 
dustrialization  of  backward  and  underdeveloped  regions  such  as  southern 
Italy.  Special  consideration  was  given  to  agriculture,  largely  detaching 
it  from  the  market  economy  to  cushion  the  integrative  process  w'liile 
improving  the  standards  of  living  and  social  protection  of  the  farming 
population.  As  part  of  the  integrative  process  there  w'as  to  be  free  move¬ 
ment  of  persons,  ser\'ices,  and  capital  within  the  Community,  w'ith  gradual 
development  of  Community  citizenship  for  w’orkers.  This  w'hoie  process 
was  to  be  achieved  by  stages  over  many  years.  The  agricultural  agree¬ 
ment,  for  e.xample,  was  implemented  bv  an  elaborate  agreement  that  was 
signed  after  140  hours  of  almost  continuous  negotiation  in  January  1962- 
By  the  middle  of  that  year  the  internal  tariffs  among  members  had  been 
reduced  in  three  stages  to  half  their  1958  levels. 

The  institutional  organization  for  carrying  on  this  process  w'as  similar 
to  that  set  up  for  the  ECSC  and  the  abortive  EDC:  a  European  Parlia¬ 
mentary  Assembly  of  supranational  party  blocs  of  Cliristian-Democrats, 
Socialists,  and  liberals  sitting  and  voting  together  irrespective  of  national 
origins;  a  Council  of  .Ministers  representing  the  member  governments 
directly;  an  e.xecutive  High  Commission  of  nine  that  is  enjoined  by  la"' 
to  “exercise  their  functions  in  complete  independence'’  of  their  national 
governments;  a  Court  of  Justice  with  powers  to  interpret  the  treaty  and 
settle  disputes;  two  advisory  groups  (the  Monetary  Committee  and  the 
Social  and  Economic  Committee);  a  European  Investment  Bank  to  chan¬ 
nel  funds  for  integrative  and  development  purposes  within  the  Coin- 
rhunitx';  the  Overseas  Development  Fund  to  do  the  same  for  former 
colonial  territories  now  associated  indirectly  with  the  ECC;  a  European 
Sttcial  Fund  for  industrial  retraining  and  unemployment  compensation, 
and  finally  the  two  associated  Communities  (ECSC  and  Euratom).  Ihesc 
last  two  were  integrated  with  ECC  from  the  fact  tliat  tlic  Parliamentar) 
Assembly,  the  Court  of  Justice,  and  the  Council  of  Ministers  are  share 
by  all  three  communities. 

These  organizations  have  some  of  the  aspects  of  sovereignty  from  t  ® 
fact  that  their  decisions  do  not  have  to  be  unanimous,  are  binding  on  states 
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and  on  citizens  who  have  not  agreed  to  them,  and  can  be  financed  by 
funds  that  may  be  Ic\  icd  without  current  consent  of  the  persons  being 
taxed.  On  the  whole,  the  supranational  aspects  of  these  institutions 
will  be  strengthened  in  the  future  from  provisions  in  the  treaties  them¬ 
selves.  x-Ml  this  is  very  relevant  to  the  remarks  in  the  last  chapter  on  the 
disintegration  of  the  modern,  unified  sovereign  state  and  the  redistribution 
of  its  powers  to  multilev'el  hierarchical  structures  remotely  resembling  the 
structure  of  the  Holy  Roman  Empire  in  the  late  medieval  period. 

The  impact  of  these  tentative  steps  toward  an  integrative  Europe 
has  been  spectacular,  especially  in  the  economic  sphere.  In  general,  the 
economic  expansion  of  Western  Europe,  especially  its  industrial  expansion, 
has  been  at  rates  far  higher  than  those  of  Communist-dominated  eastern 
Europe,  with  the  EEC  rates  higher  than  those  of  non-EEC  \\’estern  Euro¬ 
pean  countries,  and  considerably  higher  than  those  of  either  Britain  or  the 
United  States.  B\'  i960  the  500  million  people  of  Western  Europe  had 
per  capita  incomes  over  a  third  higher  than  the  :6o  million  persons  in  the 
same  area  had  in  1938-1939.  Industrial  production  more  than  doubled 
over  the  same  time  span,  while  agricultural  production  was  a  third  larger 
with  a  smaller  w'orking  force.  This  optimistic  picture  was  even  brighter 
for  the  Six  of  the  EEC,  whose  general  economic  growth  rate  was  con- 
.siderablv  over  6  percent  a  vear  during  the  1950’s.  This  w'as  more  than 
double  the  rate  of  growth  in  the  United  States,  which  was  not  much 
different  from  that  in  Britain.  If  these  rates  are  maintained,  it  has  been 
estimated  that  the  income  per  head  in  the  EEC  would  increase  from 
about  a  third  of  the  income  per  head  in  the  United  States  in  i960  to  more 
than  half  the  United  States  income  per  head  in  1970. 

The  reasons  for  this  relative  boom  in  the  EEC  (and  in  W’estern  Europe 
generally)  in  comparison  with  the  slower  economic  dynamics  of  the 
English-speaking  countries  are  of  some  importance.  It  does  not  seem  to 
rest,  as  might  appear  at  first  glance,  on  a  contrast  bctw'een  directed  plan¬ 
ning  and  laissez  faire,  because,  within  the  EEC,  the  French  economy  is 
fairly  rigorously  planned  and  the  West  German  economy  is  surprisingly 
free,  yet  both  have  had  high  rates  of  growth.  The  West  German  condi- 
tionsi,  how  ever,  have  been  misleading  and  have  arisen  very  largely  from 
artificially  low  wage  levels  and  thus  low  costs  of  production,  especially 
on  articles  for  export  into  the  international  competitive  market,  such 
as  V'olkswagens.  These  low  labor  costs  arose  from  the  large  number  of 
East  European  refugees  seeking  work  in  German\%  a  condition  that  will 
he  of  decreasing  importance  in  the  future. 

The  conditions  of  economic  growth  in  the  EEC  has  been  based  on 
steady  demand,  high  rates  of  investment,  and  liberal  fiscal  and  financial 
policies.  In  1961,  for  example,  the  rate  of  net  investment  in  Britain  was 
about  g  percent  compared  to  the  West  Gennan  rate  of  about  17  percent. 
The  high  demand  that  spurred  on  this  process  arose  from  fiscal  policies, 


TRAGEDY  AYD  HOPE 


but  also  from  the  large  new  market  of  about  loo  million  persons  pro¬ 
vided  in  EEC. 

In  Britain  and  in  the  LTnited  States  (with  Canada)  fiscal  policies  were 
much  more  conser\'ative,  with  demand  somewhat  dampened  down  by 
efforts  to  balance  budgets,  to  control  inflation,  and  to  influence  both 
adverse  balances  of  international  payments  and  the  flows  of  domestic 
credit  by  conservative  financial  policies  (notably,  high  interest  rates). 
xMoreover,  in  both  countries,  there  was  a  good  deal  of  unproductive  ex¬ 
penditure  either  in  misjudged  enterprises  and  inefficient  production  or  in 
defense  and  other  nonproductive  areas.  As  a  consequence,  not  only  have 
grow  th  rates  been  low  in  the  English-speaking  countries  but  unemploy¬ 
ment  rates  have  been  high.  In  i960,  for  example,  the  E^nited  States  unem¬ 
ployment  rate  was  5.4  percent  and  the  Canadian  6.9  percent,  while  that 
of  France  was  1.3  percent  and  of  West  Germany  only  0.9  percent. 

This  sharp  contrast  benveen  the  prosperity  of  the  EEC  and  the  lan¬ 
guishing  economy  of  Britain  eventually  brought  the  latter  to  a  recogni¬ 
tion  of  the  advantages  of  membership  in  the  European  system.  But  the 
decision  w^as  too  late,  based  on  wrong  motives,  and  w^as  eventually  nul¬ 
lified  by  the  imperious  De  Gaulle,  wffio,  like  an  elephant,  never  forgets 
an  injury'.  Governments  in  London  paid  lip  service  to  European  unity  and 
to  British  cooperation  with  it,  but  whenever  an  opportunity  offered  to 
take  a  real  step  toward  European  union,  Britain  balked.  In  the  imme¬ 
diate  postwar  period,  this  reluctance  w'as  attributed  to  the  rather  provin¬ 
cial  and  doctrinaire  Socialist  outlook  of  the  British  Labour  Party,  but  the 
situation  did  not  improve  w'hen  Winston  Churchill  returned  to  office  m 
1951.  The  general  British  outlook  was  that  British  participation  in  a  united 
Europe  was  precluded  by  Britain’s  rather  intangible  and  sentimental  com¬ 
mitments  to  the  Commonw'ealth  and  to  the  United  States  (that  is,  to  the 
“English-speaking  idea”)  and  that  a  unification  of  Europe  without  Britain 
would  be  a  threat  to  British  markets  on  the  Continent.  This  decision  by 
Britain  was  copied  by  the  Scandinavian  and  Baltic  countries  (Denmark 
and  Finland),  whose  trade  alliance  with  England  w'ent  back  to  tlie  crea¬ 
tion  of  the  “Sterling  Bloc”  in  1932.  In  a  similar  way  Britain  refused  to 
cooperate  in  the  ECSC  or  EDC. 

This  reluctance  in  London  was  a  great  tragedy,  excluding  Britain  from 
the  European  growth  toward  economic  prosperity,  making  it  diflrcnlt 
or  impossible  for  the  European  effort  toward  integration  to  make  decisions 
that  w’ould  have  hastened  the  whole  integrative  process,  and  leaving 
Britain  emphasizing  Commonwealth  and  American  relationships  that  were 
less  and  less  prepared  to  give  due  u  eight  to  British  ideas  and  power.  1'^ 
a  sense  Britain  was  making  commitments  to  areas  that  were  not  prepared 
to  make  reciprocal  commitments  to  Britain  and  would,  if  the  occasion 
arose,  leave  Britain  out  on  a  limb.  This,  indeed,  is  exactly  what  happened 
in  October  1956,  when  the  United  States  threatened  to  throw  its  pow^r 
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and  prestige  against  Britain’s  efforts  in  the  Suez  fiasco.  And  throughout 
the  period,  the  chief  Commonwealth  countries,  notably  South  Africa 
and  Canada,  made  it  perfectly  clear  that  they  were  not  willing  to  make 
any  notable  sacrifices  for  Britain’s  prosperity,  and  were  reluctant  to  fol¬ 
low  London’s  lead  in  many  of  the  world’s  political  issues  of  the  period. 

In  fact,  even  with  Commonwealth  preference  and  all  the  intangibles 
that  link  the  Commonwealth  together,  Britain’s  trade  and  financial  links 
with  the  Commonwealth  are  decreasing  in  importance,  and  the  links  of 
both  M'ith  outsiders  are  increasing.  For  e.vample,  Nigeria  and  Ghana 
doubled  their  e.vports  to  EEC  over  the  1955-1959  period,  while  their 
e.vports  to  Britain  decreased  by  15  percent.  On  the  whole,  in  recent  years, 
the  countries  associated  with  the  sterling  area  have  found  that  association 
one  of  decreasing  satisfaction.  This  is  reflected  in  matters  other  than  mar¬ 
ket  conditions.  Sterling  itself  has  been  subject  to  periodic  crises  since  the 
war  ended.  The  reason  is  obvious,  for  the  United  Kingdom  tries  to  handle 
$12.3  billion  in  imports  and  $10.9  billion  in  floating  short-term  debts  on 
a  base  of  reserves  of  no  more  than  S3  billion  (in  1961),  while,  at  the  same 
time,  the  EEC,  tvith  S16  billion  in  reserves,  had  only  S2  billion  in  short¬ 
term  debts  and  handled  S23.2  billion  in  imports.  As  a  result  of  all  this, 
London  is  decreasingly  attractive  as  a  source  of  investment  capital,  while 
tlie  EEC  becomes  increasingly  prominent  in  that  activity.  And  as  a  source 
of  development  funds  for  backward  areas,  the  United  Kingdom  has  ceased 
to  be  of  major  significance.  In  i960,  for  example,  the  United  States 
provided  $3,781  million  and  EEC  provided  $2,626  million,  compared  to 
the  United  Kingdom’s  S857  million  and  the  rest  of  the  OECD  countries’ 
$469  million.  In  fact  Germany’s  $616  million  was  almost  comparable  to 
Britain’s  $857  million,  with  both  far  less  than  France’s  $1,287  million. 
Thus  the  Six  provide  about  a  third  of  the  world’s  financial  assistance 
to  underdeveloped  countries,  while  Britain  provides  only  one-ninth. 

Considerations  such  as  these  help  to  indicate  that  the  Commonwealth 
attachment  to  the  United  Kingdom  is  based  rather  on  the  intangibles  of 
traditions  and  old  patterns  than  on  the  solid  advantages  of  today’s  eco¬ 
nomic  and  financial  situation.  The  merging  of  the  United  Kingdom  into 
the  EEC  M'ould  still  give  a  fair  jolt  to  economic  life  both  in  England  and 
in  the  Commonwealth,  but  the  slack  would  be  taken  up  very  rapidly.  In 
fact,  tile  rising  demand  for  goods  of  higher  quality  in  Japan  will  probably 
draw  much  of  the  export  trade  of  New'  Zealand  and  Australia  in  butter, 
meat,  or  even  wool  from  their  older  English-speaking  markets  even  with¬ 
out  Britain  joining  the  Common  .Market. 

Tiic  reluctance  of  the  English  leadership  to  face  these  changing  con¬ 
ditions,  like  their  refusal  to  face  the  cairses  of  Britain’s  economic  lassi- 
fudc,  contributed  much  to  confuse  the  situation  that  Europe,  and  espe¬ 
cially  EEC,  reached  by  the  mid-i96o’s.  In  December  1956,  in  a  vain 
effort  to  sidetrack  European  integration,  British  Foreign  Secretary  Selwyn 
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Lloyd  produced  a  “Grand  Design,”  a  pompous  name  for  an  undigested 
scheme  to  dump  an  assortment  of  European  consultative  bodies  into  the 
Common  Assembly  of  the  Coal  and  Steel  Community.  This  idea  was  gen¬ 
erally  recognized  as  sabotage,  and  sank  vt  ithout  a  ripple. 

The  next  British  eifort  was  for  a  Free  Trade  Area;  this  was  a  scheme 
to  permit  British  goods  to  enter  the  Common  Market  without  Britain 
joining  it.  This  was  necessary,  in  British  eyes,  because  the  joint  external 
tariff  of  the  ECC  was  to  be  higher  than  the  tariffs  of  four  of  the  Six  had 
previously  been,  and  would  reduce  British  sales  in  those  countries.  Tlte 
Free  Trade  Area  plan  was  for  an  all-Europe  free-trade  zone  embracing 
the  Six  along  with  all  those  who  did  not  w  ish  to  join  the  EEC.  That 
means  that  the  Free  Trade  Area  would  abolish  mutual  trade  barriers  but 
would  not  establish  a  common  external  tariff.  This  British  suggestion, 
made  in  November  1956,  was  regarded  within  EEC  as  another  effort  at 
sabotage,  or,  at  best,  a  typical  British  attempt  to  have  the  advantages  of 
both  worlds  by  combining  the  abolition  of  European  tariffs  on  British 
goods  w'ith  continued  British  preference  for  Commonwealth  foodstuffs. 
The  low^er  prices  on  the  latter  (compared  to  food  prices  within  the  Six) 
would  permit  Britain  to  have  lower  wage  costs  and  thus  lower  industrial 
prices  to  give  British  industry  a  competitive  advantage  in  the  unprotected 
Common  .Market. 

When  France,  with  West  German  support,  broke  off  the  Free  Trade 
Area  negotiations  in  December  1958,  the  British  wxre  left  out  of  the  EEC, 
which  began  to  function  in  the  ruins  of  the  Free  Trade  Area.  Britain  re¬ 
acted  by  forming  the  European  Free  Trade  Association  (EFTA)  of 
Britain,  Sweden,  Norway,  Denmark,  Austria,  Switzerland,  Portugal,  and 
(later)  Finland. 

This  EFTA  provided  for  mutual  tariff  reductions  of  member  states  by 
steps  to  complete  abolition  by  1970,  but  the  process  added  only  38  mil' 
lion  persons  to  the  existing  British  market  of  52  million,  and  promised 
small  prospect  of  any  substantial  increase  in  sales  because  the  tariffs  of 
most  of  these  countries  were  already  low  on  British  goods.  This  could  not 
compare  with  the  EEC  market  of  170  million  customers,  but  British  public 
opinion,  even  in  the  1960’s,  could  not  bring  itself  to  accept  the  reorienta¬ 
tion  of  outlook  required  to  view  itself  as  a  European  state  necessary  to 
make  it  possible  to  accept  the  economic  integration  that  could  make  this 
great  market  available  to  British  industry.  For  this,  the  semislump  of 
1960-1961  w'as  needed,  and  onlv  in  July'  1961  did  the  British  government 
announce  its  readiness  to  start  the  complex  negotiations  needed  for  >ts 
joining  the  Common  Market.  By  that  late  date,  De  Gaulle  was  u'cU 
established  in  power  in  France,  and  w'as  prepared  to  impose  his  oU'O 
peculiar  point  of  view  on  the  negotiations. 

The  French  economic  resurgence,  which  the  British  so  belatedly 


THE  FUTURE  IN  PERSPECTIVE  I29I 

asked  to  join,  was  in  no  sense  a  consequence  of  De  Gaulle’s  policies, 
nor  were  they  synchronized,  except  accidentally,  with  the  advent  of 
De  Gaulle  and  his  Fifth  French  Republic  on  May  13,  1958.  The  basis  for 
the  French  economic  boom  was  laid  under  the  Fourth  French  Republic, 
and  De  Gaulle  simply  profited  from  it.  It  might  be  said  that  the  economic 
expansion,  and  its  continuation  after  1958,  was  based  on  those  factors  of 
the  French  system  which  the  new  De  Gaulle  regime  left  relatively  un¬ 
changed— an  educational  structure  accessible  to  anyone  willing  to  work 
hard  at  his  studies,  the  high  quality  of  upper-level  technical  education, 
the  close  alliance  between  the  administrative  bureaucracy  and  the  in¬ 
dustrial  system,  and  the  ease  with  which  highly  educated  technicians  can 
pass  from  one  to  the  other;  by  the  readiness  of  the  French  mind  to  accept 
a  rational,  over-all  view  of  life  and  its  problems  (this  contributed  con¬ 
siderably  to  the  success  of  French  economic  planning),  and  by  the  whole 
concept  of  individual  opportunity  and  careers  open  to  talent  within  a 
structured  social  arrangement.  All  these  go  back  to  the  Napoleonic  period 
of  French  history  and  were,  thus,  well  adapted  to  De  Gaulle’s  personal 
inclinations.  The  fact  that  they  are  all  quite  alien  to  the  English  way  of 
life  also  helps  to  explain  the  relative  failure  of  the  British  economy  in  the 
Plan  Era. 

The  Fifth  Republic  was  obviously  tailored  to  De  Gaulle’s  personal  in¬ 
clinations,  but  it  was  also  adapted  to  the  bureaucratic  substructure  that 
had  continued,  as  a  semi-alien  basis,  to  underlie  the  French  political  system 
in  the  bourgeois  era.  ^V'orded  in  another  way,  we  might  say  that  the 
shift  of  the  Western  world  over  the  last  three  decades  from  a  bourgeois 
to  a  technocratic  pattern  xvas  well  adapted  to  the  subterranean  bureau¬ 
cratic  basis  that  had  survived  in  France,  more  or  less  unobserved,  during 
the  century  in  w  Inch  property  was  obviously  triumphant.  The  bureauc¬ 
racy'  Louis  XIV’  and  Napoleon  had  built  up  had  been  directed  toward 
totalitarian  power  and  national  glory;  the  age  of  property  (roughly 
1836-1936)  had  sought  to  establish  the  influence  of  wealth  unhampered 
by  bureaucracy,  and  one  of  its  chief  aims  had  been  to  keep  the  bureau¬ 
cratic  structure,  the  centrali'zed  French  tradition  of  administration,  and 
the  forces  of  French  rationalism  outside  the  sphere  of  economics  and 
nionevmaking.  The  economic  depression  of  the  1930’s  and  the  defeat 
of  1940,  both  directly  caused  by  the  selfish  interests  and  the  narrow 
outlook  (especially  the  narrow  and  selfish  financial  outlook)  of  the 
French  bourgeoisie,  made  it  clear  that  some  new  system  was  needed 
in  I'rance,  just  as  the  experience  of  the  Resistance  made  it  clear  that  some 
uew  system  was  needed  in  Europe.  It  was,  in  view  of  the  French 
rationalist  and  bureaucratic  tradition,  almost  inevitable  that  the  new 
domestic  system  would  he  a  more  integrated,  more  rational,  and  more 
Iiureaucratic  one  than  that  of  the  bourgeois  era,  although  it  is  not  so  clear 
what  this  new  s\  stem  will  establish  as  its  goal.  This,  indeed,  is  the  prof 
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lem  facing  France  today,  a  problem  concerned  with  goals  rather  than  with 
methods,  since  there  is  now  a  broad  consensus  (including  the  bourgeoisie) 
prepared  to  accept  a  rationalized,  planned,  bureaucratized  society  domi¬ 
nated  by  a  pervasive  fiscalism,  a  kind  of  neomercantilism,  but  there  is  no 
consensus  on  what  goals  this  new  organization  should  seek. 

Only  a  very  small  group  of  Frenchmen  share  De  Gaulle’s  idea  that  the 
new  svstem  of  France,  the  Fifth  Republic,  should  make  national  power 
and  glory  its  primary  aim.  A  larger,  and  surprisingly  influential,  group, 
best  represented  by  .Monnet,  wishes  to  work  for  the  kind  of  rational 
humanism  or  unified  diversity  that  this  volume  has  used  as  its  chief  cri¬ 
terion  for  judging  historical  change.  This  group  hopes,  by  the  proper 
organization  of  men  and  resources,  to  increase  the  production  of  wealth 
and  to  reduce  the  conflicts  of  power  sufficiently  to  remove  these  dis¬ 
tracting  matters  from  the  center  of  human  concern  so  that,  once  pros- 
perit)-  and  peace  have  been  relatively  secured,  men  w'ill  find  the 
time  and  energv^  to  turn  to  their  more  important  ends  of  personality  de¬ 
velopment,  artistic  expression,  and  intellectual  exploration.  This  point  of 
view,  based  on  a  significant  distinction  between  what  is  necessary  and  what 
is  important,  hopes  to  find  the  opportunity  to  turn  to  important  matters 
once  the  necessary  ones  have  achieved  a  level  of  minimal  satisfactions. 

The  Frenchmen  of  a  third  group,  which  includes  the  major  part  of  the 
population,  have  little  concern  with  the  goals  of  De  Gaulle  and  even  less 
with  those  of  .Vlonnet  but  are  concerned  with  an  almost  repulsive  pursuit 
of  material  affluence,  something  of  which  they  had  long  heard  but  never 
considered  achievable  before.  Today,  for  the  first  time,  such  affluence 
seems  achievable  to  the  great  mass  of  Frenchmen  as  it  does  to  the  gre®*- 
mass  of  West  Germans,  to  many  English,  and  to  increasing  number  of 
Italians.  Americans  and  Swedes,  who  are  already  disillusioned  with  the 
fruits  of  affluence,  must  be  indulgent  to  these  recent  arrivals  in  th® 
materialist  rat  race.  The  chief  political  aim  of  this  large  group  is  for 
political  stabilit}^  free  from  partisan  upheavals,  an  end  that  De  Gaulle  and 
the  Fifth  Republic  seem  more  capable  of  securing  than  the  unstable, 
multipartied  Fourth  Republic. 

Much  of  the  ambiguity  about  De  Gaulle  rests  on  a  failure  of  historical 
synchronisms.  This  can  be  seen  in  regard  to  the  three  aspects  of  (a)  polite 
cal  ideology,  (b)  economic  management,  and  (c)  the  relationship  between 
these  two.  In  the  rpzo’s,  all  three  of  these  were  antipathetic  to  De  Gaulle’s 
outlook,  since  forty  years  ago  the  three  were;  (a)  a  democratic,  na¬ 
tionalist,  sovereign,  independent  state  pursuing  the  goal  of  national  self' 
interest;  (b)  a  capitalistic  economy;  and  (c)  a  laissez-faire  relationship 
of  no  government  in  business.  De  Gaulle’s  ideas  are  rather  those  of 
Louis  XIV^  that  is:  (a)  a  sovereign,  independent,  authoritarian  state  pn'"' 
suing  the  goal  of  national  glory;  (b)  a.  mixed  economy^  of  a  corporative 
sort;  and  (c)  political  domination  of  economic  life.  The  point  of  vie"’ 
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of  the  “new  Europeans”  on  these  matters  was;  (a)  a  democratic,  co¬ 
operative  political  structure  of  shared  and  divided  powers  on  a  Euro¬ 
pean  basis,  seeking  peace  and  stabilitv  in  an  interlocking  organizational 
structure  rising  through  European,  Atlantic-Western,  and  worldwide 
levels;  (l>)  a  mixed  economy;  and  (c)  a  planned,  state-directed  drive  to¬ 
ward  increased  affluence.  De  Gaulle  cares  only  for  (a)  and  has  little  inter¬ 
est  in  (/;)  or  (c)  so  long  as  they  provide  him  with  a  rate  of  economic 
expansion  capable  of  supporting  his  ambitions  in  (a).  The  mass  of  Erench 
people  care  little  about  De  Gaulle’s  ambitions  in  (a)  so  long  as  they  obtain 
political  stability  that  will  allow  them  to  seek  the  affluence  they  wish  from 
(c);  while  the  technicians,  concerned  largely  with  (b),  are  prepared  to  let 
De  Gaulle  seek  glor}'  in  (a)  and  the  people  seek  affluence  in  (tr)  so  long 
as  both  leave  them  alone  to  manage  the  proper  mixture  of  the  economy 
they  desire  in  (b).  Thus  Erance,  by  this  most  extraordinary  mixture  of 
cross-purposes,  is  led  into  the  future  by  a  man  whose  ideas  in  all  three 
areas  are  almost  completely  obsolete. 

It  is  easy  for  English-speaking  persons  to  condemn  De  Gaulle.  Many 
of  them  consider  his  obsolescent  ideas  a  danger  to  Europe  and  to  the 
world.  Indeed,  they  are,  but  this  does  not  mean  that  they  do  not  have 
some  basis  in  De  Gaulle’s  personal  e.xperience  and  in  the  recent  history 
of  France  itself.  The  general  was  determined  to  restore  the  power  and 
prestige  of  France  as  an  independent  state  within  a  context  of  national 
states  similar  to  that  in  which  France  had  suffered  the  blows  to  its 
prestige  in  1919-1945.  To  him  these  defeats  were  almost  personal  psychic 
injuries  that  could  be  repaired  only  by  new  French  triumphs  in  the  same 
nationalistic  context  and  not  by  successes  in  an  entirely  different  context 
such  as  that  of  an  integrated  Europe.  Obsessed  by  the  pursuit  of  the 
glory  of  France  in  the  nationalistic  era  in  which  his  own  character  had 
been  formed  and  personally  piqued  by  the  rebuffs  he  had  received  in  his 
own  career,  the  rejection  of  his  military  advice  by  his  superiors  in  the 
'920’s  and  1930’s,  the  defeats  of  France  in  the  diplomatic  and  military 
arenas  in  the  period  1936-1940,  the  rebuffs  administered  by  the  United 
States  Department  of  State  and  the  "White  House  to  his  efforts  to  make 
himself  the  leader  of  the  Free  French  in  1940-1943,  and  finally  the  gen¬ 
eral  belittling,  as  he  sav'  it,  to  his  ideas  and  dignity  during  the  liberation- 
all  these  served  to  make  his  outlook  more  remote,  more  rigid,  and  ‘more 
opinionated  until  he  came  to  regard  himself  as  the  God-given  leader  for  a 
revived  France  and  came  to  regard  the  English-speaking  nations  as  the 
chief  obstacles  in  his  path  to  this  end. 

The  culmination  of  De  Gaulle’s  irritation  with  the  United  States  came 
during  the  five  years  1953-1958,  during  which  he  was  retired  from  pub¬ 
lic  life  and  had  to  watch,  in  helpless  impotence,  John  Foster  Dulles’s 
studied  belittling  of  France’s  role  in  world  affairs.  The  American  Secretary 
of  State’s  unilateralism  and  “brinkmanship,”  his  emphasis  on  the  Far  East 
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and  his  ignoring  of  Europe,  his  refusal  to  consult  with  his  NATO  allies, 
and  his  lack  of  sympathy  for  the  French  position  in  Indochina,  Algeria, 
and  Europe  itself— all  this  drove  De  Gaulle  into  an  icv  antipathy  for 
American  policy  and  a  conviction  that  the  interests  of  France  could  be 
protected  only  bv  France  itself  and  could  be  furthered  as  well  by  col¬ 
laboration  with  the  Soviet  Union  as  by  alliance  with  the  United  States. 

De  Gaulle  was  especially  irritated  by  the  American  lack  of  concern 
for  French  and  European  interests  in  nuclear-weapons  policy.  Dulles’s 
willingness  to  go  to  war  with  the  Communist  Powers  over  Asiatic  ques¬ 
tions  (such  as  the  Chinese  offshore  islands  or  the  Formosa  Strait)  without 
consultation  with  its  European  allies,  when  the  most  immediate  conse¬ 
quence  of  any  Soviet-American  war  would  be  a  Russian  attack  on  Europe 
and  the  e.xposure  of  France  to  a  threat  of  nuclear  attack  over  an  issue  on 
which  Paris  had  not  even  been  consulted  gave  De  Gaulle  (perfectly  justi¬ 
fiably)  profound  irritation. 

When  the  disruption  of  French  political  life  over  the  Algerian  dispute 
brought  De  Gaulle  back  to  public  life  as  premier  in  June  1958,  he  took 
steps  to  end  this  situation.  What  he  wanted  w'as  a  “Western  troika,” 
that  is,  a  tripartite  consultation  of  the  United  States,  the  United  Kingdom, 
and  France  on  all  w'orld  disputes  that  could  involve  NATO  in  w'ar  in 
Europe.  In  this  w^ay  he  hoped  to  prevent  in  the  future  such  events  as 
Dulles’s  unilateral  cancellation  of  the  American  offer  of  credits  for  the 
Aswan  Dam  that  had  led  to  the  Suez  crisis  of  1956.  This  suggestion  by 
De  Gaulle  was  rebuffed,  and  led  bv  logical  steps  to  his  decision  to  dis¬ 
entangle  France  from  its  NWTO  obligations  and  to  establish  an  inde¬ 
pendent  French  nuclear  force  de  frappe. 

According  to  De  Gaulle’s  line  of  thought,  Washington  not  only  'g' 
nored  French  interests  and  ideas  on  a  worldwide  basis,  but  involved  it, 
without  consultation,  in  the  risk  of  war  in  Europe.  The  general  also 
argued  that  the  growth  of  nuclear  stalemate  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  left  Europe  unprotected  so  long  as  it  based  its 
security  on  an  American  threat  of  nuclear  war  with  the  Soviet  Union- 
Washington,  he  felt,  would  not  reply  to  a  Soviet  aggression  in  Europe  by 
^ny  nuclear  attack  on  the  Soviet  Union  w  hen  it  realized  that  the  Soviet 
counterreplv  to  such  an  attack  would  be  tbe  nuclear  devastation 
American  cities  bv  Soviet  missiles.  W’hv,  according  to  De  Gaulle,  w ou 
tbe  United  States  destroy  its  own  cities  in  retaliation  for  a  Soviet  ag^ 
gression,  at  anv  level,  on  Europe?  This  opened  the  w  hole  problem  0 
“nuclear  credibility,”  with  De  Gaulle  at  such  a  higii  level  of  skeptioi-sn' 
of  American  good  faith  that  he  saw'  little  credibility  and  thus  little  deter 
rent  value  in  the  American  threat  to  use  nuclear  weapons  against 
Soviet  Union  to  defend  France.  According  to  De  Gaulle,  tbe  only  seem 
French  defense  must  be  based  on  France’s  own  military  pow  er,  " 
must,  inevitably,  be  nuclear  power. 
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At  first  glance,  the  idea  of  modest  French  nuclear  armaments  serving 
as  deterrence  to  the  mighty  Soviet  threat  to  Europe,  either  conventional 
or  nuclear,  seems  even  less  credible.  But  De  Gaulle  was  one  of  the 
first  to  recognize,  as  a  feasible  policy^  an  idea  that  was  subsequently 
adopted  by  the  Soviet  Union  itself.  This  was  the  idea  that  a  nuclear 
deterrence  df)cs  not  require  the  possession  of  overwhelming  nuclear  power 
or  even  the  nuclear  superiority  in  which  Washington  long  believed,  but 
may  be  based  on  the  capacity  to  inflict  nvacccptabk  nuclear  damage.  In 
De  Gaulle’s  mind,  the  e.xplosion  of  French  hvdrogen  bombs  over  three 
or  four  major  Soviet  cities,  including  Moscow,  would  constitute  unac¬ 
ceptable  damage  in  the  Kremlin’s  eyes  and  would  thus  provide  effective 
deterrence  against  a  Soviet  aggression  in  Europe  (or  at  least  against 
France)  without  any  need  for  France  to  rely  on  any  uncertain  American 
response. 

To  provide  for  such  a  French  threat  of  nuclear  response  to  Soviet  ag¬ 
gression,  De  Gaulle’s  regime  accepted  the  great  economic  and  financial 
burden  of  obtaining  a  force  de  frappe.  In  its  first  stage,  to  be  achieved  by 
1966,  this  would  consist  of  62  Mirage  IV  supersonic  manned  jet  bomb¬ 
ing  planes  to  carrv  France’s  first-generation,  6o-kiloton  plutonium  bombs. 
By  the  end  of  h)6^,  w  hen  twentv  of  these  planes  were  operational,  they 
were  being  produced  at  a  rate  of  one  a  month  and  were  being  matched 
by  the  production  of  one  bomb  a  month  from  the  atomic  pile  at  Marcoule. 
By  1966  the  power  of  the  bomb  is  expected  to  increase  to  its  maximum 
size  of  about  300  kilotons. 

The  .Mirage  IV,  as  vehicle  for  the  French  nuclear  threat,  will  be  re¬ 
placed  b\'  twentv-five  land-based  missiles  fired  from  underground  silos. 
7'hesc  will  be  operational  about  1969,  and  will  shift  their  w'arheads  from 
A-bombs  to  Fl-bombs  some  time  in  the  early  j  970’s.  The  third  generation 
of  Frencii  nuclear  weapons  will  probably  be  Polaris-type  nuclear  sub¬ 
marines  to  become  operational  some  time  in  the  1970’s.  If  these  can  be 
speeded  up  and  the  Mirage  IV'  could  be  retained,  it  is  possible  that  the 
brief  transition  stage  of  land-based  missiles  might  be  skipped  completely. 
The  total  nuclear  submarine  fleet  will  probably  not  exceed  three  vessels, 
even  in  the  late  1970’s. 

I'hese  plans  do  not  seem  impressive  in  comparison  with  the  nuclear 
armament  of  the  txvo  Superpowers,  but  they  are  expected  to  make  France 
an  independent  nuclear  Power  and  allow  it  to  exercise  an  independent 
t'uclear  deterrence.  However,  if  countermeasures,  such  as  the  development 
of  an  anti-missile  missile,  become  more  successful,  the  additional  pene¬ 
tration  devices  needed  to  allow'  the  French  nuclear  threat  to  be  credible 
oiav  rai.se  the  financial  cost  of  the  whole  effort  to  a  level  that  w  ould  put  a 
\'erv  severe  strain  on  the  French  budget.  In  that  case,  France  must  either 
give  up  the  effort  or  trv  to  persuade  the  European  Community  to  do  it 
3s  a  joint  effort.  (This  might  rc-activate  the  West  European  Union  or  fall 
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to  the  largest  fragment  of  a  divided  NATO.)  But  in  this  case,  France, 
despite  De  Gaulle,  will  have  to  accept  some  kind  of  European  political 
union. 

All  of  this  points  up  the  fact  that  the  future  political  and  military  struc¬ 
ture  of  Europe  revolves  about  two  quite  separate  problems:  ( i )  Will 
it  be  a  united  Europe  or  a  Europe  of  national  states?  (as  De  Gaulle  wants), 
and  (2)  Will  it  be  aligned  with  the  United  States  or  will  it  be  an  in¬ 
dependent  neutralist  factor  in  the  Cold  W'ar?  The  United  States  wants 
Europe  to  be  united  and  allied;  De  Gaulle  wants  it  to  be  disunited  and 
independent;  the  Kremlin  wants  it  disunited  and  neutral;  London’s 
policy,  until  i960,  ^\as  to  see  it  disunited  and  allied  to  the  Atlantic 
system.  It  seems  likelv,  for  reasons  already  given,  that  Europe’s  interests 
and  those  of  the  world  as  a  whole  might  be  served  best  if  Europe  could 
be  united  and  independent.  Moreover,  in  view  of  the  conflicting  forces 
involved,  it  seems  very  likely  that  Europe,  after  a  considerable  delay 
caused  by  De  Gaulle,  will  finally  emerge  as  united  and  independent. 

Thus  the  future  of  Europe,  like  that  of  France  itself,  depended,  in 
the  mid- 1 960’s,  on  De  Gaulle’s  continuance  in  office.  This  was  ensured, 
at  least  until  the  nc.\t  presidential  election  in  1965,  unless  interrupted  by 
death,  by  the  fact  that  no  alternative  to  De  Gaulle  could  be  seen  clearly 
even  by  his  opponents.  In  the  early  1960’s,  the  political  pattern  of 
France  was  dominated  by  four  factors:  (i)  the  terrorism  of  the  e.x- 
treme  Right,  led  by  the  Secret  Army  Organization  (OAS),  which 
resisted  the  Algerian  settlement  even  after  it  w'as  completed  in  1962  and 
made  several  efforts  to  assassinate  De  Gaulle;  (2)  the  disorganization 
and  discontent  of  the  older  political  leaders  as  De  Gaulle  continued 
to  change  French  politics  to  a  simple  administrative  structure  with 
himself  as  an  almost  monarchical  figure  standing  as  a  symbol  of  France 
above  political  considerations;  (3)  the  steady,  if  not  always  enthusiastic, 
support  of  De  Gaulle  by  the  passive  mass  of  Frenchmen  who  saw  the 
general  as  a  center  of  solidity  in  the  middle  of  a  sea  of  confusions;  and 
(4)  the  unpredictable  and  despotic  control  of  the  political  initiative  by 
De  Gaulle  himself. 

The  chief  discontents  came  in  i960  and  1961  from  those  groups  in 
the  population,  notably  farmers,  civil  servants,  and  university  students, 
who  found  that  they  were  sharing  in  the  economic  boom  less  tlian 
others  or  were  being  squeezed  by  its  dynamics.  The  price  inflation  of 
about  50  percent  in  the  decade  following  1953  injured  government  eni' 
ployees,  y'hose  salaries  did  not  rise  as  rapidly  as  prices;  university  stU' 
dents  were  also  squeezed  by  the  inflation  but  were  squeezed  much 
more  literally  in  housing,  eating  accommodations,  and  cla.ssroom  spucc 
by  a  great  increase  in  enrollments  which  was  not  sufficiently  prepared 
for  by  government  efforts  to  increase  facilities.  And  the  peasants,  en¬ 
couraged  by  government  technocrats  to  modernize  their  nietliods, 
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found  that  increased  production  led  to  lower  farm  prices  and  decreased 
incomes  for  themselves. 

In  view  of  the  authoritarian  character  of  the  De  Gaulle  regime,  these 
discontents  tended  to  become  extralegal  agitations.  There  were  sporadic 
strikes,  protest  parades,  and  even  riots  of  these  groups  to  call  public 
attention  to  tlieir  grievances.  Fanners  were  particularly  violent  when 
agricultural  prices  decreased  and  industrial  prices  continued  to  inch 
upward.  The  Gaullist  government  hoped  to  remedy  the  situation  by 
reducing  the  costs  of  distribution  through  middlemen  and  thus  provide 
French  farmers  with  an  increasing  share  of  the  reduced  price  of  produce 
to  the  consumer,  but  on  the  whole  the  incredibly  inefficient  distribution 
of  French  farm  produce,  which  forced  most  produce,  regardless  of 
source  or  destination,  to  pass  through  the  Parisian  markets,  was  too 
difficult  a  problem  even  for  De  Gaulle’s  experts,  at  least  in  any  time 
inten'al  that  mattered.  To  obtain  concessions,  the  farmers  rioted,  often 
on  a  large  scale,  such  as  an  outburst  of  35,000  of  them  at  Amiens  in 
February  i960.  They  blocked  national  automobile  routes  with  their 
tractors,  spread  unsold  or  unremuneratively  priced  farm  produce  over 
the  roads  or  city  streets,  and  responded  with  violence  when  efforts 
were  made  to  disperse  them. 

Through  this  whole  period,  De  Gaulle’s  conduct  of  the  government, 
through  his  handpicked  prime  ministers,  made  a  shambles  of  the  Fifth 
Republic  constitution,  which  had  been  tailored  to  his  specifications. 
Since  a  government  could  not  be  overthrown  by  defeat  of  a  bill  but 
only  by  a  specific  vote  of  censure,  and  this  latter  would  lead  to  a 
general  election  in  which  all  of  De  Gaulle’s  prestige  could  be  used 
against  those  who  had  voted  for  the  censure,  the  ordinary  deputy’s 
love  of  office  and  reluctance  to  wage  an  e.xpensive  and  risky  electoral 
campaign  made  it  possible  for  De  Gaulle’s  premiers  to  obtain  almost 
any  law  he  desired.  The  older  political  leaders  were  very  restive  under 
this  system  but  could  mobilize  no  organized  opposition  to  it,  because 
no  one  could  see  any  real  alternative  to  De  Gaulle. 

A  significant  example  of  De  Gaulle’s  hig^h-handed  operations  may 
be  seen  in  the  way  he  forced  through  the  bill  to  create  an  independent 
French  nuclear  force  without  allowing  the  Assembly  to  debate  the 
issue  or  to  vote  on  the  bill  itself  (November-December  1960).  This 
Was  done  under  Article  49  of  the  constitution,  which  allows  the  govern¬ 
ment  to  pass  a  bill  on  its  own  responsibility  without  consideration  by 
the  Assembly  unless  a  vote  of  censure  is  passed  by  a  majority  (277)  of 
all  the  deputies.  Bv'  use  of  this  article,  the  three  readings  of  the  Nuclear 
Arms  bill  were  replaced  by  three  motions  of  censure  that  obtained  no 
more  than  :k  votes.  There  seems  to  have  been  a  clear  majority,  both 
in  the  Assembly  and  in  the  country  as  a  whole,  against  the  nuclear 
force,  but  few  were  willing  to  risk  the  fall  of  the  government  \\dtl\ 
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no  acceptable  alternative  in  sight,  and  even  fewer  were  willing  to 
precipitate  a  general  election. 

As  might  be  e.xpected  in  such  a  system,  the  danger  of  assassination  as 
a  method  for  changing  a  government  increased  greatly,  but  De  Gaulle 
continued  on  his  imperturbable  course  in  spite  of  a  number  of  attempts 
on  his  life.  One  of  the  chief  dangers  to  the  Gaullist  regime  came  from 
the  discontent  of  the  highest  officers  in  the  armed  forces,  but  the 
mutiny  and  revolt  of  several  army  contingents  in  Algeria  in  April  1961 
showed  fairly  clearly  that  this  opposition  movement  was  largely  re¬ 
stricted  to  the  highest  officers,  and  De  Gaulle  was  able  to  eliminate 
them  and  thus  to  reduce  them,  like  the  rest  of  his  opponents,  to  angry 
impotence  or  to  assassination  efforts.  De  Gaulle’s  success  in  retiring 
from  public  life  the  only  surviving  Marshal  of  France,  Alphonse  Juin, 
clinched  his  superiorirv'  over  the  army. 

Equally  successful,  and  typical  of  De  Gaulle’s  actions,  were  his  con¬ 
stant  appeals  to  public  opinion,  by  television  or  on  personal  regional 
tours,  or  by  local  elections  or  plebiscites,  against  the  disunited  opposi¬ 
tion,  especially  against  the  traditional  political  party  leaders.  A  success¬ 
ful  example  of  these  techniques  occurred  in  1962  when  De  Gaulle 
decided  to  change  the  method  of  electing  the  president  (or  reelecting 
himself)  from  the  constitutional  method  of  choice  by  an  electoral  college 
of  80,000  “notables”  to  election  by  popular  vote.  To  bypass  the  Senate, 
which  was  constitutionally  entitled  to  vote  on  such  matters  and  would 
unquestionably  reject  the  change,  De  Gaulle  announced  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  submitted  to  a  popular  referendum  of  the  whole  elector¬ 
ate.  This  method  of  changing  the  constitution  by  referendum  was 
denounced  as  unconstitutional  by  all  the  political  parties  except  his 
own,  and  was  declared  illegal  by  the  Council  of  State, 

Gaston  .Monnerville,  president  of  the  senate,  who  would  become 
president  of  France  if  De  Gaulle  died,  denounced  the  referendum  as 
illegal,  and  accused  De  Gaulle  of  “malfeasance.”  When  De  Gaulle  s 
rage  at  .Monnerville  became  evident,  the  Senate  reelected  Monnerville 
as  its  presiding  officer  with  only  three  dissenting  votes.  The  Assembly,  i'’ 
an  overnight  session,  October  4-5,  1962,  passed  a  vote  of  censure  with 
280  votes.  By  the  referendum  on  the  constitutional  change,  on  October 
28,  1962,  De  Gaulle  achieved  his  purpose  with  almost  62  percent  0 
the  votes  registering  “ayes”  (this  w'as  only  46  percent  of  the  registerc 
votes  because  of  the  23  percent  nonvoting)  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 
his  proposal  w'as  opposed  by  all  political  parties  except  his  own.  Tlw 
follownng  month,  November  1962,  in  the  general  election  made  ncces 
sar\'  by  the  vote  of  censure,  De  Gaulle’s  bloc  won  234  scats  out  0 
480,  with  an  additional  41  seats  committed  to  his  support.  The  R'2  ^ 
was  practically  wiped  out  in  the  election,  although  the  Communists 
increased  slightly  to  41  seats. 
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1  his  partem  of  personal  and  rather  arbitrary  rule,  opposed  bv  the 
older  ruling  groups  but  sustained  by  the  ordinary  Frenchman  whenever 
De  Gaulle  asked  for  such  support,  has  continued  to  be  the  pattern  of 
De  Gaulle’s  political  system,  and  will  undoubtedly  continue  unless  he 
meets  some  unforeseen  sharp  diplomatic  defeat  or  a  domestic  economic 
collapse.  Both  of  these  are  unlikely  at  the  present  time. 


While  French  political  life  passed  through  these  stages  of  superficial 
drama  and  fundamental  boredom,  British  political  life  wallowed  in  a 
malaise  of  mediocrity.  No  groups  were  actually  discontented,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  none  u'as  enthusiastic  about  the  situation  in  Britain  over  the 
*957"19<54  period  leading  up  to  the  General  Election  of  October  1964. 
The  Conservative  Government  came  to  office  in  1951,  was  returned  in 
the  elections  of  1955,  and  returned  again  in  the  elections  of  October 
1959.  AnthonN'  Eden  served  a  brief  and  rather  unsuccessful  prime 
ministership  from  the  retirement  of  Winston  Churchill  in  April  1955 
until  his  own  retirement  in  favor  of  Harold  Macmillan  in  January 
1957.  The  latter’s  term  of  office  had  no  spectacular  failures  such  as 
Eden  had  e.\pcrienccd  in  the  Suez  Crisis  of  October  1956,  but  on  the 
U'hole  there  were  also  no  great  successes. 

iVlacmillan  sought  to  avoid  issues  if  possible,  to  strengthen  contacts 
with  rlie  United  States  and  the  Commonwealth  by  personal  diplomacy, 
to  follow  Washington’s  policy  as  closely  as  possible  without  appearing 
openly  obsequious,  and  to  hold  a  fairly  tight  rein  over  the  Conservative 
Barty  and  the  House  of  Commons.  An  endless  series  of  nasty  little 
problems  were  met  and  somehow  disposed  of,  to  be  followed  by  the 
rise  of  similar  problems  without  any  significant  changes  of  course  or 
speed.  Abroad,  the  chief  problems  arose  from  the  demands  of  various 
areas  w’ithin  the  Commonwealth  for  self-government  and  the  intrusion 
of  the  racial  issue  into  these  disputes,  especially  in  Central  Africa,  East 
Africa,  British  Guiana,  and  Malaya.  The  chief  problems  at  home  were 
equally  endless  and  were  concerned  with  the  continual  weakness  of 
the  pound  sterling  on  the  foreign  e.xchange  market  and  the  social  prob¬ 
lems  as.sociated  with  the  British  economic  e.\pansion,  such  as  increased 
vehicular  traffic,  spreading  juvenile  and  adolescent  delinquency,  an 
tipparent  decline  in  the  level  of  adult  moral  behavior,  and  the  growing 
attacks,  especially  in  industry  and  finance,  on  the  economic  ba.ses  of 
the  older  Establishment. 

In  general,  there  was  a  slow  spreading  disillusionment  with  the 
structure  of  English  society,  especially  w’ith  the  continued  dominance 
hy  the  old  established  families  of  political  and  economic  life.  This  was 
especially  notable  among  the  middle  and  lower  middle  classes,  while 
the  lower  class  was,  apparentK',  le.ss  antagonistic  because  of  the  con- 
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tinued  relative  prosperity  and,  above  all,  from  the  weakening  of  what 
might  be  called  the  Labour  Party  ideology  of  class  conflict. 

In  spite  of  a  weakening  of  class  antagonisms,  there  was  a  spreading 
rejection  of  the  established  class  structure  of  England  as  it  had  existed 
for  about  a  century.  The  good  manners  of  the  lower  and  middle  classes, 
which  had  made  visits  to  England  such  a  pleasure,  have  slowly  worsened, 
since  they  have  come  to  be  regarded  as  a  mark  of  acceptance  of  the 
rigid  class  structure  of  the  country,  something  that  is  decreasing  in  all 
classes.  This  shift  is  evident  even  in  legislation,  such  as  an  Act  of  1963, 
permitting  peers  to  give  up  their  titles  in  order  to  run  for  office  in 
the  House  of  Commons.  It  is,  perhaps,  most  threatening  in  the  ani- 
mositv"  expressed  by  some  of  the  new  class  of  very  rich  who  reject  the 
established  social  prestige  of  the  older  aristocratic  families. 

This  last  point  is  of  some  importance,  for  it  may  mark  the  end  of  a 
very  significant  period  of  English  history.  In  this  history  the  English 
social  structure  was  retained  because  of  its  flexibility  rather  than  its 
rigidity.  Access  to  higher  social  levels  had  never  been  closed  to  those 
with  the  energy  and  luck  to  work  upward.  These  climbers  invariably 
became  strong  defenders  of  tbe  class  structure,  buying  country  houses, 
sending  their  children  to  boarding  schools,  and  adopting  the  accent 
and  other  distinctive  idiosyncrasies  of  the  English  upper  classes.  This 
“aping  of  their  betters”  on  all  levels  preserved  the  English  class  struc¬ 
ture  and  provided  the  relatively  frictionless  character  of  English  social 
life.  Frictions  have  now  appeared  at  the  very  time  that  class  antagon¬ 
isms  have  been  weakened.  The  reason  for  this  has  been  the  slow  spread¬ 
ing  in  Britain  of  a  kind  of  individualistic  and  nominalistic  outlook  that 
had  been  prevalent  in  much  of  the  Western  world  for  several  genera¬ 
tions  but  had  been  played  down  in  Britain,  until  the  last  decade  or  so, 
by  the  pressures  to  conform  on  those  who  wished  to  rise  socially  and 
even  on  those  who  wished  to  remain  in  their  same  social  level.  As  a 
result,  traditionally  in  England,  individualists  have  been  eccentrics, 
that  is,  persons  so  well  established  that  their  social  positions  could  not 
be  changed  notably  by  their  personal  behavior.  This  is  now  changing. 

Increasingly,  those  who  wish  to  remain  in  their  social  status  and, 
most  significantly,  a  surprising  number  of  those  who  are  rising  in  the 
economic,  academic,  and  political  hierarchies  feel  called  upon  to  re¬ 
ject  in  an  explicit  fashion  the  established  class  structure.  This  began 
with  the  writings  of  Labour  Party  intellectuals  early  in  the  century; 
but  it  has  now  become  so  widespread  that  rising  young  men  today 
still  continue  to  rise  without  conforming  to  the  established  behaviorial 
panerns  of  their  aspirant  levels.  One  reason  for  this,  of  course,  is  that 
control  of  the  ladders  to  success  are  no  longer  so  closely  held.  In  the 
old  days,  the  merchant  bankers  of  London,  ECz,  controlled  fairly  well 
the  funds  that  were  needed  for  almost  any  enterprise  to  become  a 
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substantial  success.  Today  much  larger  funds  are  available  from  many 
diverse  sources,  from  abroad,  from  government  sources,  from  insur¬ 
ance  and  pension  funds,  from  profits  of  other  enterprises,  and  from 
other  sources.  These  are  no  longer  held  under  closely  associated  con¬ 
trols  and  are  much  more  impersonal  and  professionalized  in  their  dis¬ 
posal,  so  that,  on  the  whole,  an  energetic  man  (or  a  group  with  a  good 
idea)  can  get  access  to  larger  funds  today  and  can  do  so  without  any¬ 
one  much  caring  if  he  accepts  the  established  social  precedents. 

At  the  same  time,  on  lower  levels,  young  men  w  orking  their  w’ay 
upw'ard,  although  not,  perhaps,  to  “the  top,”  no  longer  conform  in 
dress  and  behavior  to  the  expected  patterns  of  respectability  of  their 
social  aspirations,  but  often  show  a  more  or  less  open  defiance  of  these. 
The  most  obvious,  and  in  a  w'ay  most  frightening,  e.xamples  of  this  are 
to  be  found  in  the  open  defiance  of  all  respectability  by  adolescents  and 
post-adolescents  of  various  social  levels,  but  chiefly  low  ones,  who 
have  rioted  by  the  thousands  at  various  seaside  resorts  on  long  w'eek- 
ends  in  recent  years. 

These  most  obvious  examples  of  rebellion  against  English  conformity 
are,  however,  nor  nearly  so  significant  as  the  less  obvious,  but  much 
more  significant,  rejections  of  the  established  system  by  men  whose 
training  and  positions  would  lead  us  to  e.xpect  that  they  w  ould  he  firm 
supporters  of  it.  This  includes  men  like  the  following:  (i)  John  Crigg, 
W'ho  disclaimed  his  title  of  Lord  Altrincham  in  1963,  w’as  educated  at 
Eton  and  New'  College,  w'as  in  the  Grenadier  Guards,  edited  the  Na¬ 
tional  Revieav  (which  had  been  acquired  from  Lady  Milner),  and  was 
close  to  the  Eistablishment  from  his  father’s  long-time  associations  with 
the  Milner  Group,  the  Times,  the  Round  Table,  and  his  intimate 
friendship  with  Lord  Brand;  the  son  shocked  the  Court  bv  his  open 
criticism  of  the  Queen’s  social  associations  as  undemocratic;  and  his 
weekly  articles  for  the  Guardian  advocated,  among  other  things,  aboli¬ 
tion  of  a  hereditary  House  of  Lords;  or  (i)  Goronwy  Rees  of  New 
College  and  All  Souls  who  had  denounced  the  English  amateur  tradi¬ 
tion  in  government  and  business  as  a  “cult  of  incompetence,”  and  de¬ 
manded,  to  replace  it,  a  system  of  training  and  recruitment  that  w'ill 
provide  a  British  managerial  class  marked  by  professional  competence 
rather  than  by  what  he  regards  as  “frivolity”;  or  (3)  John  \’aizev, 
one-time  Scholar  of  Queens  College,  Cambridge  and  now  Fellow'  of 
^Vorcester  College,  Oxford,  who  denounces  the  whole  English  educa¬ 
tional  system  as  inadequate  and  misguided  and  would  replace  it  w'ith 
something  more  like  the  French  openly  competitive  system  of  free 
education. 

One,  perhaps  surprising,  voice  in  this  criticism,  aimed  at  attitudes 
tather  than  class  structure,  has  been  that  of  Prince  Philip.  He  has  tried, 
'virh  only  inoderaie  success,  to  introduce  scuMirists,  technicians,  and 
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managerial  types  into  Court  circles  (at  least  occasionally),  but  these 
circles  continue,  as  in  the  past,  to  be  dominated  by  the  old  rural  upper- 
class  interests  of  horses,  hunting,  and  parlor  games.  At  the  same  time, 
by  a  series  of  calculated  indiscretions.  His  Royal  Highness  has  sought 
to  encourage  the  change  of  attitude  that  so  many  feel  is  essential  to 
the  continued  survival  of  Britain  in  an  era  of  advanced  technology. 
Samples  of  his  statements  continue  to  be  quoted,  especially  in  circles 
that  disapprove  of  them.  In  February  1961,  the  Prince  said,  “If  anyone 
has  a  new  idea  in  this  country,  there  are  twice  as  many  people  who 
advocate  putting  a  man  with  a  red  flag  in  front  of  it,”  and  eighteen 
months  later,  in  a  speech  on  Britain’s  inability  to  remain  competitive 
in  the  world’s  e.vport  markets,  he  said,  “.  .  .  we  are  suffering  a  national 
defeat  comparable  to  any  lost  military  campaign,  and,  what  is  more,  a 
self-inflicted  one.  .  .  .  The  bastions  of  the  smug  and  the  stick-in-the- 
mud  can  only  be  toppled  by  persistent  undermining.  .  .  These  criti¬ 
cisms  of  complacency,  now  a  chronic  disease  of  the  British  upper 
classes,  have  had  relatively  small  influence,  at  least  in  those  circles 
where  they  are  most  needed  and  where  they  are  discreetly  regarded 
as  “unfortunate  remarks.” 

However,  the  volume  of  such  criticism,  especially  on  relatively  high 
levels  of  the  established  hierarchies,  has  been  growing,  and  must 
eventually  force  significant  changes  of  outlook  and  behavior.  They 
are  more  effective  evidence  of  the  breakdown  of  established  outlooks 
than  more  spectacular  events,  like  the  antics  of  juvenile  rioters  or  even 
the  sinful  lives  of  Cabinet  ministers  e.vposed  in  the  popular  press  for 
the  whole  world  to  see,  as  was  done  of  the  war  minister’s  encounters 
with  a  teenage  prostitute  whom  he  met  (of  all  places)  at  Lady  Astor’s 
“Cliveden”  estate.  It  seems  possible,  however,  that  any  constructive 
change  in  England  ^\•ill  be  so  long  delayed  that  it  may  be  anticipated  by 
waves  of  unconstructive  change,  especially  the  rapid  spread  of  frantic 
materialism,  self-indulgence,  and  undisciplined  individualism.  That  this 
should  occur  in  the  country  that  offered  the  world  of  the  twentieth 
century  its  finest  e.vamples  of  self-disciplined  response  to  the  calls  of 
social  duty  would,  indeed,  be  a  profound  tragedy. 

It  would  seem  that  Britain,  perhaps  more  than  any  other  European 
countrv  e.vcept  S\\'eden,  is  passing  through  a  critical  phase  where  it 
does  not  know  what  it  wants  or  what  it  should  seek.  The  patterns  of 
outlook  and  behavior  that  brought  it  to  world  leadership  by  1880  were 
going  to  seed  by  1938.  There  was  sufficient  vitality  still  left  in  them  to 
bring  forth  the  magnificent  effort  of  1940-1945,  but  since  1945  it  has 
become  clear  that  the  old  patterns  are  not  adapted  to  success  in  the 
contemporar\'  world  of  technocracy,  operations  research,  rationaliza" 
tion,  and  mass  mobilization  of  resources.  Tlie  Britisli  method  of  operat¬ 
ing  tlirougli  a  .small  elite,  coordinated  b\'  leisureh'  personal  contact  and 
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shared  outlooks,  and  trained  in  the  humanities,  cannot  handle  the 
problems  of  the  late  twentieth  century.  Britain  has  the  quality  to  do 
this,  for,  as  we  have  seen,  operations  research,  jet  engines,  radar,  and 
many  of  the  technological  advances  that  helped  create  the  contemporary 
world  originated  in  Britain;  but  these  things  must  be  available  on  a 
mass  basis  for  any  country  wishing  to  retain  a  position  of  substantial 
world  leadership  today,  and  they  cannot  be  made  available  in  Britain 
on  a  quantity  basis  by  any  continuation  of  the  patterns  of  training  and 
recruitment  used  by  Britain  in  the  nineteenth  century. 

There  are  those  who  say  in  all  sincerity  that  there  is  no  need  for 
Britain  to  seek  to  retain  a  position  of  leadership  that  would  require  it 
to  destroy  everything  that  made  the  country  distinctive.  These  people 
are  prepared  to  abandon  world  leadership,  international  influence,  and 
economic  expansion  for  the  sake  of  preserving  the  late  nineteenth-cen¬ 
tury  patterns  of  life  and  society.  But  pressures  from  outside  as  well  as 
from  within  make  this  impossible.  Lycurgus  renounced  social  change 
in  prehistoric  Sparta  onlv'  by  militarizing  the  society.  Britain  certainly 
cannot  refuse  to  change  and  at  the  same  time  hope  to  retain  the  leisurely, 
semiaristocratic,  informally  improvising  social  structure  of  its  recent 
past.  The  outside  world  is  not  prepared  to  allow  this,  and,  above  all, 
the  mass  of  British  people  will  not  allow  it.  In  fact,  the  reluctance  of 
the  Conservative  Party  under  .Macmillan  to  face  up  to  this  problem 
has  pushed  a  large  number  of  British  vmters,  reluctantly,  toward  the 
Labour  Part\^  As  a  result.  Labour  won  the  election  of  October  1964 
by  a  bare  majority  of  the  House  of  Commons. 

It  is  widely  agreed  that  Britain’s  problems  in  facing  the  contemporary 
World  fall  under  two  headings:  (a)  a  rather  complacent  lack  of  enter¬ 
prise  and  (b)  an  educational  system  that  is  not  adapted  to  the  con¬ 
temporary  world.  The  lack  of  enterprise  is  rooted  in  the  self-satisfied 
attitude  of  the  established  elite,  especially  in  their  rather  unimaginative 
attitude  toward  industry  and  business.  For  example,  at  the  time  that  the 
Volkswagen  was  sweeping  the  American  small-car  import  markets,  the 
British  Alotor  Corporation  had  in  the  Morris  .Minor  a  car  that  was 
slightly  inferior  in  a  few  points,  superior  on  several  important  points,  and 
sold  for  several  hundred  dollars  less,  yet  no  real  effort  w'as  made  by  the 
British  firm  to  fight  for  a  share  of  the  American  market. 

Critics  of  contemporary  England  tend  to  concentrate  their  fire  on 
the  educational  system,  which,  despite  great  changes,  remains  inade¬ 
quate,  in  the  sense  that  large  numbers  of  young  people  are  not  being 
trained  for  the  tasks  that  have  to  be  done,  especially  for  teaching  itself. 
To  be  sure,  Britain  has  provided  about  three  billion  dollars  on  new 
educational  buildings  since  the  war,  with  about  a  hundred  thousand 
more  teachers,  an  extension  in  the  school-leaving  age  of  about  eighteen 
months,  and  a  sixfold  increase  in  opportunities  for  higher  education 
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(with  new'  universities  being  established  in  provincial  towns  almost 
yearly);  but  the  subjects  studied,  the  methods  used,  and  the  attitudes 
toward  these  are  not  directed  toward  the  needs  of  the  future  world; 
no  real  coordination  or  ready  access  is  provided  between  the  educa¬ 
tional  system  and  the  world  of  action,  and  access  to  either  by  the 
ordinary  Englishman  remains  restricted  by  social  and  economic  bar¬ 
riers. 

Instead  of  the  gradual  elimination  of  those  who  are  unwilling  to 
study,  such  as  operates  in  theory  in  France  and  to  a  lesser  extent  in 
the  United  States,  Britain  still  has  barriers  at  ages  eleven  and  eighteen 
that  shunt  the  major  part  of  the  country’s  young  people  into  terminat¬ 
ing  and  specialized  curricula,  and  do  so  on  largely  irrelevant  criteria, 
such  as  ability  to  pay  or  social  background.  A  survey  of  more  than 
four  thousand  children,  reported  by  Thomas  Pakenham  in  The  Ob¬ 
server,  concluded  that  “the  1  i-plus  examination  and  our  selective  edu¬ 
cational  system  itself  are  seriously  biased  in  favour  of  middle-class 
children  and  against  virtually  all  those  from  poorer  families.”  Using 
I.Q.  tests  that  are  themselves  biased  in  favor  of  middle-class  children,  the 
sun'ey  showed  that  of  all  eight-year-old  children  with  I.Q.’s  of  105, 
only  12  percent  of  lower-class  children  were  subsequently  able  to  get 
to  grammar  schools,  w  hile  46  percent  of  those  from  the  middle  class 
could  get  to  grammar  schools  (and  thus  get  acce.ss  to  a  curriculum 
preparing  for  college).  Of  eight-year-olds  with  I.Q.’s  of  iii,  30  percent 
from  the  lower  class  but  60  percent  of  a  higher  social  background 
subsequently  reached  grammar  school.  And  of  those  exceptional  cliildren 
w  ith  I.Q.’s  above  126,  about  82  percent  of  both  social  levels  get  to  gram¬ 
mar  school. 

These  rigures  are  taken  from  a  recent  volume,  edited  by  Arthur 
Koestler,  entitled  Suicide  of  a  Nation?  (Hutchinson,  1963).  The  sig¬ 
nificance  of  the  volume  does  not  rest  so  much  in  wliat  it  says  as  in  the 
fact  that  a  team  of  writers,  including  Koestler,  Hugh  Seton-Watson, 
.Malcolm  .Muggeridge,  Cvril  Connolly,  Austen  Albu,  M.P.,  Henry  Fairlie, 
John  .Mander.  .Michael  Shanks,  and  others,  could  contribute  to  a  volume 
with  the  riietorical  title  borne  by  this  one.  Several  of  these  writers  apply 
to  the  ruling  groups  of  contemporary  Britain  the  designation  that  Gil¬ 
bert  .Murray,  more  than  a  generation  ago,  taught  their  elders  to  use  with 
reference  to  ancient  Athens:  “a  failure  of  nerve.”  There  may  indeed  he 
a  failure  of  nerve  in  both  historical  cases,  but  tlicre  is  equally  evident  a 
failure  of  imagination  and  of  energy.  For  the  Britain  that  won  glory  it* 
World  ^Var  II  had  many  opportunities  to  do  great  things  in  the  postwar 
period  but  failed  to  do  so  because  its  leaders  were  unw  illing  to  grasp  the 
opportunity. 

On  the  w  hole,  the  two  contending  political  parties  in  Britain  continue 
to  offer  the  mass  of  English  voters  opposing  visions  that  have  no  real 
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appeal  to  the  great  majority  of  English,  and,  at  the  same  time,  show  an 
obvious  disinclination  to  take  drastic  action  to  realize  these  visions,  prob¬ 
ably  because  party  leaders  know  that  their  views  are  repugnant  to  the 
majority. 

These  two  opposed  visions  offer,  on  the  one  hand,  the  nostalgic  yearn¬ 
ings  of  the  Conservatives  for  the  world  of  1908  and,  on  the  other  side, 
the  state  Socialism  and  unilateral  disarmament  of  the  Labour  Party  doc¬ 
trinaires.  Neither  of  these  has  much  to  contribute  to  the  real  problems 
facing  Britain  in  the  last  half  of  the  twentieth  century,  which  is  \\  hv  the 
mass  of  British  voters,  who  can  detect  irrelevance  even  when  they  them¬ 
selves  have  no  clear  knowledge  of  what  is  relevant,  have  little  enthusiasm 
for  either.  The  Conservative  standpatters  were  challenged  by  a  number 
of  vigorous  and  able  veterans  of  World  War  II,  such  as  Iain  Macleod, 
Peter  Thorneycroft,  Quintin  Hogg  (Lord  Hailsham),  Reginald  Maudling, 
Enoch  Powell,  Ted  Heath,  and  others.  These  were  essentially  empiricists, 
but  they  wanted  Conservatism  to  make  an  active  attack  on  Britain’s 
problems  and  to  make  their  part)-  more  appealing  to  the  great  mass  of 
Englishmen  by  associating  it  with  vigor  and  a  social  conscience. 

In  one  way  or  another,  Macmillan  was  able  to  sidetrack  all  of  tiiese,  to 
derail  the  traditional  leader  of  the  older  aristocratic  Conservative  fam¬ 
ilies,  Lord  Salisbury,  and  to  block  other  significant  contenders  for  control 
of  the  party  such  as  R.  A.  Butler.  In  fact,  Macmillan’s  eagerness  to  avoid 
decisions  or  activity  in  matters  concerned  with  the  welfare  of  the  coun¬ 
try  was  exceeded  only  by  his  activity  in  consolidating  his  own  personal 
power  in  the  party.  In  some  ways,  notably  in  his  insatiable  yearning  for 
power,  his  skill  in  concealing  this  fact,  and  his  evident  lack  of  any  very 
rigid  principles  on  other  matters,  .Macmillan  recalled  his  predecessor, 
Baldwin.  Both  had  the  same  pose  as  typical  country  squires  and  both  had 
Oxford  University  closer  to  their  hearts  than  any  other  public  issue.  But 
u  here  Baldwin  was  lethargic  and  relativel)’  sensitive,  .Macmillan  was  active 
and  secretly  ruthless,  quite  willing,  apparent!)',  to  disrupt  the  Establish¬ 
ment  or  the  party  itself  to  further  his  personal  position  and  his  surprisingly 
narrow  social  interests.  This  was  seen  in  his  last-minute,  successful,  cam¬ 
paign  against  Sir  Oliver  Franks  for  the  honorary  position  of  Chancellor 
of  Oxford  University  in  i960  and  in  the  way  in  which,  operating  from 
a  hospital  bed  in  1963,  he  pushed  aside  all  other  claimants  to  be  his  suc¬ 
cessor  as  prime  minister  to  put  into  that  office  the  fourteenth  Earl  of 
Home,  Alexander  Frederick  Douglas-Home.  This  disregard  of  tradition, 
of  the  lines  of  expected  procedure,  of  the  claims  of  past  service  and  co¬ 
operation,  and,  above  all,  of  the  expectations  of  public  opinion  in  order 
to  raise  a  man  \\  hose  chief  claim  seemed  to  man)-  to  be  based  on  long 
lineage  was  a  fair  commentary  on  Macmillan’s  attitude  toward  his  office 
and  his  party.  Its  influence  on  the  morale  of  the  party  itself  cannot  be 
assessed,  but  it  cannot  have  been  a  good  one. 
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The  Labour  Part}'  was  similarly  divided,  and  similarly  fell  under  the 
control  of  a  man  whose  will  to  power  was  stronger  than  any  ideology 
or  party  principles.  On  the  whole  the  party  was  split  between  leaders 
of  labor-union  origin  and  intellectuals  from  jobs  in  university  teaching. 
At  the  same  time,  it  was  split  beween  those  w  ho  still  saw  some  merit  in 
the  old  theories  of  class  struggles  and  imperialist  wars  and  felt  that  the 
solutions  to  both  w  as  to  be  found  in  nationalization  of  industry  and  dras¬ 
tic,  if  not  unilateral,  disarmament  (at  least  in  regard  to  nuclear  weapons). 
The  postwar  world,  in  Britain  as  elsewhere,  violated  all  the  anticipations 
of  Socialist  Party  theories.  The  former  Socialist  Utopia,  the  Soviet  Union, 
became  the  archenemy,  and  the  United  States,  previously  regarded  as  the 
epitome  of  capitalist  corruption,  became  a  combination  of  St.  George 
and  Santa  Claus;  the  postwar  e.xperience  with  nationalization  disillusioned 
all  but  the  most  doctrinaire  of  Socialists,  and  the  majority  of  voters,  once 
they  had  obtained  the  basic  elements  of  social  welfare,  medical  care,  and 
social  insurance  in  the  immediate  postwar  period,  show'ed  a  strange  pref¬ 
erence  for  moderate  or  even  Conservative  leaders  rather  than  for  the 
advocates  of  Left-wing  policies. 

As  a  consequence  of  these  experiences,  the  Labour  Party  tended  to 
split  into  a  major  wing  that  sought  to  win  votes  and  office  by  appeals 
to  moderation  and  a  minor  wdng  that  sought  to  repeat  the  older  war 
cries  for  seeking  working-class  benefits  through  class  legislation  and  na¬ 
tionalization.  The  disappearance  from  the  scene  of  the  prew'ar  Labour 
Party  leaders,  such  as  Clement  Atlee,  Ernest  Bevin,  and  Hugh  Dalton, 
made  Hugh  Gaitskell  leader  of  the  party  and  of  its  moderate  wing.  By 
1956  Gaitskell  was  being  challenged  from  the  Left  by  Frank  Cousins,  a 
former  miner,  who  was  backed  by  a  million  votes  in  the  Transport  and 
General  Workers  Union.  At  the  Party  Conference  of  i960  Gaitskell  w'as 
defeated  on  four  resolutions  favoring  unilateral  disarmament  and  reject¬ 
ing  British  cooperation  w'ith  NATO,  which  were  passed  over  his  ob¬ 
jections.  Gaitskell  was  able  to  reverse  these  votes  in  1961,  but  could  not 
wipe  from  the  public  mind  the  impression  that  the  party  might  not  be 
completely  reliable  in  support  of  Britain’s  role  in  the  defense  of  the  West 
against  Communist  aggressions.  While  still  concerned  w'ith  this  task, 
Gaitskell  died  early  in  1963,  and  was  succeeded  as  party  leader  by  Harold 
Wilson,  whose  brilliant  record  as  student  and  teacher  did  not  hamper  In® 
w  ork  as  a  skilled  and  tireless  manipulator  of  intraparty  political  influence- 

From  1959  onw'ard,  a  small  but  steady  sagging  in  popular  support  foi" 
the  Consen-atives  was  eyident.  The  party  delayed  calling  a  new  election 
until  the  yery  end  of  the  five-year  term  of  the  Parliament’s  life  in  tlie 
vain  hope  that  some  success,  or  at  least  some  decisive  improvement  m 
Britain’s  economic  condition,  might  provide  the  margin  for  an  un¬ 
precedented  fourth  cnnsecutiv'e  electoral  victory.  By  late  i960  it 
clear  that  some  decisive  step  must  be  taken  to  regain  popular  suppor'^’ 
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Macmillan  was  driven,  still  with  reluctance,  to  seek  membership  for 
Britain  in  the  booming  European  Economic  Community.  Application 
was  made  in  August  1961,  opening  many  months  of  onerous  negotiations. 
During  this  period  De  Gaulle  made  a  spectacular  state  visit  to  West  Ger¬ 
many,  spoke  of  the  national  glories  of  Germany,  and  persuaded  Chan¬ 
cellor  Adenauer  to  sign  a  special  treaty  of  Franco-German  friendship, 
w  hose  real  meaning  was  ambiguous  to  all  concerned,  except  that  it  seemed 
to  e.xclude  both  the  great  English-speaking  Powers  from  the  inner  Euro¬ 
pean  circle.  The  latter  two  reaffirmed  their  solidaritv— in  what  looked 
to  some  like  British  inferiority  to  Washington— in  a  conference  between 
iMacmillan  and  President  Kennedy  in  the  Bahamas  in  December  1962. 

The  Nassau  Conference  sought  to  iron  out  various  Anglo-American 
differences,  to  agree  on  steps  that  might  avert  De  Gaulle’s  steady  weak¬ 
ening  of  NATO,  and,  on  Macmillan’s  part,  to  show  the  British  electorate 
the  Conservative  leader’s  close  relations  with  President  Kennedy.  The 
meeting  confirmed  an  American  decision  to  abandon  the  “Skybolt,”  an 
air-to-ground  missile  on  which  the  British  had  constructed  much  of 
their  nuclear  defense,  and  proposed  to  strengthen  NATO  by  establishing 
a  “multinational  force.’’  The  latter  project  hoped  to  establish  NATO’s 
strategic  nuclear  force  in  a  fleet  of  surface  naval  vessels,  armed  with 
Polaris-type  missiles  and  operated  by  mi.xed  crews  from  all  the  NATO 
Powers.  These  mixed  crews  would  prevent  France  from  continuing  its 
divisive  policies  within  the  N.\TO  military  array,  increase  the  cohesion 
of  Europe,  give  its  nuclear  strategy  at  least  an  appearance  of  independ¬ 
ence  from  the  United  States,  and  provide  the  groundwork  for  some 
kind  of  European  Defense  Community,  including  Britain,  if  France  split 
N.VrO  completely. 

De  Gaulle’s  answer  to  this  weak  and  symbolic  gesture  of  Anglo- 
American  cooperation  was  decisive.  Within  less  than  a  month,  in  January 
1963,  he  rejected  the  British  seventeen-month-old  application  to  join 
the  EEC.  This  resounding  defeat  to  .Macmillan  and  the  United  States 
w'as  delivered  in  n'pical  De  Gaulle  fashion.  In  superb  disregard  of  the 
established  EEC  procedures  for  dealing  with  applications  for  member¬ 
ship,  De  Gaulle,  at  a  personal  press  conference,  announced  that  France 
would  oppose  the  British  request,  on  the  grounds  that  it  was  a  belated 
effort  to  get  into  a  system  that  the  British  had  earlier  soupht  to  impede 
with  their  rival  Outer  ,Seven  Free  Trade  Area  and  tliat  Britain  was  not 
yet  ready  for  admission  to  any  purely  European  sN  stem  since,  as  he 
said.  “Britain,  in  effect,  is  insular,  maritime,  and  linked  by  her  trade,  her 
markets,  and  her  suppliers  to  a  great  variety  of  countries,  man\^  of  them 
distant  ...  fso  that]  the  nature,  structure,  and  circumstances  of  Britain 
differ  profoundly  from  those  of  continental  states.’’  If  Britain  were  ad¬ 
mitted  to  EEC,  according  to  De  Gaulle,  she  would  at  once  seek  to  bring 
in  all  the  other  members  of  OECD,  and  “in  the  end  there  would  appear 
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a  colossal  Atlantic  community  under  American  dominance  and  leader¬ 
ship  which  would  completelv  swallow  up  the  European  Community- 

The  other  five  EEC  nations,  with  Britain  and  the  United  States,  op¬ 
posed  De  Gaulle’s  efforts  to  break  off  the  Brussels  talks  on  the  British 
application  for  membership,  but  on  January  29,  1963,  the  French  vetoed 
continuance  of  the  discussion,  and  the  British  application  was,  in  effect, 
rejected. 

The  Dc  Gaulle  veto  suspended  indefinitely  the  movement  toward  Eu¬ 
rope’s  political  unity.  At  the  same  time,  De  Gaulle  rejected  the  Anglo- 
American  suggestion  for  a  multinational  nuclear  force  within  NA 1 0. 
On  January  22,  1963,  with  President  Adenauer  of  West  Germany,  he 
signed  the  French-German  Treaty^  of  friendship  and  consultation,  pro¬ 
viding  periodic  conferences  of  the  two  countries  on  foreign  policy,  de¬ 
fense,  and  cultural  matters.  Before  the  end  of  the  month,  over  strong 
Labour  Party  opposition,  the  British  Parliament  approved  the  Anglo- 
American  Nassau  Pact  and  heard  Prime  Minister  Macmillan  announce 
his  government’s  determination  to  build  an  independent  nuclear  force  of 
four  or  five  British-built  Polaris  submarines  by  purchasing  the  necessary 
equipment  from  the  United  States. 

In  this  way,  the  movement  for  European  unity  was  suspended  and  the 
Continent  remained  “at  si.xes  and  sevens.”  This  condition  of  stalemate 
was  protracted  for  almost  two  years,  through  1963  and  1964,  by  exten¬ 
sive  governmental  changes  and  important  national  elections.  In  February 
1963,  the  Conservative  government  of  Prime  Minister  Diefenbaker  of 
Canada  was  overthrown  on  a  no-confidence  vote  based  on  charges  that 
he  had  failed  in  vigor  in  supplying  warheads  for  Canada’s  section  of  the 
North  American  defense  system.  He  was  replaced  by  a  Liberal  govern¬ 
ment  headed  by  Lester  B.  Pearson.  In  the  same  month,  in  England  the 
death  of  the  Labour  Party  leader  Gaitskell  brought  to  the  head  of  that 
opposition  group  a  relatively  unknown  Left-wing  intellectual  and  former 
university  instructor,  Harold  Wilson,  who  had  often  supported  Aneurin 
Bevan  against  Gaitskell’s  more  moderate  views.  In  June  of  1963  the  whole 
movement  for  Christian  religious  reunion  and  reform  of  the  Catholic 
Church  was  suspended  by  the  death  of  the  very  popular  Pope  John  XXlH 
and  installation  of  his  successor  as  Pope  Paul  V’ll.  In  October  one  of  the 
semipermanent  fixtures  of  the  European  po.stwar  political  scene  disap¬ 
peared  when  the  eighty-seven-year-old  Chancellor  Konrad  Adenauer 
resigned  after  a  fourteen-year  term;  he  was  replaced  in  the  cliancellorship 
by  Economic  .Minister  Ludwig  Erhard,  who  was  widely  regarded  as  the 
chief  architect  of  Germany’s  spectacular  economic  recovery.  Three  days 
after  Adenauer’s  resignation,  Harold  .Macmillan,  on  grounds  of  ill  health, 
resigned  as  prime  minister  and  was  able  to  impose  on  his  party  as  his  suc- 
cesst)r  the  ex-Earl  of  Home,  renamed  Sir  Alec  Douglas-Home.  Thus  the 
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British  General  Election  of  October  1964  was  fought  with  new  leaders 
on  both  sides. 

A  few  weeks  after  the  shift  of  government  in  London,  a  more  sig¬ 
nificant  change  of  government  took  place  in  Rome  as  part  of  a  long-term 
shift  to  the  Left  in  the  Italian  political  balance.  Essentially  the  dominant 
Christian-Democratic  group  broke  free,  to  some  e.vtent,  from  its  reac¬ 
tionary  Right  wing  and  from  the  need  to  seek  support  on  the  Right  by 
detaching  the  Left-wing  Socialists  from  their  long  and  uncomfortable 
alliance  with  the  Communists  by  bringing  this  group  into  the  govern¬ 
ment  and  leaving  the  Communists  almost  completely  isolated  on  the  Left. 
Aldo  A  loro,  political  secretarv  of  the  Christian  Democratic  Partv,  be¬ 
came  premier  of  the  new  arrangement  in  December  1963,  with  Pietro 
Nenni,  of  the  Left-wing  Socialists,  as  deputy  premier.  In  theory  the  coali¬ 
tion  rested  on  an  agreement  to  seek  to  extend  the  benefits  of  the  Italian 
prosperity  boom  to  the  less  affluent  workers’  groups  u  ho  had  been  rela- 
tiv  eK'  neglected  in  the  hysterical  pursuit  of  profits  by  more  affluent  entre¬ 
preneurs  under  the  preceding  governments. 

The  Italian  Cabinet  shift  was  still  in  process  when  President  Kennedy 
w  as  assassinated  by  an  unstable  political  fanatic  in  Dallas,  Texas,  on  No¬ 
vember  2  2,  1963.  This,  in  view  of  the  power  and  influence  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Presidency,  was  the  most  significant  governmental  change  for  many 
years.  After  an  unprecedented  display  of  worldwide  mourning,  the  new 
President,  Lyndon  B.  Johnson,  of  Texas,  took  control  of  the  American 
Presidency’s  global  responsibilities  and  national  obligations  with  only 
eleven  months  in  which  to  establish  his  position  as  a  candidate  in  the 
presidential  election  of  1964. 

As  a  consequence  of  these  changes,  the  removal  from  office  of  Khru¬ 
shchev  in  October  1964,  and  the  death  that  year  of  Jawaharlal  Nehru,  who 
had  been  prime  minister  of  India  from  the  achievement  of  independence 
in  1947,  the  governments  of  all  major  countries  except  France  and  Red 
China  underwent  significant  shifts  of  personnel  in  a  period  of  about 
fifteen  months.  This  gave  rise  to  a  “pause”  in  world  history  for  almost 
all  of  1963-1964,  during  which  each  country  placed  increased  emphasis 
on  its  domestic  problems,  especially  on  the  demands  of  its  citizens  for 
increased  prosperity',  civil  rights,  and  social  security.  Since  the  same 
tendency  became  evident  also  in  France  and  Red  China  where  the  previ¬ 
ous  leaders  continued  in  poyver,  the  last  two  years  covered  bv  this  book 
W'ere  years  of  hesitation,  decreased  w'orld  tension,  and  confused  plans 
for  future  courses. 
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TRAGEDY  AND  HOPE 


Conclusion 


Tragedy  and  Hope?  The  tragedy  of  the  period  covered  by  this  book 
is  obvious,  but  the  hope  may  seem  dubious  to  many.  Only  the  passage 
of  time  will  show  if  the  hope  I  seem  to  see  in  the  future  is  actually  there 
or  is  the  result  of  misobservation  and  self-deception. 

The  historian  has  difficulty  distinguishing  the  features  of  the  present, 
and  generally  prefers  to  restrict  his  studies  to  the  past,  where  the  ev¬ 
idence  is  more  freely  available  and  where  perspective  helps  him  to  in¬ 
terpret  the  evidence.  Thus  the  historian  speaks  with  decreasing  assurance 
about  the  nature  and  significance  of  events  as  they  approach  his  own  day. 
The  time  covered  by  this  book  seems  to  this  historian  to  fall  into  three 
periods:  the  nineteenth  century  from  about  1814  to  about  1895;  the 
twentieth  century,  which  did  not  begin  until  after  World  War  II,  per¬ 
haps  as  late  as  1950;  and  a  long  period  of  transition  from  1895  to  1950. 
The  nature  of  our  e.\periences  in  the  first  two  of  these  periods  is  clear 
enough,  while  the  character  of  the  third,  in  w-hich  we  have  been  for 
only  half  a  generation,  is  much  less  clear. 

A  few  things  do  seem  evident,  notably  that  the  tu'cntieth  century  now 
forming  is  utterly  different  from  the  nineteenth  century  and  that  the 
age  of  transition  between  the  two  was  one  of  the  most  awful  periods  in 
all  human  histoir*.  Some,  looking  back  on  the  nineteenth  century  across 
the  horrors  of  the  age  of  transition,  may  regard  it  with  nostalgia  or  even 
envy.  But  the  nineteenth  century  was,  however  hopeful  in  its  general 
processes,  a  period  of  materialism,  selfishness,  false  value.s,  hypocrisy,  and 
secret  vdees.  It  was  the  working  of  these  underlying  evils  that  eventually 
destroyed  the  century’s  hopeful  qualities  and  emerged  in  all  their  naked¬ 
ness  to  become  dominant  in  1914.  Nothing  is  more  revealing  of  the  na¬ 
ture  of  the  nineteenth  century  than  the  misguided  complacency  and 
optimism  of  1913  and  early  1914  and  the  misconceptions  w'ith  which 
the  world's  leaders  went  to  war  in  August  of  1914. 

The  ev'ents  of  the  following  thirty  years,  from  1914  to  1945,  showed 
the  real  nature  of  the  preceding  generation,  its  ignorance,  complacency, 
and  false  values.  Two  terrible  wars  sandwiching  a  world  economic  de¬ 
pression  revealed  man’s  real  inability  to  control  his  life  by  the  nineteenth 
century’s  techniques  of  laissez  faire,  materialism,  competition,  selfishness, 
nationalism,  violence,  and  imperialism.  These  characteristics  of  late  nine¬ 
teenth-century  life  culminated  in  World  W’ar  11  in  which  more  than 
50  million  persons,  23  million  of  them  in  uniform,  the  rest  civilians,  were 
killed,  most  of  them  by  horrible  deaths. 
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The  hope  of  the  twentieth  century  rests  on  its  recognition  that  war 
and  depression  are  man-made,  and  needless.  They  can  be  avoided  in  tlie 
future  by  turning  from  the  nineteenth-century  characteristics  just  men¬ 
tioned  and  going  back  to  other  characteristics  that  our  Western  society 
has  alwa)’s  regarded  as  virtues;  generosity,  compassion,  cooperation,  ra¬ 
tionality,  and  foresight,  and  finding  an  increased  role  in  human  life  for 
love,  spirituality,  charity,  and  self-discipline.  We  now  know  fairly  well 
how^  to  control  the  increase  in  population,  how  to  produce  wealth  and 
reduce  poverty  or  disease;  we  may,  in  the  near  future,  know  how  to  post¬ 
pone  senility  and  death;  it  certainly  should  be  clear  to  those  who  have 
their  eyes  open  that  violence,  e.vtermination,  and  despotism  do  not  solve 
problems  for  anyone  and  that  victory  and  conquest  are  delusions  as  long 
as  they  are  merely  physical  and  materialistic.  Some  things  w^e  clearly  do 
not  yet  know,  including  the  most  important  of  all,  which  is  how  to  bring 
up  children  to  form  them  into  mature,  responsible  adults,  but  on  the 
whole  we  do  know  novy  as  we  have  already  shown,  that  we  can  avoid 
continuing  the  horrors  of  1914-1945,  and  on  that  basis  alone  we  may  be 
optimistic  over  our  ability  to  go  back  to  the  tradition  of  our  Western 
society  and  to  resume  its  development  along  its  old  patterns  of  Inclusive 
Diversity. 
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812,  814,  816;  low-level  raid  on  Tokyo, 
815  (most  devastating  attack  in  his¬ 
tory);  need  for  tactical  airpower,  983, 
1004;  "precision  bombing,”  782;  radar, 
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Blockade  of  Germanv,  VVLW.  I,  235,  259, 
261;  W.W,  II,  669:74 
Blomberg,  W.,  442,  618,  619,  448-9 
Blum,  L,,  355,  598 

Boer  Republics  (or  VV^ar,  1899-1902),  57, 
109,  130,  135-6,  142,  144,  146,  17s,  212, 
214,  481;  Royal  Commission  on  South 
.African  W'ar,  1903,  144-5,  2-7'  481-2 
Bohr,  N.,  848,  850,  852,  853 
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Bonnet,  G.,  628,  635,  637,  639-40,  648 
Booth,  C.,  376  (Life  and  Laboitr  of  the 
People  of  London) 

Booth,  U'.,  376  (In  Darkest  En-^Lvid) 
Borah,  709 
Borden,  Sir  R.,  148 
Borden,  W.  L„  963,  994-5,  996 
Borneo,  1041;  see  also  Netherlands  East 
Indies;  Indonesia 
Borodin,  \l.,  565 

Borsig.  A„  4;6,  45  r  '  ^  ' 


Bosnia,  118,  119,  217-18  (Buchlau  agree¬ 
ment,  1907),  219  (crisis,  1908),  240,  278 
Botha,  L.,  138,  139,  140 
Bourgeoisie,  definition  and  origin,  1234-5, 
1255;  40-1,  378,  504,  833,  834,  835,  1184, 
1291;  insecurity,  1235-6;  destruction  in 
US.A,  1244-70';  sec  also  Petty  bour¬ 
geoisie;  classes,  social;  subheads  under 
names  of  countries,  esp.  USA,  attitudes 
and  values 
Bowles,  E.,  984 
Bowman,  I.,  952 
Bradbury,  Sir  J,,  316 
Brahma  Samaj  Society  (1828),  162 
Brand,  Lord  R.  H.,  see  La'zard  (bank), 
138,  581,  582,  950,  951,  1301 
Braun,  t).,  436-7 
Braun,  W.,  846 
Brazil,  1 109-10,  iiio-it,  1142 
Brazzaville  Twelve,  see  "Africa,  Black- 

Brest-Litovsk,  Treaty  of  (March  3, 
1918),  244,  254  (annulled),  264,  388, 

Briand,  288,  294 
Bricker  Amendment,  990 
British  East  Africa  Company,  134-5 
British  Empire,  ch.  IV^  pt,  2  (pp,  125- 
75);  triple  foundation  of  Empire,  145; 
founding  of  Commonwealth  of  Na¬ 
tions,  144-8 

British  Expeditionary  Force,  228-9,  ^3°' 
629,  685,  688 

British  Salt  Union  (1888),  502 
British  South  Africa  Company,  39,  13 1, 
136 

BrtKkdorff-Rantzau,  Count  U.,  272 
Brooke,  Sir  .A.,  758,  822  (quoted  on  .A- 
bonib) 

Btown,  W.  A,,  351 

Banking  and  bankers,  44-62,  308-9,  316, 
322-8,  371,  515;  conferences  and  com¬ 
mittees,  327-8,  501;  see  also,  Dawes 
Plan;  A'oung  Plan;  Lausanne  (1932); 
crisis  (1931),  345-53.  357-8,  467-8,  489; 
see  also,  “banking”  under  names  of 
countries 

Brown  Brothers  &  Harriman,  938 
Briining,  H.,  430-2 
Brusilov,  A.,  231,  244 
Brussels  Conference  of  (Financial)  Ex¬ 
perts,  1920,  327 
Bryan,  W.  J.,  74,  249 
Bucharest,  captured  (1917)  232;  Treaty 
of  (1918),  241,  254  (annulled) 
Budapest  revolt,  October  1956,  1027-9 
Buffer  fringe,  12,  107-207,  904-9,  1039-83, 
1146-95,  1207;  neutralism,  1036,  1038, 
1043,  1045  (attacked  by  Dulles  broth- 
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ers)  1047-8,  1052;  end  of  Two-Power 
world,  1093-4,  1098,  1207;  economic 
lag,  1215-16 
Bukharin,  N.,  403 
Bukovina,  241,  756 

(^“^garian),  m,  ,20,  Russo- 
Turkish  war  (1877),  118,  at  congress 
of  Berlin  (1878),  118-19;  crisis  (1885), 
213;  Balkan  Wars  (1912-13),  220-  inter¬ 
vention  in  World  W^ar  I  (,915),  240- 
amustice  (1918),  240;  Treaty  of 

Macedonia 

(lAIKU),  276;  reparations,  283-  ac- 
qiured  Dobruja,  697;  W.W.  II,  701-4; 
settlement,  792-4 

Bullethi  of  Atotnic  Scientists,  893-4  (split 
with  “official”  scientists),  962,  968 
Billow,  K.,  229-30 
Bungener,  A.,  522 

Bureaucracy,  127-8,  362;  China,  177-9, 
181-2;  French,  1291-2;  Germany,  412, 
418,  441;  USA,  right  to  employment 
reversed,  995-6 
Burke,  E.,  146 

Burma,  180,  744  (Japanese  conquest), 
778,  809,  1041,  1047;  U  Nu,  1171;  com¬ 
munism  and  Red  China,  1042,  1047. 
*169,  1171-2,  ,.74.  Kc  Win,  1171 

Bush,  V  840,  842,  843,  847,  856,  893 
Butler,  N.  Al.,  937,  980 
Butler,  R.  A.,  1305 

i’  8^4  (reparations 

deal),  893;  and  cold  war,  899-90,  931, 


Caldwell,  E.,  1250 
Caliph,  .11-12,  117 
Calvin,  J.,  .239 

Cambodia,  104.,  1043,  .045,  1047,  .160, 

Cambon  brothers,  523 
Cambrai  (Battle,  .9.7),  232 
Cambridge,  England,  471,  478,  844,  1301 
Canaamte  civilization,  6,  7,  11 

'4<5.  148,  164,  292,  758  (Dieppe 
Kaid),  1308  (Pearson  replaced  Diefen- 
baker) 

Canaris,  W.,  786 
Canham,  E.  D.,  950,  953 
Cape-to-Cairo  Railroad,  .8,  130,  135,  212 
Capital,  nature,  545;  raising,  23,  92,  545-<5 
(savings),  834;  USSR,  394;  Britain, 
505-6;  Germany,  507-10;  France,  517- 
18;  USA,  532-3 

Capitalism,  24,  26-30,  37-69,  1276;  de- 
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r  fined,  449;  commercial,  9,  37-40,  42-47, 

^  5*5>  5U;  financial,  38-40,  50-69,  71-75 

336-8,  357-9,  500-.;  France,  5.5-23;  in- 
dusmal,  .0,  29-30,  38-40,  48-50,  500,  5.7; 
CSA,  529,  936-56 

Capitalism,  monopoly,  38-62,  348,  357, 
5  359.  362,  550-1  (failure);  England,  501- 

’  4;  trance,  517-18;  Germany,  449-57 

507-14;  USA,  532-3,  980 
;  Capitulations  (in  Turkey),  276 
Caporetto  (Battle,  1917),  232,  242 
I  Carlton  Club,  London,  469,  473 

Carnegie,  Andrew  (and  foundations),  76 
946-7,  955 

Caroline  Islands  (Pacific),  206,  212 
Carson,  Lord,  174 

Cartels,  see  Monopoly;  and  under  names 
of  countries;  ree  also,  International 
Steel  Cartel;  European  Dyestuff  Cartel; 
and  other  groups 

Casablanca  Conference  (January  1943), 
75 *-2  (“unconditional  surrender”) 
Caspian  region,  388,  676,  704,  .05. 

Cassel,  Sir  E.  (1852-1921),  216 
Caucasus  (area  and  oil  fields),  93,  95,  118 
388,752,753,1051 
Cavalry  (in  w'ar),  227,  232,  233 
Cecil  family,  299,  474.5,  1232 
Censorship,  m  World  War  I,  262-4 
Center  Party  (Catholic)  in  Gemany, 
272,  416,  419-22,  425,  428-31,  436-9 
passim  ^ 

Central  African  Federation  (1953-1964), 
1218,  1299 

Central  Treaty  Organization  1959 
(CENTRO),  993,  .060 
Ceylon,  20,  744  (Japanese  attack) 
Chaadayev,  P.  Y.,  89 
Chadwick,  J.,  849 

Chamberlain,  A.,  464,  578  (on  Rhine¬ 
land) 

Chamberlain,  J.,  129,  137,  216,  482 
Chamberlain,  J.  P.,  947,  952 
Chamberlain,  N.,  126,  466,  492,  578,  584-5, 
620,  622  (on  British  armaments),  623! 
786;  Czech  crisis,  629-30,  632-9;  per¬ 
sonal  policy,  642,  644-6,  648,  649-56; 
rejects  Soviet  alliance  (1939);  655,  in 
war,  668,  682  (Finnish  aid),  684  (resig¬ 
nation)  800  (fear  of  air  attacks) 

Chanak  crisis,  275-6,  485 
Chiang  Tso-lin,  565 
Charlemagne,  411 

Charles  V,  Holy  Roman  Emperor,  1519- 

1555.  410 

“Charismatic  leadership,”  1181 

Chase  National  Bank  (Rockefeller),  530, 

Chateau-Thierry  (Battle,  1918),  234 
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Chatham  House,  see  Royal  Institute  of 
International  Affairs 
Chemin  des  Dames  (Battle,  1917), 

134.  J55 

Chiang  Kai-shek,  565-6,  568,  811,  818-19, 
825,  1040;  corruption,  778,  905-6;  defeat 
by  Mao  Tse-tung  (1949),  905-8;  Matsu 
&  Quemoy,  1098,  1156;  Soviet  Treaty, 
1039  (1945);  tyranny,  907-8;  “unleased” 
by  Eisenhower,  1000-1 
Chicago,  Milwaukee,  &  St.  Paul  Ry.,  72-3, 
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Childers,  E.,  175 
Chile,  260,  1127,  *‘45 
China,  6,  7,  14,  562,  778,  >155;  histor5% 
176-92,  564-70,  904-9,  1153-76;  outlook, 
1154-5;  traditional  ccdture,  176-85; 
chronology,  189;  agriculture,  115-17, 
158,  181-3;  population,  178,  181,  183-4, 
1157;  social  classes,  176-8;  emigration, 
184-5,  1170;  handicrafts,  185;  tariff,  180, 
186;  interest  rates,  186;  revolution, 
1911,  188;  “warlords,”  188;  Nationalist 
Regime,  i88;  impact  of  West,  176,  179- 
80,  185-92;  war  with  Japan  (1894-1895!, 
190;  reforms,  1902-11,  190;  Republican 
regime,  190-2,  564-6;  refusal  to  sign 
Versailles  treaty,  273;  Nine  Power 
Treaty,  1922,  298;  Japanese  aggression, 
1931,  564,  566-8;  1937,  568-70;  Commu¬ 
nists,  1166  (Party  Founded  1920),  565- 
6,  568,  819,  905,  1039  see  China,  Red; 
Chungking,  568;  American  aid,  715, 
740,  9^,  907;  a  “Great  Power”  in  UN, 
756,  776,  905;  extraterritorial  rights  re¬ 
nounced  (1943),  775;  Cairo  Confer¬ 
ence,  1943,  778;  weakness,  778-9,  819, 
905;  loss  of  U.S.  airbases,  811,  884;  see 
also  Yalta  Conference;  Marshall- 
Wedeme)'er  missions,  906-7;  American 
anns  embargo,  1946-7,  907;  Truman 
policy,  907,  looo-i ;  inflation,  907;  com¬ 
munist  \ictur\’,  1945-50,  904-9,  969 
China,  Peoples  Republic  of  (Red  China), 
analysis,  1153-76;  coming  to  power, 
1945-50,  904-9;  economy,  1155-62;  agri¬ 
culture,  1158-62;  diet,  1160-t;  foreign 
exchange,  1161-2;  social  policy,  1159, 
1160;  government,  1167;  Communist 
Parry,  1166,  1167-8  (rule  by  consen¬ 
sus);  legal  opposition,  1165,  1168;  prag¬ 
matism.  1154-5,  1168;  attack  on  India, 
1175;  “Hundred  Flowers  Campaign,” 
1164-5;  provincialism  of  leaders,  1164; 
Mao  Tse-tung,  see  Chou  En-lai,  1165, 
1167;  Liu  Shao-chi.  1167;  and  Soviet 
Union,  905,  908  (alliance),  909  (aid). 

io39-h5'>.  1044.  >098,  1153-7.  '>>6. 
J158,  1162-4,  Stalinism,  1163;  Sin«>- 


Soviet  split,  1156,  1158,  1161-5,  1167-8, 
1176;  Tibet  treaty,  1957,  1169;  poly¬ 
centrism,  1163-4;  co-existence,  1164; 
aggressive  policies,  971-2,  1044,  1098, 
1157,  1169;  Korean  War,  973,  974-5, 
975-6  (attack);  U.S.  policy,  1956,  971, 
1098;  foreign  policy,  1155,  1168-9 

(tributary  satellites),  1174-6;  and  SE 
Asia,  1043-4;  “Great  Leap  Forward,” 
loti,  1098,  H57,  1159-60;  foreign  ex¬ 
change,  1161-2;  biological  weapons, 
1208-10 

Chirol,  V.,  166 
Christ,  84-5,  103 

Christian  Science  Monitor,  949-50,  953 
Christianity  &  Christian  Church,  838,  103- 
4,  1120-i,  1123,  1229-33,  ‘Ho;  see  also 
Religion 

Churchill,  W.,  171,  299,  332,  398  (quotes 
Stalin),  486,  487,  504,  622-3,  655,  667, 
684  (became  P.M.),  609  (offer  of  polit¬ 
ical  union  to  France),  714,  749  (“soft 
underbelly  of  the  Axis”),  758  (accused 
of  cowardice  by  Stalin),  759  (memo¬ 
ries  of  1916),  772,  774,  776  (postwar 
plans),  781  (Yugoslavia),  486,  791; 
spheres  of  power,  792-3,  794  (pressure 
on  King  Peter),  800,  821  (lost  election 
of  1945),  822  (on  .^-bomb),  844  (sci¬ 
ence),  909  (“Iron  curtain”),  1283 
(unity  of  Europe),  1288,  1299 
Ciano,  Count,  639,  650,  683,  697,  762 
(dismissed),  764  (quoted) 

Cilicia  (Anatolia),  246 

Civil  War  (in  U.S.,  1861-1865),  35.  1°' 


civilizations,  process  of  growth  and  de¬ 
struction,  3-14 
Clark,  Mark,  750 

Classes,  social,  40-1,  82,  87-9  (Russia), 
385,  1234-74,  1279;  112  (Balkans);  Eng¬ 
land,  127-9,  464-65,  504-5;  China,  176-9; 
Germany,  226,  412-15,  416-17,  418-19, 
425-6,  431,  440,  444-57;  middle  classes  in 
M'.W.  1,  257-8;  in  \Iarx,  378-9;  USSR, 
400-1;  USA,  998,  1220-1,  1234-78  passim 
(class  structure,  1240-4) 

Classical  civilization,  4,  6,  7,  11,  13,  14, 
81,  85,  84.  1228,  1276-7 
Clayton  Anti-trust  Act  (1913),  76 
Clemenccau,  G.,  262,  269,  270,  272,  277 
Cleveland,  G.,  74-5 

“Cliveden,”  133,  581,  621,  627,  653,  130: 
Clubs  (London),  473 
Cobalt  (annihilation)  homh,  875 
Co-existence  (Soviet  foreign  policy), 
1016,  10917,  1103-4,  1164,  1204 
Cognitive  systems,  1183-6,  1221-2,  1227-8 
Cold  War  (1946-1963),  scientific  and 
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technological  rivalrc,  87;,  1875-7;  see 
Nuclear  rivalrv;  chief  factors  of  pe¬ 
riod,  874-7;  strategic  plans  (chronol¬ 
ogy),  877-9,  1087-8;  origins,  887-904; 
}>ersonal  factors,  892;  see  Stalin;  rising 
tension,  1948-9,  902;  Soviet  emphasis 
on  non-violent  struggle,  1034,  1036, 

1104-5  (losing);  neither  war  nor  peace, 
1092;  rise  of  neutrals,  see  Buffer  fringe; 
nature  of  Western  victory,  1036-8, 
1048-9;  convergence  of  Super-Powers, 
1037,  1095-4,  1097,  1210-12;  relaxation, 
1087;  disengagement  in  Europe,  1013, 
1104  (Repack!  plan);  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica,  1140-1,  1145;  and  anti-colonialism, 
1179;  and  de  (daulle,  1293-9 

Collective  security  (and  sanctions),  289, 
290-6,  315,  492, ’559-  573-<> 

Collins,  .M.,  175 

Colonial  economy,  in  Latin  America, 
1113-14,  1145-6;  ex-colonial  areas,  1183; 
in  Russia,  93-5 

Colonies,  772,  1164,  1176;  Soviet,  1102; 
defense,  1082;  economic  problems, 
1183;  social  problems,  1183  (anomie); 
psyciiological  problems,  1183-7;  pat¬ 
terns  of  rule,  British  (1189),  French 
(1189),  Belgian  (1189),  Portuguese 
(1189) 

Colnyn  Report,  195 1,  501 

Comecon,  1949,  1102 

Comite-Centrale  des  Houilleres,  523,  524 

Comite-des  Forges,  517,  523-4,  525,  527 
(abolished) 

Comminee  of  Imperial  Defence,  145,  228, 
232,  482 

Common  Market,  see  European  Eco¬ 
nomic  Community 

Commonwealth  of  Nations  (British), 
144-8,  153,  1:88-9,  ‘299 

Communications,  15,  17,  2:,  35,  36,  1226 
( jiersonal ) 

Communism,  V\'orld,  see  Marx,  K.;  So- 
tiet  L'nion;  Communist  Party,  USA; 
and  subliead  “communism’  under 
countrv  names,  91,  9:,  104,  285,  289, 
377-8.  3S4-5,  388,  486;  communist  party 
in  USSR,  391;  influence  in  Kuomin- 
tang,  565-6;  in  Spain,  589,  601-2;  Third 
International  abolished  (1943),  775, 
898,  917;  Popular  Front  tactic,  917; 
ending  of  coalition  tactics.  1945,  198, 
898,  943,  1044;  establishment  of  (iomin- 
form,  1947,  898,  1042,  1044;  tactics  in 
backward  areas,  904-5,  1042,  1044; 

polycentrism,  1012,  10:3-30,  1037,  1163- 
4.  1166-7;  20th  Parrv  Congress,  1015- 
22;  contribution  of  .Mao  Tsc-tung, 
1166-7;  "cakening  appeal  in  advanced 
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nations,  1030,  1166;  errors  in  theorv, 
164,  888,  918 

“Communism  in  a  single  country” 
(USSR,  1927),  394-7,  1205 
Coimnwiisl  Mnnifesto  (1848)  quoted, 
376,  378,  1223 

Communist  Party,  USA,  916-19,  923-8; 
Foreign  Agents  Registration  .^ct,  1940, 
917;  influence,  918-24;  DaJ/y  Worker, 
946;  A’cic  Masses,  946;  Leaders,  Eisler, 
C.,  917,  9:5;  Browder,  E.,  917,  934,  948; 
Foster,  \Y.  G.,  917;  Nelson,  S.,  928; 
Perlo,  V.,  944;  Ramsay,  D.,  944;  infil¬ 
trate  research  groups  on  Far  East,  934; 
destruction  of  Popular  Front  tactics, 
898,  918,  943;  party  crippled,  943; 
communist  “research  group,”  944;  link 
with  Lamont  family,  945 
“Community  of  interests,”  25-6,  1220-r, 
1:40 

Companies  (business),  38-9,  41-2,  47,  72 
(size  in  U.SA),  95  (in  Russia) 
Comptoir  National  d’Escompte,  522 
Compton,  A.  H.,  854,  856,  893 
Compton,  K.  T.,  841,  893 
Computers,  843 

Conant,  J.  B.,  841,  842,  843,  856,  893,  937, 
962-3 

Condon,  E.  U.,  926-7 
Confederation  gcncrale  du  patronat 
franfais,  523 

Conference  of  Ambassadors  (1919-51), 
270,  279 

Conflict  in  civilizations,  5-6,  9-12 
Congo  (Belgian),  129,  135,  143,  620,  868, 
1092-3  (not  a  “state”) 

Congo  (French),  220 
CIO-PAC,  943 
Connolly,  C.,  1304 

Consensus,  1 168  (in  Chinese  commu¬ 
nism);  1181-2  (in  political  decisions); 
1229  (in  the  outlook  of  the  West) 
Conservative  Party  (England),  see  Eng¬ 
land  political  parties 

Consolidated  Goldfields  (Rhodes’  firm), 
130,  136 

Constantine,  241 

“Containment,”  864,  878,  909  (estab¬ 

lished),  969;  attacked  by  Dulles,  881, 
987 

“Continental  blocs,”  364 
“Continuous  front,”  233;  see  also  Infil¬ 
tration 

“Controlled  conflict,”  879,  1201,  1212-13 
Convoys,  839-40 
Cooper,  Duff,  quoted,  473 
Coulondre,  R.,  657 

Council  of  Four,  Paris  Peace  Conference, 
J919,  270,  583 
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Council  on  Foreign  Relarions  (New 
York),  132,  582,  952,  992 
Conventions,  social,  24,  103-4 
Core  areas  (in  civilizations),  4-6,  9-13, 
15,  109 

Council  of  Europe  (Strasbourg),  1283 

Coupland,  R.,  144,  149 

Courcelle,  J.,  523 

Cousins,  F.,  1306 

Cox,  P.,  246 

Cravath,  P.  D.,  952 

Credit  (banking),  48-51,  55,  59-<S2,  317, 
328;  Germany,  508-9 
Credit  Lyonnais,  56 
Credit  .Mobilier,  519 
Cres-well,  F.  H.  P^  139-40 
Crete,  705-6 
Crimea  peninsula,  388 
Crimean  War,  87-116 
Crisis,  in  civilization,  5-6,  13-23 
Croats,  see  Yugoslavia 
Croly,  H.,  940 
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Farrell,  F.  F.,  quoted,  822 
Fascism,  sec  also  Italy;  Mussolini;  Nazi, 
defined.  550,  559,  1243  (petty  bour¬ 
geoisie  ) 

Fashoda  crisis  (1898),  214,  1091 
I'aulkncr.  WF,  1250 
Feder,  G.,  434 
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Federal  Reserve  Bank,  56,  59,  76,  326, 

34:.  344.  350 

Federal  Trade  Commission,  76 
Federalism,  1218-19,  165-6  (India);  see 
Federation,  imperial;  Africa,  black; 
Europe 

Federation,  Imperial,  131,  133,  135,  i49> 
165-6  (India; 

Federation  of  British  Industries,  368,  488, 
502,  503,  645-6  (projected  agreement 
with  Germany,  1939) 

Feecham,  R.,  132,  139,  175 
Fehrenbach,  K.,  425 
Feisal,  Emir  and  King  of  Hejaz,  248 
Feng  Kuo-chang,  191 
Ferdinand  of  Bulgaria,  120 
Fermi,  E.,  849-50,  853-4,  893,  960,  962 
Feudalism,  9,  36,  83,  866,  867-8  869 
Field,  F.  V.,  944,  946  (link  between  Com¬ 
munists  and  Institute  of  Pacific  Rela¬ 
tions),  947 
Finaly,  H.,  523,  525 

Finance,  domestic,  54-62,  316,  317,  328- 
30,  1287-8;  international,  63-6,  322-31, 
340-1 ;  disruption,  347-9;  unorthodox, 
301,  346,  350,  357,  525,  534,  662 
“Financial  Times,”  quoted,  323 
Finland  (or  Finnish  peoples),  81,  88,  98, 
654,  683,  779,  790,  1288;  “Winter  war” 
(November  1939-iVlarch  1940),  678-82; 
Ryti,  R.,  679;  Kuusinen,  V.,  679;  Ger¬ 
man  occupation,  698;  Soviet-German 
rivalry,  703,  704;  armistice,  793;  re¬ 
fuses  Soviet  alliance,  1948,  902 
Firearms,  see  Weapons 
Fisher,  FI.  A.  L.,  581-2,  583 
Flume,  243,  279-80 
Flandin,  P.,  576,  578,  586 
Flexner,  A.,  953 
Flick.  F.,  451,  511,  539 
“Flight  from  freedom,”  833 
Foch,  F.,  226-7,  27^1  277 
Food,  see  Agriculture 
Force,  see  Power 

Ford  (family  and  foundation),  253,  938 
Foreign  exchange  market,  63-6 
Foreign  investment,  67-8,  92  (in  Russia) 
Formosa,  see  Taiwan 
Fould,  516 

Foundations,  86,  152,  581,  582,  938,  945, 
946-7'  95°'  95I'  953-  955'  '244.  <246 
“Four  Freedoms”  (January'  1941),  714, 
755-'  796 

“Four  Power  Pact”  (projected  1934-39), 
585,  619,  628,  630,  632  (Munich  con¬ 
ference),  637,  652 

“Fourteen  Points”  of  VV'oodrow  Wilson 
(1918),  246,  253-4,  255,  268,  272,  939 
(W.  Lippmann; 


trance,  9,  16,  28,  29,  35,  50,  52,  54,  56,  68, 
92,  94;  security,  126,  277-8,  283-93,  3°'' 
304,  577-80,  585-6,  640;  League  of  Na¬ 
tions,  290-6,  572-7;  naval  agreements, 
215,  287,  298,  301;  foreign  policy,  214- 
15,  284-91,  525,  572-3;  see  also  Europe; 
Balance  of  power;  Appeasement;  eco¬ 
nomic  history,  515-29,  319,  333,  341-2, 
347-8'  352,  353-6,  361,  369;  foreign  in¬ 
vestments,  68;  banks,  515-18;  Near  East 
policy,  114,  122-3,  *34'  stabilization, 
333-4,  341,  342,  528;  deflation,  353;  gold 
losses,  354;  devaluation,  355-6;  indus¬ 
try,  5'i<-‘9'  523-4,  525,  526-7-,  family 
feeling,  318;  monopoly,  523-9;  income 
distribution,  543-4;  public  opinion,  585, 
628;  Czech  crisis,  629,  632,  635-59; 
Italian  demands,  1938-39,  639-40;  eco¬ 
nomic  appeasement,  646;  Polish  policy, 
1938-39,  650;  defeat,  1940,  684-90; 

Vichy  regime,  1940-44,  690-3,  702,  751 
(“Operation  Attila”);  armistice,  1940, 
690,  692,  693,  694,  698;  navy,  689,  690, 
693,  698,  699-700,  750,  751;  German  oc¬ 
cupation,  817;  “The  Resistance,”  692, 
777-8;  liberation,  782-9;  Fourth  Re¬ 
public,  1944,  788,  1180 
France  (postsvar),  army,  1044,  1179,  1296 
(OAS),  1298  (Marshal  Juin);  com¬ 
munism,  1043,  1298;  political  instability, 
1045,  1296;  Suez  crisis,  1076-82;  Alger¬ 
ian  crisis,  1179-80;  see  Indochina;  Al¬ 
geria;  Africa,  Black;  Fifth  Republic, 
1958,  528,  1180,  1192,  1291-9;  based  on 
Louis  XIV  and  Napoleon,  1291-2; 
goals,  1292-3;  constitution,  1297-9; 
Gaston  Monnerville,  1298;  election, 
1962,  1298;  growing  neutralism,  1092, 
1093,  1098,  1192,  1294;  nuclear  tests, 
1190,  1294-5  (“force  de  frappe”);  Ger¬ 
man  treaty,  1963,  1307-38;  inflation, 
528-9,  12^;  farm  problem,  1296-7; 

“economic  miracle,”  528,  1291 
Francet  d’  Esperey,  L.,  242,  274 
Francis,  Ferdinand,  221,  224 
Franco,  F.,  see  Spain  (Franco) 
Franco-Prussian  War,  1870-71,  226 
Frank,  H.,  771 
Frank,  L.,  942-4 
Franz,  R.,  509 

Fraser,  Sir  Drummond,  61,  325 
“Freedom  of  the  seas,”  249,  251,  254 
French,  Sir  John,  227 
French-Czechoslovak  Alliance,  1924,  578, 
579-80 

French-Italian  naval  agreement,  1931,  301 
French-Italian  agreement  on  Africa, 
*935'  57* 

French-Polish  alliance,  1921,  284,  650 
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French-Soviet  alliance,  May  2,  1935,  285, 
301,  52J,  572,  378,  579-80.  628 
F'reud,  S.,  42,  1224,  1251 
Frick,  W.,  437,  438,  442 
Fricsch,  VV.,  518,  519 
Fuchs,  K.,  see  Espionage 
Fuller,  E.,  1252 
Funk,  W.,  450 

Future  preference,  833,  834  (defined), 
1154,  1184,  1185,  1262 


Gabon,  215,  1 193 
Gaitskell,  H.,  1306,  1308 
Galicia  (Battle,  1916),  231,  243,  244,  279 
Gallieni,  J.,  229-30 

Galsworthy,  John,  1255  {Forsyte  Saga) 
Gama,  V^asco  da,  12 
Game  theor\%  842 

Gamelin,  Maurice,  634,  650,  682,  687 
(dismissed) 

Gandhi,  M.,  1869-1948,  160,  163,  167-73, 
1049;  civil  disobedience,  172-3 
Gapon,  G.,  1905,  99 
Garrett,  E.,  131,  137 
Gas,  poison  (in  war),  230,  231-2,  253 
Gemiitlichkeit,  415 

General  Act  for  Pacific  Settlement  of 
International  Disputes,  August  1929, 

295 

Geneva,  Switzerland,  Protocol,  1924,  291- 
2,  302;  Naval  Conference,  1927,  299; 
1954  Conference  on  Indochina,  1044-6, 
1170,  1172;  1955  Summit  Meeting,  1013- 
15;  1962  Conference  on  Indochina, 
1170-1 

Gemo  (Japanese  political  oligarchy), 
200-5 

Gentt}^  (in  England),  127-9 
George  V,  1910-1936,  468 
George  VI,  1936-1952,  464 
Geriatrics,  20 

German  army,  413,  417,  418,  419,  420, 
425,  431-2;  see  also  World  Wars  I  and 
II;  Great  General  Staff,  226,  273,  423; 
officer  corps,  226,  416,  420-1,  442,  448-9; 
Nazis,  429-33,  434,  442-4,  448-9,  456-7. 
618-19,  630-1 

German-Austrian  Agreement,  July  ii, 
1936,  617 

German-Italian  alliance  (‘‘Pact  of  Steel,” 
May  22,  1939),  649 

German  Southwest  Africa,  135,  140,  212 
Germany  (to  1945),  ii,  16,  17,  21,  27,  28, 
50,  54,' 56,  61,  62,  89,  91,  94,  97,  1 14; 
tor>',  406-57;  19th  centurss  29-30;  uni¬ 
fication,  412-13;  continental  policy,  126; 
military  tactics,  35;  see  also  German 
army;  navy,  212,  361,  417-18,  579,  647; 
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encirclement,  223;  Near  East  question, 
120-4;  economic  history,  50,  54,  56,  258, 
260-1,  305-12,  319,  334-5,  338,  341,  343, 
345,  360,  363-5  (autocracy),  366,  507- 
15,  542-3,  544-7;  foreign  investments, 
68;  industrial  production,  95-6;  tariff 
war  with  Russia,  97,  217,  417;  labor, 
417,  418,  419-20,  421,  423-4,  427,  430, 
440,  451-2,  514;  labor  productivit)’,  535; 
business,  440;  industrialists,  417,  418, 
430,  431-2,  433,  436,  441,  449-57,  514; 
landlords  and  agriculture,  412-13,  417- 
18,  419,  428-9,  440,  444-7;  cartels,  452-7; 
corporations,  453-4;  banking,  507-10; 
monopolies,  452-5,  507-14,  539,  1101;  in¬ 
dustrial  securities,  507-8;  Reichsbank, 
508-9;  rivalry  with  Britain,  212;  in 
Africa,  135,  140,  143,  212,  220;  foreign 
policy,  208-25  passim,  265-310  passim, 
617-19,  624-5,  630-1;  see  also  Bismarck; 
Hitler;  and  adjacent  nations  or  areas; 
Turkish  alliance,  1914,  240;  revolution, 
1918,  254,  418-19,  420;  Treaty  of  Ver¬ 
sailles,  1919,  255,  267,  270,  271-4;  Lo¬ 
carno  Pacts,  292-4;  article  16  of  Cove¬ 
nant,  292;  disarmament,  303,  304; 

reparations,  288,  305-12;  prices,  335, 
417,  430-1,  446;  inflation,  306-7,  425-6, 
509;  American  loans,  308-9,  310,  334, 
343,  344-5,  426,  510;  foreign  debts,  310; 
gold  crisis,  1931,  310-1;  deflation,  430-1; 
unemplojTOcnt,  335;  “the  Quartet,” 
417-21,  426,  429,  432-3,  443-57;  Consti¬ 
tution,  424;  political  parties,  416,  419- 
22,  439-40;  Communist  Party,  420,  421, 
422,  423,  426,  433;  see  Nazi  Party;  elec¬ 
tions,  422-3,  428,  429,  433,  436;  cabinets, 
422-3,  425-7,  430,  432-3,  436;  bureauc¬ 
racy,  413,  418,  437,  441,  447-8;  “Free 
Corps,”  420,  424-5,  426;  outlook,  409- 
16;  religion,  440-1 ;  nationalism,  427-8; 
Nazi  revolution,  433-57;  Four-Year 
Plan,  1936-40,  457,  643,  652,  669;  Jews, 
647;  rearmament,  577,  619,  622-3,  633-4, 
669-71,  801,  803-4;  foreign  policy,  1935- 
39;  617-19,  624-3,  630-1;  see  also  Ap¬ 
peasement;  Hitler,  agreements  with  So-' 
viet  Union,  1939,  654,  656-7;  war,  1939- 
45;  see  'World  'War  II;  anti-Hitler 
conspiracy,  631,  786-7;  panzer  forces, 
663;  division  of  world  by  aggressors, 
703-4;  casualties,  727;  China,  734-5, 

782- 3,  800-5;  defense  position,  1943, 

783- 4;  extermination  camps  and  slave 
labor,  797-8,  807;  postwar  prospects, 
774-5.  777.  79°-'.  793  (suggested  parti¬ 
tion)  see  Morgenthau  Plan;  relative 
resistance,  east  and  west,  805-6;  sur¬ 
render,  807,  817;  peace  settlement,  823- 
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Germany  (to  1945)  (Cont.)  Good  Neighbor  Policy  (Latin  America, 

5;  refugees,  8:4-5,  iioi;  confused  occu-  ‘933-40).  “3i.  “41 


pation  policies,  1945-48,  899-901;  split 
of  east  and  west,  888,  895,  901,  903, 
1013 

Germany  (since  1945),  German  Demo¬ 
cratic  Republic  (East  Germany),  888, 
895,  902,  1097  (Khrushchev  threatens 
separate  peace),  1100-3  (contrast  with 
W.  Germany),  Ulbricht,  W.,  noi-:; 
Soviet  pressures,  1102-31  (Berlin 
“Wall”);  agriculture,  1102;  Federal  Re¬ 
public  (Bonn- West  Germany),  misery, 
1945-47,  90 Berlin  blockade  and  air¬ 
lift,  1948-49,  902-4;  JCS-1067  sets  policy 
on,  900-1;  civil  government  (Basic  Law, 
May  1949),  903,  904,  916,  1285;  elec¬ 
tion,  1949,  904;  Adenauer,  K.,  904,  916, 
1283,  1285,  1308;  NATO,  1955,  916; 
currency  reform  and  prosperity,  514- 
15,  901-2,  iioo-i;  labor,  iioo-i;  Er- 
hardt,  L.,  1100,  1308;  weak  competi¬ 
tion,  iioi;  unification  prospects,  1013- 
14;  1104-5;  French  treaty,  1963,  1307-8; 
aid  to  underdeveloped  areas,  1289;  see 
also  many  areas  and  subjects,  such  as 
Rhineland;  Ruhr;  Poland;  Austria;  in¬ 
flation;  gold;  Junkers. 

Gessler,  O.,  425 

Ghana  (Gold  Coast),  1190,  1194,  1289; 

Nwame  Nkrumah,  1180,  1190-1,  1193 
Gibraltar,  665;  projected  Hitler  attack 
(“Operation  FelLx”),  694,  699,  700,  701, 
7‘9 

Gilbert.  S.,  53 
Gillet  family,  526,  527 
Giraud,  H..  685,  687,  750 
Gladstone,  \V'.,  61,  129,  173,  475 
Glazebrook,  A.,  131,  132 
Goddard,  R.,  846 
Goerdeler,  C.,  786 
Gokhale,  G.,  162,  163,  170 
Gold,  H.,  see  Espionage 
Gold  (gold  standard),  see  also  Stabiliza¬ 
tion;  (Gold  bloc),  47,  53-4,  57,  60,  63, 
68,  74.  75,  94-5.  ‘4‘.  154,  598.  3 ‘6.  3^6-8, 
342,  485,  797;  in  V\'orld  War  1,  257-8, 
318-19;  gold  crisis,  1931,  310-11,  345-38; 
in  USSR,  392;  in  Italy,  571;  “gold 
points,”  64-5;  sterilizing  gold,  323,  344; 
maldistribution,  323,  330,  333,  340-:; 

J’d  exchange  standard,  335-6,  340,  349; 
an’s  loss  of,  569 

bloc.  1931-1936.  347,  348-5'.  3p-7 
Golding,  W.,  1:39  (Lord  of  the  Flies), 
1266 

Goldwater,  B.,  1245  (defeated  for  presi¬ 
dent,  1964),  1248  (Radical  Right), 


Gordon,  General  Charles,  134 
Goring,  H.  (and  Hermann  Goring 
Werke),  427,  437,  438,  442,  451,  527, 
539,  600,  618,  645  (quoted) 

Gould,  J.,  530 

Gouzenko  “atomic  spy”  case,  921 
“Graduated  deterrence”  (U.S.  strategic 
policy,  1960-  ),  879,  1087,  1201,  1204, 
1212-13 

Great  Britain  (to  1945)  (for  domestic 
history  of  United  Kingdom  and  for 
earlier  period,  see  England),  security 
(Balance  of  Power),  1:5-61,  211,  273, 
284-96  passim;  see  also  Collective  se¬ 
curity  (esp.  289,  373-6);  Imperial  pol¬ 
icy,  113-14,  >25-75,  485,  795;  Imperial 
preference,  482;  “dual  policy,”  574, 
642-4;  colonial  policy,  see  chapter  IV 
(esp.  149-53);  Negro  dominion,  1189; 
foreign  policy,  see  England,  foreign 
policy;  World  Wars  1  and  II,  chapter 
\'I  passim;  619-22,  623-4,  ‘627,  see  Ap¬ 
peasement;  economic  appeasement, 
1937-39,  644-7,  650,  652-3;  protests  from 
attaches,  634,  646;  Soviet  Union,  486, 
651-7;  rearmament,  620,  622,  623;  Ethi¬ 
opian  crisis,  573-6;  Austria,  623-4; 
Czech  crisis,  626-7,  632,  635-9;  public 
opinion  on  appeasement,  573-6,  580-6, 
632-3,  635,  642,  646-7;  World  War  11, 
see  W.W.  II),  Vichy,  France,  693;  Bat¬ 
tle  of  Britain,  694-6;  Mediterranean, 
701-6;  proposed  aggressors’  partition 
of  Empire,  703-4;  precarious  position, 
June  1941,  707;  American  armaments, 
715;  foreign  exchange  resources,  715; 
alliance  with  Soviet  Union,  July  1941, 
727;  postwar  aims,  776,  795-6 
Great  Britain  (post-World  War  II),  U.S. 
aid,  891,  1:99-1307;  withdrawal  from 
Greece  and  Turkey,  1947,  897-8,  909; 
Anglo-lran  oil  controversy,  1055-60; 
Suez  crisis,  1956,  1075-9,  1081-3;  Eu¬ 
rope,  1279,  1282-3,  ‘288-91;  Atlantic 
community,  582,  643,  1282,  1288-9;  Sel- 
wyn  Lloyd,  1289-90;  world  leadership, 
1303,  1307-8  (Nassau  Pact,  1962);  see 
also  Churchill;  Eden;  other  leaders; 
Near  East;  Far  East;  Africa;  Colonies; 
Europe,  unity;  European  Free  Trade 
Association 

“Great  Power  Cooperation”  (U.S.  stra¬ 
tegic  policy,  1941-1946),  775,  796,  877, 
909  (Soviet  rejection) 

Greaves,  H.,  478  (ouoccd) 

Greece  (and  Greeks),  7,  11,  13,  34,  82, 
85,  104,  111,  1 14-15,  291,  643,  1167-8, 
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1200,  1217;  Balkan  Wars  (1911-13), 
220;  intervention  in  World  War  I, 
1917,  241-2;  War  on  Turkey,  275-6; 
Britisli  guarantee,  648;  Axis  attack,  700- 
3,  704-6;  Papagos,  Gen.  Alexander,  703 
(quoted);  Papandreou,  795;  British 
aims,  792;  struggle  with  Communists, 
795,  896,  899;  ELAS-EDES,  795;  Balkan 
alliance,  1954,  897,  899 
Greene,  J.,  938,  947,  950,  952,  955-6 
Greenglass,  D.,  see  Espionage 
Greenland,  719 
Greenwood,  H.,  174 
Grenfell,  E.,  53 
Grey,  Lord,  131,  132,  137 
Grey,  Sir  Edward,  129,  482 
Griffith,  A.,  175 

Grigg,  Sir  Edward  (Lord  Altrincham), 
'45.  '47.  '52.  581,  620 
Grigg,  John  (formerly  Lord  Altrin¬ 
cham),  1301 

Grillparzer,  Franz,  411  (quoted) 
Groener,  W.,  273,  421 
Grotius,  Hueto,  867,  1092 
Groves,  Leslie  R.,  820,  822,  856-7,  862, 
863,  886,  893,  921,  995 
Guantanamo  Bay,  (iuba,  1180 
Guaranty  Trust  of  New  York,  53,  530, 
980  (absorbs  Morgan) 

Guatemala,  iiii,  1129-31  (United  Fruit 
Company) 

Guderian,  H.,  663,  666,  724,  726  (re¬ 
moved) 

Guernica,  Spain,  664 
Guerrilla  warfare,  1208;  Mao  Tsc-rung, 
569,  1166-7;  Castro,  1132;  Southeast 
Asia,  1109,  1170-3;  need  for  stalking 
patrols,  1173 
Guiana,  British,  1299 
Guiana,  French,  1192-9 
Guns,  see  M'eapons 

H-Bomb,  see  Thermonuclear  bomb 
Haase,  H.,  423 

Haber,  F.,  231,  235,  260,  512,  see  I.  G. 

Farbenindustrie 
Habsburg,  27,  274,  412 
Hachette,  525 
Hahn,  O.,  849,  850 

Haig,  Sir  Douglas  (Lord  Haig),  227, 

23'. 

Hailey,  M.  (Lord  Hailey),  132,  149,  166 
Hainan  Island,  972 

Haldane,  R.  (Lord  Haldane),  129,  482; 

mission  to  Germany,  1912,  218) 
Haider,  K.,  656,  724 

Halifax,  Lord,  170,  287,  621,  623,  627, 
642,  675,  681,  682,  786;  at  Berchtes- 
gaden  November  17,  1937,  620;  rejects 
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Soviet  offer,  629.  647;  in  Czech  crisis, 
629,  632,  634,  635,  636,  640;  Polish  crisis, 
65'.  653 

Hammarskjold,  Dag,  1083 
Halsey,  W.,  811,  812,  813,  814 
Hambros  bank,  500 
Han  empire,  6,  7 

Hanford,  Washington,  plutonium  plant, 
855,  858,  859.  962 
Hango,  Finland,  678,  679,  681,  779 
Hanitev  (Sir  Maurice),  Lord,  145,  482, 
581.  -583 

Hanna,  Mark,  73 
Harcourt,  Sir  William,  129 
Hardinge,  Lord,  163 
“Harmony  of  interests,”  497-8 
Harriman,  Averell,  727,  892  (warns 

against  Stalin),  926 
Harris,  Sir  Arthur,  839 
Harrow  School,  128,  473,  477 
Hart,  Sir  Robert,  186,  938 
“Harzburg  Front,”  431 
“Haute  Banque,”  see  France,  banks 
Hatay  Case,  September  1929,  344 
Havas,  525 
Heath,  T.,  1305 

Heavy  water  (deuterium  oxide),  851, 
852,  960-1 
Hegel,  89,  378 
Heine,  516,  520 

Heinrici,  (3.,  on  air  bombardment,  800 
Heligoland,  135,  214,  216 
Hemingway,  Ernest,  1250-1,  1252 
Hobbes,  T.,  1239 

Henderson,  Sir  Nevile,  620,  621,  623,  629, 
643,  644,  653-4  (suggests  German  alli¬ 
ance),  657 

Hentsch,  Lt.  Col.,  230 

Herbert,  A.  P.  (Sir  Alan  Herbert),  469 

Hertzog,  J.,  139,  140 

Hertling,  Count,  253 

Herzen,  A.,  89 

Hess,  R.,  631 

Hilferding,  R.,  430 

Hill,  A.  V.,  844 

Himmler,  H.,  621,  631 

Hindenburg,  O.,  428 

Hindenburg,  P.,  428,  437,  442,  443 

Hindenburg  Line,  232 

Hindu  civilization,  7,  12,  14 

Hinduism,  161-3 

Hiroshima,  Japan,  815,  822,  825-6 
Hitler,  Adolph  (1889-1945),  28,  125,  146, 
170,  289,  295,  303,  312,  315,  399,  411, 
422,  426,  429,  509,  571,  577,  621,  1064, 
1224,  1225;  rise  to  power,  429-33;  chan¬ 
cellor,  433,  437-57;  president,  443;  early 
life,  433-4;  Nazi  Party,  434-47;  and 
Austria,  612-13,  617;  foreign  policy, 
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Hitler,  Adolph  (1889-1945)  (Cont.) 
1933-39,  618-59  (esp.  618-19,  630-1,  636- 
7,  640,  641-;,  643,  649,  657),  693-4; Czech 
crisis,  630-1,  635,  636-7,  640;  and  Ger¬ 
man  generals,  618-9,  630-1;  Poland  and 
Danzig,  648;  attack  on  Russia,  7:1-2 
Hitler  (World  War  II),  667,  668,  669, 
676,  677,  734;  order  to  attack  West,  674, 
682-3;  confusions,  1940,  698-9;  personal 
phobias,  80 j;  weakening  of  defense  in 
east,  805;  and  science,  842;  becomes 
Commandcr-in-Chief,  726;  attempted 
assassination,  786;  fanatical  resistance, 
789,  797,  798;  suicide,  806;  legacy,  807 
Hittite,  7 

Ho  Chi  Minh,  see  Indochina,  Viet  Kam 
Hoare,  Sir  Samuel  (Lord  Templewood), 
492-3  (Hoare-Lavai  Plan),  574-6,  584, 
627,  643 

Hogarth,  D.  G.,  247 

Hogg,  P.  (Lord  Hailsham),  1305 

Hohenzollern  family,  412 

Holden,  Sir  Edward,  49 

Holstein,  F.,  219 

Holy  Roman  Empire,  411 

Hong  Kong,  i8o,  775,  778,  1162 

Hooley,  E.  T.,  500 

Hoover,  H.,  311 

Hoover  Moratorium,  1931-32,  311 
Hopkins,  H.,  727,  749,  757,  921 
Horthy,  Admiral,  274,  631 
Hossback  Memorandum,  November  5, 
1937,  618-9 
“Hot  money,”  353 
Hottinger  family,  516,  520-1 
Hotzendorf,  C.,  219 
Houphouet-Boigny,  Dr.  Felix,  1194 
House,  E.  AL,  254,  280 
Hudson-Wohlthat  conversations,  652 
Hudson’s  Bay  Company,  38,  47 
Hue,  O.,  421' 

Hugenberg,  Al,  421,  427,  429,  436,  440 
Hughes.  E.,  988 

Hull,  C,  710,  717-8,  719,  723,  735,  736, 
741,  772,  776,  777,  792-3 
Hull,  Reciprocal  Trade  Program,  1934, 

363 

Hume,  A.,  163 
Humphrey,  G.,  988,  1001 
Hundred  Years’  War,  9 
Hungary,  111-2,  113,  224-5;  Treaty  of 
Trianon,  267,  270,  274-5;  revisionism, 
274,  571,  580,  677;  General  Credit 
Bank,  275;  reparations,  283;  stabiliza¬ 
tion,  334;  communist  regime,  1919,  388; 
stabilization,  334;  Czech  crisis,  1938, 
636,  638,  640-t;  annexation  of  Transyl¬ 
vania,  1940,  697;  Anglo-Soviet  division, 
792;  Soviet  invasion,  994 


Hungary  (posnvar),  elections,  1945,  889, 
1026,  1027-9  (Budapest  revolt,  October 
1956);  1205;  Imre  Nagy,  1027-9;  Mat- 
yas  Rakosi,  1027-9;  Erno  Gcio,  1027-8; 
Janos  Kadar,  1028-9;  P*'  Alaleter, 
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Huntington,  S.,  998-9 
Hurst,  Sir  Cecil,  290 
Hurst,  W.,  299-300 

Hussein,  Shcrif  of  Mecca,  245,  246,  248-9 
Hyderabad,  India,  1049 


Ibn  Saud,  246,  248 
Iceland,  719,  720 
Ickes,  H.,  710 

I.  G.  Farbenindustrie,  512-13,  527,  539 
Imperial  Chemical  Industries,  500,  505 
Imperial  College  of  Tropical  Agricul¬ 
ture,  Trinidad,  151 

Imperial  (Colonial)  Conferences,  145, 

146,  147,  148 

Imperial  Federation  (British  Empire), 
130-1,  133,  144-8 

Imperial  preference  (Ottawa  Agree¬ 
ments,  1932),  347 

Imperialism,  130,  180  (in  China),  223-4, 
395-6  (Leninism),  1166-7  (Mao  Tse- 
tung);  see  also  Great  Britain;  Anti- 
colonialism 
LMRO,  120,  276,  572 
“Inclusive  Diversity”  (the  outlook  of 
Western  civilization),  1227-34;  see  also 
Western  civilization 

India,  civilization,  7,  14,  20,  113,  1023 
(Soviet  interest);  history,  153-75,  *047- 
9;  constitutional  development,  164-7, 
170-3;  independence  movement,  146, 

147,  148,  162-73  passim;  population  di¬ 
versity,  154-5;  economic  conditions, 
156-8;  education,  158-61;  industry,  157- 
8;  outlook,  161-3;  neutralism,  878.  1048; 
Red  Chinese  attack,  1175;  Krishna 
Menon,  1175;  Nehru’s  death,  1309;  par¬ 
tition,  1947,  1049;  Indian  National  (Con¬ 
gress,  163,  164,  170,  172,  173;  see  also 
Tilak;  Gandhi;  Hume 

Indianapolis,  825 
Indians  (American),  13-14,  19 
Indochina,  180,  528,  709,  736,  739,  743, 
811,  1041-6  (partitioned),  1155,  1169-70 
(French  role),  1176,  1192;  Banque  de 
r  Indochine,  528,  689,  1043;  Commu¬ 
nism,  1042,  1043  (Ho  Chi  Minh);  see 
Cambodia;  Laos;  A’iet  Nam 
Indonesia,  see  also  Netherlands;  East  In¬ 
dies,  188,  570,  703,  731,  736,  1041  (inde¬ 
pendence),  109:;  Communists,  905, 
1042;  Sukarno,  A.,  1042,  1180 
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Industrial  Revolution,  i6,  17,  37,  48, 

50,  67-8,  187,  375-6,  381,  537-8;  social 
costs,  1219-21 

Industry,  see  subliead  under  individual 
countries;  decentralization  of,  1208-10 
Infiltration  (military  tactic),  230,  233-4 
Inflation,  see  also  Reflation,  46-7,  58,  60, 
65-6,  316,  317;  World  War  I,  257-8, 
318-20,  322-3;  Germany,  306-7,  425-6, 
509;  World  War  11,  369-71;  Russia, 
387;  V'ichy  France,  692 
Inns  of  Court,  London,  127,  479 
Inoue,  201,  205 
Inskip,  Sir  Thomas,  620 
Institute  for  Advanced  Study,  Princeton, 
842,  850,  885,  953  (founding),  965 
Institute  of  Pacific  Relations,  152,  582, 
946-50,  956;  see  also  F.  V.  Field 
Intellectual  history'  (“patterns  of  out¬ 
look”),  chronology,  1222 
Intelligentsia,  in  Russia,  89,  90,  91,  104 
Inter-allied  conferences,  see  World  War 
II,  Inter-allied  conferences 
ICBAl— Intercontinental  Ballistic  Missile, 
1098  (first  full  range  shot  by  U.S., 
Atlas,  November  1958);  see  also  Rock- 

Interest  rate,  58 

International,  First  or  Second,  see  Social- 

Intcrnati0n.1l  Geophysical  Year,  t957-58i 
1014-5,  1097,  1204 

International  Institute  for  Intellectual 
Cooperation,  291 

International  Labor  Office  (ILO),  270, 
291 

International  Law,  237-9,  250-1,  263,  294- 
5,  296,  672,  867-9  (srxi  nuclear  rivalry); 
collapse  in  twentieth  century’,  1092 
International  Steel  Cartel,  511 
Invergordon  (mutiny  in  British  Navy', 
'93‘).  346,  467., 502 

Iran,  see  also  Persia,  geographic  and  cul¬ 
tural  conditions,  1052-4;  Soviet  Treaty, 
1921,  780,  1058;  Anglo-Soviet  occupa¬ 
tion,  1941,  780;  and  Germany’,  1054;  at 
Teheran  Conference,  1945,  780;  Anglo- 
Soviet-Iran  alliance,  1942,  780,  1054; 
supplies  to  USSR,  780;  Trans-Iranian 
Railway,  1055;  Riza  Pahlavi,  700,  1055 
(reforms) ;  communist  aggression,  1945- 
48,  897,  1051,  1052;  history,  1054-60; 
nationalism,  1053-4,  1055;  Razmara, 
1056,  1057;  Aloss.idcgh,  1056-60;  petro¬ 
leum  controversy,  1055-60;  American 
role,  1058-9  (fall  of  Albssadegh);  1060 
(aid);  army,  1054-5,  1059-60;  commu¬ 
nists  (Tudeh  Party),  1060;  agrarian  re¬ 
form,  1060 
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Iraq,  see  also  Mesopotamia,  706,  1076, 
1082-3 

Ireland,  173-5;  agrarian  problem,  173; 
religious  problem,  173;  Home  Rule  agi¬ 
tation,  173-4,  484-  485;  Easter  Revolt, 
174;  Home  Rule  Bill,  467-8;  Indepen¬ 
dence,  146;  Members  in  Parliament, 
482,  483,  485;  mentioned,  144 
Irrationalism,  41,  835,  842,  1220-1,  1223, 
1224-6  (Age  of  Irrational  Activism), 
1232,  1277-8 

Islamic  civilization,  7,  12,  14,  io6r 
Isonzo  River,  243 

Israel  (since  May  1948),  significance, 
1065-4;  established,  1067;  Israeli-Arab 
VA^ar,  1948,  1067-8;  Suez  crisis,  1956, 
1077-83  (Sinai  campaign,  1078-9) 
Itagaki,  201,  202,  203 

Italy’,  16,  28,  29,  48,  50,  56,  62,  289;  for¬ 
eign  policy',  216,  571;  Tripoli  War, 
1911,  220;  World  War  I,  242-3;  war 
aims,  252;  Peace  Conference,  271-2; 
naval  agreement.  298-9,  300-1;  stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  deflation,  334,  354,  571;  in¬ 
come  distribution,  542;  history',  1922- 
56,  570-6  (Ethiopia) ;  Czech  crisis,  634, 
638-9;  demands  on  France,  639-40;  Al¬ 
bania  seized,  641;  World  War  II,  coal 
shortage,  672;  attack  on  France,  689- 
90;  navy,  698,  700,  701,  702,  764;  Africa, 
701;  attack  on  Greece,  700-1;  Ger¬ 
many,  702;  Sicily’,  761-2;  missed  op¬ 
portunities,  1943,  763-4;  invasion.  Sept. 
1943,  763-9;  communists,  767-8;  AIusso- 
lini's  fall,  July'  25,  1943,  762;  death, 
805;  Armistice,  September  3,  1943, 
764-5;  war  on  Germany’,  765;  sur¬ 
render,  805-6 

Italy  (postwar),  de  Gaspari,  Alcide,  902, 
1285;  communist  defeat,  1948,  902; 
Constitution,  January  1948,  902;  EEC, 
1284,  1286;  “opening  to  Left,”  1309; 
Aldo  .Moro,  1309;  Pietro  Nenni,  1309 
Ito,  201,  202,  203-4 
Ivory’  Coast,  1193 
Iwasaki,  Y.,  202 
Iwo  Jima,  Bonin  Islands,  814-15 
Izvolski,  Aleksander,  217,  219 

Jameson,  Dr.  Starr,  135,  136,  137,  139 
Jansen,  C.  (and  Jansenists),  1239  (Au¬ 
gustinus,  1640),  1242;  see  also  Dualism 
Japan,  6,  7,  14,  20,  188;  history,  192-207, 

561- 70;  Impact  of  West,  192-4;  tradi¬ 

tional  Japan,  193-4,  *97-8;  Aleiji  Res¬ 
toration,  1867-1889,  194-5;  constitu¬ 

tional  system,  195-7,  5fib  563-4;  budget, 
569;  economic  expansion,  198-200,  553, 

562- 3,  568-70,  732,  1147-51;  in  World 
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Japan  (Com.) 

War  I,  206-7,  -+4*  5<5’;  Twenty-one 
Demands,  1915,  206,  2+4;  invasion  of 
Siberia,  245,  298;  Genro,  200-5;  labor 
policy,  199-200;  political  parties,  201-2; 
militarization,  205,  564,  566-7;  popula¬ 
tion,  20,  198,  561-2,  1147-8,  1150;  mi¬ 
gration  restrictions,  562;  political  assas¬ 
sination,  567;  personality,  1148;  social 
change,  1149,  1150-1;  aggression,  205, 
560-71,  731-45;  liberalization,  562-3, 
1151;  depression,  563;  motives,  732-4, 
737-41;  Zaibatsu,  194,  195,  201,  202-3, 
205,  564;  Mancliurian  investment,  567; 
strategic  shortages,  570,  735,  738-9; 
German  alliance,  September  1940,  734; 
American  economic  pressure,  735-7, 
739;  Tojo  replaces  Konoye  (Oct. 
1941),  741,  Soviet  Union,  Matsuoka, 
738,  739 

Japan  (World  War  II),  strategy,  778, 
808-10;  bombing,  815;  loss  of  shipping, 
807,  808;  mandated  Islands,  808,  80^11; 
“defeat  of  Japan  without  invasion,” 
811;  dwindling  Japanese  morale,  816; 
peace  effort,  825-7;  defeat  analysed, 
884;  treaty  (1951)  981-2;  militarv'  oc¬ 
cupation,  1151-2;  constitution,  1946, 

Japan  (postwar)  and  USSR,  1039,  1040; 
agrarian  refonn  (Ladejinsky),  990, 
1040,  1148-9;  decline  of  communism, 
1040,  1151;  middle  class  growth;  1151; 
politics,  1151,  1152-3;  elections,  1040, 
1153;  Constitution  (1946),  1152;  vio¬ 
lated  by  defense  force,  1152;  com¬ 
merce,  1150,  1289 

Java,  1041;  see  also  Netherlands  East  In¬ 
dies;  Indonesia 
Jellicoe,  J.,  233 
Jenner,  W.,  977-8 
Jenninp,  W.  1.,  quoted  463 
Jerrola,  D.,  597 
Jessup,  Ph,  938,  947,  952 
Jesuits,  1249 
Jewett,  F.  B,,  841 

Jews,  98,  246-7,  1186;  see  Anti-Semitism; 

Jinnah,  .M.  A.,  172,  1049 
Joffre,  J.  J.,  228-9 
Johannesburg,  136,  137,  141,  143 
Johnson,  L.  B.,  1103-4,  ‘-45  (election 
1964),  1248,  1309  (succeeds,  Nov.  1963) 
Johnston,  Sir  H.  H.,  131,  134 
Joliot-Curie,  F.,  850,  852,  920 
Jones,  T.,  953 

Jordan,  1057,  1078  (refugees);  crisis  of 
1956,  1075-6;  dismissal  of  Glubb  Pasha, 
1075,  1082-3 


Junkers  (in  Germany),  226,  413,  417-18, 
428,  431,  445 
Jutland,  1916,  235 

Kahr,  G.  von,  424,  426,  442 
Kali,  155,  163 
Kamenev,  L.,  392 
Kapp,  W.,  424 
Karma,  161 

Karolyi,  Count  M.,  274 
Kars,  118 

Kashmir,  1049,  1175 
Katanga,  Belgian  Congo,  852 
Katsura,  201,  203,  204 
Katyn  massacre,  770-1 
Ka valla,  Greece,  240-1 
Keitel,  W,,  619,  630 
Kellogg,  F.  B.,  294 
Kellogg-Briand  Pact,  1928,  294-5, 

575 

Kenial,  Mustafa,  273,  483,  1035 
Kennaii,  G.  F.,  953,  994 
Kennedy,  J.  F.,  1087,  1142  (Alliance  for 
Progress);  Cuban  crisis,  1105-8,  1135, 
n8o,  1243  (semi-aristocrat),  1245,  1307, 
1309  (assassination,  Nov.  1963) 

Kenya,  134,  148-53;  Kenya  VVhite  Paper 
on  native  rights  (1923),  152 
Kepplcr,  W.,  450,  618  (“Kepplcr  Plan”) 
Kerensky,  A.,  244,  385 
Kerri,  H.,  441 

Kcsselring,  A.,  706,  748,  766,  767 
Keynes,  J.  M.,  282;  see  Finance,  unortho- 

Khan,  Sir  S.  A.,  163 
Khomyakov,  A.,  103 

Khrushchev,  rise,  1004-39;  outlook,  1103, 
1309  (resignation,  Oct.  1964);  collec¬ 
tive  farms  &  agriculture,  1006-8,  1010- 
II,  1032-3;  and  communist  party',  1009, 
1015;  and  Mao  Tse-tung,  1011,  1155- 
61;  polycentrism,  1012-37,  1023-30, 

1163-4;  denunciation  of  Stalin  (20th 
Party  Congress),  1015-22;  co-c.\istcnce, 
1016,  1099,  1164,  1204;  foreign  tours, 
101 1,  1012,  1051;  a  Stalinist  personally, 
1011-12,  1022-3,  1025;  struggle  for 

power  in  USSR,  1009,  1029-33; 
colonialism,  1027,  1052;  military  tactics, 
1038;  Near  East,  1052,  1080-3  (suggests 
conference);  Berlin  “ultimatum"  1097- 
8,  1099  (revoked);  visit  to  USA,  1099; 
in  Cuba  crisis,  1 106 
Keith,  A.  B.,  462 
Kiev,  82,  279 
King,  M.,  894 

King-Crane  (Commission,  1919,  248 
Kirdorf,  E.,  436 
Kirk,  G.  L.,  952 
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Geneva  conference,  1954, 


Korov,  S.,  403 
Kistiakowsky,  G.,  859 
Kitchener,  Lord,  134,  135,  214 
Klagenfurt,  Austria,  277 
Kluck,  A.  von,  229-30 
Knight  (medieval;,  34 
Knox,  F.,  709 

Koestler,  A.,  1304  (.Suicide  of  a  Nation?) 
Kolchak,  Admiral  A.,  388 
Kordt,  E.,  620,  631,  652,  657,  786 
Korea,  190,  204,  206  (annexed  by  Japan, 
1910),  1039,  1040,  1155;  North  Korea 
(PPK)  attack,  972;  retreat,  974;  Yalu 
boundary,  874-5,  976;  Soviet  influence, 
1156,  1174  (replaced  by  Red  Chinese); 
Communists,  905,  908,  971  (misconcep¬ 
tions),  974-5;  Korean  War,  1950-52, 
970-86;  ending  it,  982-3,  1044;  lessons, 
983 

Kornilov,  L.  G.,  388 

Korzybski,  A.,  1277  (Science  and  Sanity) 

Kreuger,  I.,  358-9,  514,  955 

Krishna,  R.,  162 

Krivoi  Rog,  93 

Kroll  Opera  House,  438 

Kronstadt  mutiny  (March  1921),  389 

Kruger,  P.,  137  ’ 

Krupp,  450 

Kuhn,  Loeb,  and  Company,  326,  530-1 
(affiliates) 

Kuibyshev,  V'.,  392 
“Kulaks”  (in  USSR),  393 
Kun,  B.,  274,  388 
Rung,  H.  H.,  566 

Kuomintang,  191,  564-6,  568,  819  (cor¬ 
ruption) 

Kurds  (Kurdistan),  iii,  246,  276,  897 
(Soviet  intrigues) 

Kuriles,  1040 

Kuroda,  201 

Kuusinen,  VL,  679 

Kwajalein,  Marshall  Islands,  810 

Labor,  see  Classes,  social;  and  this  sub¬ 
heading  under  countries 
Labour  Party  (England),  see  England, 
political  parties 
Ladejinsky,  W.,  990,  1040 
Ladoga,  678,  681 

Laisscz  faire,  25,  18,  39-40,  327-8,  550-1, 
866,  919,  1287;  in  Germany,  412-13, 

Lamont,  T.  W.  (and  family),  53,  326, 
327.  937.  945-7.  95L  955.  9«<> 
Landsberg,  O.,  423 

Lansdowne,  Lord,  253 

Lansing-lshii  notes,  November  1917,  244 

Laos,  1041,  1042-3,  1045,  1046,  1169,  1170, 


1174;  see 
Lapp,  R.  E.,  968 

Latin  America,  835,  842  (“Operation 
Bootstrap”),  1107;  analysis,  1109-46; 
geography,  population,  living  stand¬ 
ards,  iiio-ii;  social  conditions,  1112-13, 
1139-40;  failure  to  use  local  resources, 
1 1 15;  outlook,  1115-22  (“Pakistani- 
Peruvian  axis”);  family  patterns,  1116- 
19;  religious  failures,  ii  19-21,  1 123-4; 
colonial  background,  1 12 1-2;  reform 
possibilities,  1122-3;  W.W.  II,  1124; 
Mexican  revolution,  1125-6;  foreign 
exchange,  1113-14;  terms  of  trade,  1114, 
1145-6;  army,  1124,  1125;  “Castroism,” 
1113;  U.S.  policies,  1140-6;  rise  of  social 
revolution,  1142;  tax  reform,  1144,  1146 
Lattimore,  O.,  925,  933,  936,  947,  948 
Latvia,  654,  656  (German  treaty,  1939), 
678,  686-7 

Lauritsen,  C.,  983,  984 
Lausanne,  276  (Treats^  with  Turkey, 
1922);  Conference  on  reparations, 

1931.  >45.  3>i 

Laval,  P.,  355,  527-8,  572-6  (Hoare- 

Laval);  in  W.W.  11,  688,  689;  in  V^ichy 
regime,  690-2,  699,  700 
Law,  A.  B.,  485 

Law  of  war,  sec  International  law 
Lawrence,  E.  O.,  852,  854,  856,  893,  961, 
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Lawrence,  T.  E.,  248 
Lazard  bank,  52,  56,  500,  520,  581,  950, 
951,  1059;  see  also  Lord  Brand;  A.  D. 
Marris;  F.  C.  Tiarks 
League  of  Nations,  150,  254,  269,  270, 
272,  273,  274,  284,  287,  289,  290-1;  “gaps 
in  the  Covenant,”  290,  291-6;  Assem¬ 
bly,  291;  Council,  291-2,  293;  Secre¬ 
tariat,  291;  in  Ethiopian  erisis,  573-7; 
Art.  16,  292,  575;  expels  Soviet  Union, 
1939,  679-80;  see  also  Palestine;  Dis- 
annament;  other  activities  of  the 
League 
Leahy,  693 

Lebanon,  248,  706,  1082-3  (U.S.  landing), 
1098 

Leclerc,  J.,  787 

Lee,  Higginson,  &  Co.,  358,  947,  955 
Leffingwell,  R.,  53,  945,  952 
Legien,  C,  421 
Lehman.  H.,  981-2 

Lend-Lease,  570,  721,.  727-8,  753-4,  757, 
773-4;  nuclear  material,  92 1;  ended, 
890,  891 

Lenin  and  Leninism  (X'ladimir  I.  Ulyna- 
nov),  384-5,  389,  391;  (death),  '392, 
393.  395-6.  565.  “64  (errors) 
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Leningrad,  678,  7:4,  726  (besieged),  753, 
790  (relieved) 

Lever,  W.  (Lord  Leverhulme,  1851- 
1925),  500 

Levy,  H.,  503  (quoted) 

Lewis,  J.,  534 

Lew  is,  S.,  1250  (.Babbitt-,  Main  Street) 
Ley,  R.,  440,  4,-3 
Leyte,  Battle  of,  811-14 
Liberal,  Battle  of,  811-14 
Liberal  Party  (England),  see  England, 
political  parties 

Liberalism,  24-6,  28,  29,  30,  83;  nature, 
1231;  see  also  sub-head  under  names  of 
countries 

Libya,  702-3,  706,  747,  748,  897  (Stalin’s 
demands);  see  also  Tripolitania 
Liebknecht,  K.,  420,  424 
"Lifeline  to  India”  (British),  113 
Lilienthal,  D.,  894,  963 
Lille-Lyoiis  Axis  (France),  519,  524,  S'S' 
7,  526-8;  JVC  Capitalism,  monopoly,  in 
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dards  of  living 
Lindbergh,  C.,  634-5 

Lindemann,  F.  (Lord  Cherwell),  844, 
867,  900 

Lippmann,  W.,  959,  950,  952 
Lithuania,  36,  279,  639,  641,  654,  657,  678, 
(yS-7 

“Little  Englanders,”  129-30,  135 
Little  Entente  (Czechoslovakia,  Ro¬ 
mania,  Yugoslavia),  284 
LitvinofT,  Al.,  303,  655;  Litvinoff  Pro¬ 
tocol,  1929,  295 

Lloyd  George,  D.,  145,  231,  232,  262, 
269,  272,  273,  482,  484-5,  490,  583, 

655 

Lloyd’s  Bank,  56,  501 

Locarno  Pacts,  1925,  286,  577,  578,  582 

Lockwood,  VV.,  947 

Lodge,  H.,  1243 

Logic,  two- valued,  1186,  1216-7,  *2J5> 
1227-8;  see  Dualism;  Cognitive  sys¬ 
tems 

London:  as  financial  center,  50-2,  324- 
35>  347-8;  transport  sj'stem,  491;  po¬ 
lice,  491;  N'aval  Conference,  1930,  300; 
Naval  Conference,  1936,  301;  schedule 
(reparations),  1921-4,  305,  308,  309; 
Treaty  of  1913,  220;  Treaty  of  1915, 

243.  2721  279-80 

Long,  B.  K.,  132,  138,  139,  148 
Long,  VV.,  474 
Lossow,  O.,  426 

Los  Alamos,  Nevt'  Mexico,  855,  858,  967, 
995 

Lothian,  Lord  (Philip  H.  Kerr),  138, 


142,  144,  147,  149,  164,  273,  581,  582, 
583,  620,  621,  950,  953 
Louis  XIV,  48,  187,  211,  273,  412,  1291, 
1292  (basis  for  dc  Gaulle’s  s^'stem) 
Louric,  D.  B.,  994 
Lovat,  l.ord,  144 
Lubersac,  516,  520-1,  522 
Ludendorlf,  E.,  229,  233-4,  254  (re¬ 
moved),  426,  435 
Lunik,  see  Space  vehicles 
Lugard,  Lord,  134,  135,  149,  1191;  “in¬ 
direct  rule,”  149 
Lusitania,  250-1 
Luther,  H.,  427 
Luther,  AL,  1239 
Lu.xcmburg,  Rosa,  420,  424 
Lyttelton,  A.,  475 
Lytton  Report,  1932,  566 

Alaastriclit  appendix,  Netherlands,  228 
AIcAdam,  J,,  17 
Macao,  China,  180 

AlacArtluir,  D.,  743,  778,  808,  809,  811, 
814  (capture  of  Alanila),  936,  970-1 
(draws  defense  perimeter  to  exclude 
Korea  and  Formosa)  973-4  (“China 
First”),  974  (Inchon  landing),  978 
(unrealistic  foreign  policy) ;  Fruman 
controversy,  975-9;  excludes  USSR 
from  Japan,  1040;  in  Japan,  1152 
McCanhy,  J.,  882,  928-34,  937.  943-  963. 
977,  986  (attack  on  General  Alarshall), 
991;  and  Eisenhower,  933,  934,  988;  and 
Dulles,  993-4 
A'IcCloy,  J.,  952 

McCormack,  A.,  862-3  Japanese 

surrender) 

McCormack,  Speaker  John  W.,  862 
AIcCormick,  C.,  76 

MacDonald,  J.,  468,  485-6,  489,  490,  492 
McKenna,  R.,  325  (quoted) 

McLeod,  R.  W.  S.,  994 
McMahon,  B.,  894,  962 
McMahon,  Sir  Henry,  245-6  (“Mc¬ 

Mahon  Pledge”) 

McMillan,  E.,  853 

Macedonia,  6,  111-12,  118,  119,  120,  217, 
220,  240,  242 

Alachine  guns,  tactics,  662 
Macleod,  1.,  1305 

Macmillan,  H.,  504,  1299,  1303,  1305, 
1307-8,  1308  (resigned) 

Macmillan  Committee  on  Finance  md 
Industry,  1931,  325,  327,  489 
Madagascar  (Malgache  Republic),  215, 
1193 

Maffey  report  on  Ethiopia,  1935,  574 
Maginot  Line,  664,  685;  see  also  France, 
defense 
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Main  Company  (Russia),  93 
“Maiidi”  (Muhamnied  Aimed),  134 
Malacca,  45 
Malan,  D.  F.,  139 

Malaya,  188,  738-44,  i04:-3  (geography), 
109:,  1176,  1218,  1299;  Japanese  inter¬ 
est,  738;  Chinese  interest,  1041,  1171; 
communism,  1042,  1044,  1046 
Malcolm,  Sir  Dougal,  132 
Malenkov,  G.,  898-9,  1006,  1008,  1009, 
loii,  1020,  1031,  1032 
Mali  Republic  O' tench  Sudan),  1192 
Mailer,  52,  516,  517,  520 
Malta,  146,  700,  702,  706,  747,  748,  796 
(conference  January  1945) 

Man,  nature  of,  24,  28,  83r-2,  833,  865-6 
(and  rationalization),  1222-30,  1227; 

possible  annihilation  of,  874-5;  chang¬ 
ing  conception  of,  1238-9.  1252 
Manchu  empire,  6,  ii.  177-8,  188,  190,  191 
Manchuria  (Manchukuo),  301,  564,  566-8, 
570,  734  (recognized  bv  Germanv),  818 
Manchuria  (postwar),  905,  906,  975,  1039, 

Mandates  (of  League  of  Nations),  150, 
248;  see  also  Trusteeship,  international 
Mander,  J.,  1304 

Manhattan  District  (code  name);  see 
Atomic  bomb 

Manichaeans,  1239;  see  also  Dualism; 

1254-5  (love) 

Mann,  T.,  412 
iMannerheim,  Baron,  681 
Manor  (manorial),  9,  16,  37,  39,  42 
Manstein,  E.,  685-6  (“Manstein  Plan”), 
753 

Mao  Tse-tung,  566,  905,  906,  1 165-7  (biog¬ 
raphy)  ;  Stalin,  905,  908;  cause  of  vic¬ 
tor)',  935;  Khrushchev,  101 1,  1156 

(refused  nuclear  weapons);  “Hundred 
Flowers,”  1164-5;  ideological  contribu¬ 
tion,  1166-7,  1168-9 
Marathas,  153 

Marchand,  Colonel  Jean,  214 
Marianas  Islands,  206,  212,  884 
Marienwerder,  Germany,  273,  277 
Marne,  First  Battle,  1914,  230;  Second 
Battle,  1918,  234 
Marris,  A.,  950,  951 
Marris,  Sir  William,  13:,  164,  166,  950 
Alarseilles  assassinations,  October  1934, 

572 

Marshall,  G.,  723,  749,  757,  758  (on  “cross 
channel”  attacks),  823,  914,  1048;  China, 
1946,  906 

Marshall  Islands,  Pacific,  206,  212 
-Marshall  Plan,  June  1947,  554,  898,  942, 
944,  1283,  1286,  1307 

Marx,  K.  (and  .Marxism),  41,  91-2,  105, 
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37d.  377-83.  386,  539,  1224;  Covnmmist 
Manifesto,  1848,  376,  378;  Das  Kapital, 
1867-1894,  378;  Soviet  modifications, 
397;  see  Lenin;  errors,  41,  380-2,  888, 
918,  1164;  alien  to  Chinese  outlook, 
1155;  Chinese  modifications,  ti68;  see 
Mao  Tse-tung 
Marx,  W.,  427 

Mass  armies,  34-7,  187,  221-2  (in  1914) 
“Massive  retaliation”  (U.S.  strategic 
policy,  1953-1960),  defined,  992;  867, 
878,  ^8-70,  1087;  advocated  by  Dulles, 
987,  991-8,  1087,  1088;  “New  ’Look,” 
1001-3  (misconceptions);  increasing 
cost  of,  1002-5;  ICBM  and  elimination 
of  allied  ba.ses,  1088-9 
Masterman,  Sir  Charles,  263 
■Matabeles,  136 
Materialism,  84,  89,  90-1 
Mathematics,  applied  to  society,  842-3 
.Matsukata,  201,  203 

Mau  Mau  revolt,  Kenya,  1948-1955,  151 
Maudling,  R.,  1305 
Maunoury,  M.,  2:9 
Max  of  Baden,  Prince,  253 
Mav,  A.,  see  Espionage 
May,  Sir  George,  489 
Mayan  civilization,  6,  7,  13 
Mayer,  R.,  525,  528 
Mogul  empire,  7,  ii,  153-4 
Molotov,  V.,  392,  403,  655,  657,  703-5, 
758  (demands  “second  front”),  760, 
772,  1006,  1008,  1009,  ion,  1012,  1013, 
1015,  1023,  1027,  1029,  1031,  1032,  1039 
.Moltke,  Count  Helmuth  von,  786 
Moltke,  Helmuth  Johannes  von,  1848- 
1916,  228-9 

Moltke,  Helmuth  Karl  von,  1800-1891, 
35,  226 

Mond,  A.  (Lord  Alelchett),  1868-1930), 
480,  488,  500,  502,  303 
Aloney  (money  economy),  44,  47,  54,  94, 
358;  534-5.  90‘-2 

Mongols  (.Mogul);  A-Iongolia,  7,  81,  86, 
818,  908,  1039,  1155 
Alonnet,  J.,  1285,  1292 
Monopoly  (and  cartels),  38,  62  (in  Rus¬ 
sia),  361,  339-40;  growth,  337-8,  349, 
359,  367;  Germany,  432-5,  307-14,  iioi; 
England,  480,  490,  492,  501-4,  505,  513; 
France,  323-9,  689;  projected  British- 
German  agreements,  1939,  645-6 
Monroe  Doctrine,  68,  294,  377 
Alontagu,  E.,  165-6;  Alontagu-Chelmsford 
Report,  1917,  166,  173 
.Monte  Cassino,  767 
Alontenegro,  118,  119,  220,  253 
.Montreux  Convention,  July  1936,  276 
Aloore,  J.,  250 
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.Morgan,  Brigadier  J.  H.,  581 
Morgan  (J.  P.  and  Bank;  also  Morgan 
GrenfelU,  51,  55,  56,  60,  61,  71-4,  }o8, 
326,  327,  500,  502,  530-1  (affiliates),  533, 
937-8,  945-7  (infiltrates  the  Left),  951, 
95^'  953"  955>  979~8o  (attacks  from  Radi¬ 
cal  Right),  ^  (historj^  of  firm),  981 
(Dulles),  1245-6 

Morgenthau,  H.,  710,  824  ("Alorgenthau 
Plan'l,  900 

Morocco,  120,  215-16,  217;  crisis,  1905, 
219;  crisis,  1911,  220;  mission,  1942,  750- 
I;  independence,  1956,  1192 
Morrow,  D.,  53,  74,  945 
.Moscow,  86,  87,  105,  727;  German  attacks, 
722,  724,  726,  753;  Conference;  August, 
1942,  749,  758 
Moseby,  P.,  952 
Moslems,  see  Muslims 
Alosley,  Sir  Ossvald,  488 
Motte  family,  526 

Mozambique  (Portuguese-East  Africa), 
135,  144,  212 
Muggeridee,  M.,  1304 
Muller,  H.,  421,  422-3 
Aluller,  L.,  440-1 
Mundt,  K.,  924-5 

Alunich  Conference,  September  29-30, 
1938,  293,  585,  638-9;  see  also  Czecho¬ 
slovakia;  “Czech  crisis”  under  various 
countries 

Murmansk,  388,  678,  722,  728,  753,  754 
Murphy,  G.,  945 
Alurphy,  R.,  695,  750 
Aluslims,  Turkev,  ui-13,  1171;  Sudan, 
134;  India,  163  ff.,  172-3,  1049;  Iran, 
1052;  Algeria,  1179-80;  Africa,  1188; 
Aluslim  Brotherhood,  1071,  1072-3;  see 
also  Islamic  civilization 
Muslim  League  (India),  165,  172-3 
Alussolini,  B.,  242,  272,  301,  334,  575-7, 
670-3,  842;  on  League  of  Nations,  577; 
Spanish  plot,  1934,  594;  Central  Eu¬ 
ropean  intrigues,  613,  615,  616;  demands 
on  France,  1938-59,  639-40;  "Pact  of 
Steel,”  1939,  649;  in  World  War  11, 
689-90,  6^,  700;  fall  from  power,  762, 
764  (escape),  768,  805-6  (death) 

Myth  of  the  Tveentieth  Century  (by 
Rosenberg),  condemned  by  Catholic 
Church,  441 


Naguib,  Aluhammed,  1071  ff. 

Nanking,  Treatv  of,  1842,  180 
Nagasaki,  Japan,  82:,  826 
Naples,  766 

Napoleon,  10,  48,  49,  87,  126,  211,  273, 
411,  412,  415,  515,  1291 


Napoleon  111,  518,  523 
“Narodniki,”  90 
Narvik,  Norway,  680,  683-4 
Nasser,  Ganial  Abdel,  see  Egypt;  Nasser 
pattern  of  post-colonial  policv^,  1180 
Natal,  167-8 

National  Academy  of  Sciences  (USA), 
840,  841 

National  Advisory  Committee  for  Aero¬ 
nautics,  1915-1958,  840 
National  City  Bank,  56 
National  Defen.se  Research  Committee 
(USA),  840-1 

National  Industrial  Conference  Board,  540 
National  Review  (London),  1301 
National  Roster  of  Scientific  Personnel, 

841 

Nationalism,  24,  26-30,  36,  89,  104-5,  114- 
18,  134,  139,  160-3,  174,  223,  382-3,  1042, 
1055-6,  1059-60,  1075-6;  and  socialism, 
384;  economic  nationalism,  353,  362, 
366,  513-14;  see  also  under  various 
countries,  anti-colonialism 
Naval  Disarmament  Conference,  Geneva, 
1927,  287,  299-300 

Nazi  Party  (National  Socialist  German 
W'orkers  Parts),  see  also  Germany; 
Hitler,  429-33,' 434-7,  438-45,  447,  449- 
50,  451-2,  455-7;  anti-Semitism,  433-4, 
435,  1224;  Twenty-Five  Point  Program, 
454-5;  Putsch,  November  9,  1923),  426- 
7;  blood  purge,  442-3;  terrorism,  437-40, 
448,  452;  iv.iture,  442-4;  Youth  Alove- 
ment,  446;  German  Labor  Front 
(Strength  through  Joy),  440,  451-2,  455; 
organization,  456;  “irrationalism  and 
violence,”  1225;  petty  bourgeois,  1244 
Near  East,  109-25,  1061-85;  Near  East 
Question  (“Eastern  Question”),  110-24; 
see  also  Ottoman  empire;  names  of 
individual  countries  of  area 
Near  Ea.st  (postwar),  history,  1065-83; 
Western  offer  to  arm  area,  May  1950, 
1052;  basic  factors,  1061-5;  armed 
forces,  1061-2,  1063;  political  regimes, 
1062-3;  Zionism,  1063-6 
Negro  dominion  in  Central  Africa,  pro- 
ptrsed,  142,  149,  150,  620 
Neisse  River,  as  Polish-German  bound¬ 
ary,  776,  779,  791 

Neo-isolationism  (in  U.S.  politics),  see 
Unilateralism;  Radical  Right;  defined, 
880-2,  935,  974,  977,  979,  981,  982,  989- 
90,  992  (Dulles) 

“Nepmen”  (in  USSR),  395 
Nerst,  W.,  844 

Netherlands,  47,  48,  109,  21 1;  security, 
126;  World  M'ar  II,  686,  688 
Netherlands  East  Indies  (Indonesia),  188, 
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570.  703-  709.  719.  736.  738,  740.  741. 

744  (Japanese  conquest),  1176 
Neuflize  family,  5i<5,  510-1 
Neuilly,  Trearv'  of  Peace  with  Bulgaria, 
November  27,  1919,  267.  274 
Neumann,  J.,  842,  855,  968  (rocket  mis¬ 
siles) 

Neurath,  K.,  618,  619,  734 
Neutralism,  see  Buffet  fringe;  role  in 
ending  Cold  W'ar,  1048-9,  1095-4 
“New  Freedom"  (of  U'oodrow  Wilson), 
,76 

Neu-  Guinea,  212,  745,  808,  1041-2;  see  also 
Netherlands  East  Indies;  Indonesia 
“New  l,uok,”  defined,  1088;  misconcep¬ 
tions,  1002;  see  also  Massive  retaliation; 
Eisenhower;  Dulles 

"New  Republic”  (New  York),  76,  938, 
939,  940  (policy),  94'.  94^  943.  944 
New  ^  ork  Herald  Tribune,  935,  939,  949, 
,953 

New  York  Vost,  945  (Tom  Lamont) 
New  York  Tivies,  935,  949,  953,  9515,  966 
(W.  O.  Laurence),  1158 
New  York,  New  Haven,  and  Hartford 

Newton,  Basil,  627,  636 

Nicaea  (Church  Council),  85,  1228,  1229 

Nicholas  11,  Czar,  1894-1917,  98,  100-1, 

387 

NiebehnigenlieJ,  410 
Niemoller,  ,M.,  441,  448 
Niger,  215 

Nigeria,  1191,  1193,  '289 

Nihilism,  in  Russia,  90;  rejected  b^'  W'est, 

,,,.'--9 

Nimitz,  C.,  746,  811 

Nine-Power  Treaty  on  China,  1922,  298, 
301,  566,  733-4  (meeting,  1937) 
Nineteenth  century,  economy,  49-66; 
British  dominance,  66-9;  in  Europe, 
24-30,  416,  559-61;  “harmony  of  in¬ 
terests,”  497-8;  rejected  hy  Spain,  587- 
8;  characteristics,  832,  833-5 
Nitze,  P.,  910,  969 
Nivelle,  R.,  231 

Nixon,  R„  924-5,  927,  934,  977,  987,  988. 

1:45 

Nobel  brothers,  93 
Nobility,  not  in  England,  128 
“No  cities”  nuclear  response,  879 
Noddack,  I.,  849 
Nomonhan,  Mongolia,  675-6 
Non-violence  (theory),  103;  see  Co-ex¬ 
istence 

Norman,  M.  (Lord  Norman),  62,  324, 
325-6,  489,  500,  502,  514 
Norris,  F.,  1250  (The  Pit) 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
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(NATO,  1949,  1955),  878,  915-16,  977 
(in  U.S.  politics),  992,  1004  (Secretary 
VV'ilson’s  rejection (,  1012,  1048  (cause); 
size,  1958,  1097-8,  1099  (weakened  by 
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anack,  1941,  683-4;  \Vorld  M'ar  II,  688 
Norwood,  Sir  Ct  ril,  477 
Noske,  G.,  421,  424,  425 
Novi-Bazar,  Sanjak  of,  118,  119 
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■942.  854 

Nuclear  rivalry,  1943-65,  chronology, 
876;  see  also  Cold  War;  danger,  875, 
877;  see  also  sub  periods,  esp.  863-5 
headings,  “thermonuclear  bomb”;  “mis¬ 
sile  race”;  nuclear  stalemate 
Nuclear  stalemate,  1950,  1963,  nature, 
1202;  865,  867,  1087  (“balanee  of  ter¬ 
ror,”  1965),  1109;  in  NSC-68  (Apr. 
1950),  970;  rejected  bv  Russians,  1035; 
leads  to  independence  and  irresponsi¬ 
bility  of  third  powers,  1091-2,  1205-6; 
preserved  by  Test  Ban,  1093;  Red 
China,  1157;  consequences,  1205-6, 
1211-13;  fundanmetal  differences  of 
USA  and  USSR,  1213-15;  “credibility,” 
1294;  see  Controlled  conflict 
Nuclear  test  moratorium,  Oct.  1958,  Oct. 

1961,  Aug.  1964),  877,  1090-1,  1093 
Nyasaland,  135,  150 
Nye,  G.,  707 

Oak  Ridge,  Tennessee,  854-5,  857-8 
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Odessa,  Russia,  388 

Odier,  Sautter,  et  Cie,  526 

O'Dwyer,  Sir  .Michael,  17 1 

offetislve  d  outrance  (military),  226-7 

()'Hara,  J..  1250 

Okinawa,  Ryukyu  Islands,  812,  815-16 
Okunia,  201,  202,  204,  205 
Oldcnburg-Januschau,  E.,  428 
Oldham,  Dr.  J.,  149 
Oliver,  F.,  144,  165 
Omdurman  (Battle,  1898),  134 
On  the  Beach  (Nevil  Shute),  875 
“Open  market  operations,”  59 
“Open  Door”  (in  China),  217,  244,  297, 
73'.  939  (Jubn  Hay) 

Operational  research  (OP),  838,  842, 
1226-7 

Oppenheimer,  J.,  855-6,  857,  879,  884-6 
(Communist  associations),  893,  894. 
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961-:,  963,  965,  966  (and  AEC),  968, 
984,  985,  1090;  clearance  revoked,  994-8; 
contribution  to  defense,  997-8 
Optimism,  14-8,  30,  41,  85,  1140,  1311 
Orange  Free  State,  lec  Boer  Republics 
Organization  of  American  States,  uo6, 
1145  (Cuba  excluded) 

Ormsby-Gore,  VV.  G.  A.  (Lord  Harlech), 
1245 

Orthodox  civilizanon,  see  Russia 
Orwell,  G.,  1252  (ipJ^) 

Oslo  Trade  Agreements,  1930,  1937,  3<52 
Ottoman  empire,  7,  11,  27,  36,  82,  110-25, 
276,  1061;  organization,  111-13;  wriff. 
186;  partition,  119,  217,  219,  220,  245-9; 
World  VV'ar  I,  240;  civil  war,  275-6 
Osthilfe,  428,  429,  432,  445,  446 
Ouchy  Trade  Convention,  1932,  362-3 
Oudot,  E.,  523 

Outer  AJongolia,  818,  908,  1059 
“Outer  Seven,”  see  European  Free  Trade 
Association 

“Outlook  of  the  AVest,”  1227-34;  see  also 
Western  civilization 

“Overlord,”  planning,  782,  783-4  (de¬ 
fense);  operations,  784-6,  787;  see  also 
“Cross-channel”  attack 
Oxford,  England,  471,  478,  844,  1301, 
1305 

Oyama,  201,  206 
Pacelli,  Cardinal,  253 

Pakistan  (since  1947;  see  India  for  pre- 
1947),  origin,  1049-50;  in  Cold  War, 
1947-8;  history,  1949-51;  rejection 
of  neutralism,  1050-1  (CENTRO; 
SFIATO);  Soviet  influence,  1050;  ten¬ 
sion  with  India,  1050;  and  Afghanistan, 
1051;  alignment  with  Red  China,  1092, 
1175  (treaty  of  .May  1962) 

Paleologue,  M.,  274-5 
Palestine  (to  .May  1948),  114;  conquest 
by  Britain,  1917,  233,  240;  e.xcluded 
from  .Mc.Mahon  Pledge,  246;  Sykes- 
Picot  Agreement,  246;  Balfour  Declara¬ 
tion,  1917,  246-7;  Zionism,  British,  and 
Arabs  1064-6;  Flaganah,  1064;  extremist 
groups,  1064-5;  Jewish  .Agency,  1064- 
5;  assa.ssinations  of  Lord  Aloync  and 
Count  Folke  Bernadottc,  1065;  Chaim 
Weizmann,  1065;  David  Ben-Gurion, 
1065;  role  of  US.A,  1064,  1065,  1067; 
L’.N  partition  rejected,  1065-6;  man¬ 
date's  end,  1066;  .Arab  invasion  and  de¬ 
feat,  1066-7;  see  also  Israel 
Pan-Slavism,  88,  89,  105,  113.  115,  118 
Papacy,  216,  253,  1 123-4,  ‘508;  concordat 
with  .Austria,  1934,  614 


Papen,  K.  von,  419,  430,  432-3,  437,  442, 
617,  618,  624 
Pares,  Sir  B.,  loi 

Paris,  228,  229-30,  234,  271,  350,  493,  688, 
690,  787-8;  Peace  Conference,  1919, 
140,  145,  167-76,  290;  Treaty  of,  1856, 
116;  Pact  of,  1928  (see  Kellogg-Briand) 
Parker,  Sir  G.,  263 
Parkin,  Sir  G.,  131,  132,  133 
Parsons,  Captain  W.  S.,  825-6,  859 
Pascal,  B.,  1239 

Passchendaele  Ridge  (Third  Battle  of 
Ypres,  1917),  231,  232,  233,  255 
Pastoral  traditions,  1119,  1188 
Paterson,  W.,  48 
Patton,  G.,  761-2  (Sicily) 

Paulus,  F',,  753 
Pavelic,  Ante,  677 
Peabody,  G.,  53,  327,  945,  952 
Peace,  world,  see  Cold  War,  nature  of 
Western  victory 

“Peace  Ballot”  of  League  of  Nations 
Union  (England),  1934-33,  49-'  573"4 
Peace  Corps,  1 147 
Peace  of  Augsburg,  1555,  412 
Peace  treaties  (M'orld  AVar  I),  267-84; 
criticism  of,  268-70;  contents,  266-78; 
revisionism,  285,  288 

Pearl  Harbor,  Hawaii,  570,  740,  741,  742 
(Japanese  attack,  Dec.  7,  1941),  746, 
811,  814,  1146 

Peenemunde  Rocket  Research,  846 
Pendleton  Bill,  1883,  71 
Perham,  Al.,  149 

Peripheral  areas  (in  a  civilization),  4,  3, 
12-13,  15,  21,  28-30,  109 
Perkins,  T.,  937,  952 
Permanent  Court  of  International  Jus¬ 
tice,  291,  311 

Perry,  Commodore  AI.,  194,  827 
Pershing,  J.,  227 

Persia  (Persian),  94,  215,  217,  1051-60 
Pessimism,  41,  85-6,  1240 
Petain,  P.,  231,  687-9,  690-2,  693,  706, 
1191 

Petrofina,  522,  523 

Petroleum,  world  cartel,  1928,  1058;  sup¬ 
plies  to  Europe,  1079 
Pctrovic,  G.  (Karageorge),  1 14 
Petty  bourgeoisie,  382,  1220,  1241,  1243-4; 
alliance  with  newly  rich  AA'est,  1246-9, 
1250,  1252  (and  despotism),  1254, 

1272-4;  in  Germany,  444,  1244;  see  also 
Clas.se.s,  social;  and  under  individual 
countries 

Philippines,  739-40,  742,  743,  809,  8n 
(battle  of  Philippine  Sea,  June  1944), 
812  (geography),  1041,  1042  (R.  Alag- 
saysay);  communism,  1042;  see  Leyte 


INDEX 


Piave  (Battle,  1917),  232,  243 
Pirandello,  L.,  1225 
Plan  1912,  228 

Planck,  .M.,  848,  849 

Planning,  28,  39,  370-1,  383,  5J1-3;  866; 
allocation  of  resources,  1165;  see 
Operational  research;  rationalization 
Plato  (or  Platonism),  84,  103,  104,  1238- 
9.  1254,  1276 

Plebiscites,  273,  276-7,  279 
Plehvc,  98,  99 

Pluralist  economy,  38,  44,  315,  357,  370-1, 
505  (Britain),  5J1-3  (nature),  1211; 
unique  character  in  USA,  1213-15 
Plutonium,  821,  851,  854,  859 
Pobedonostsev,  K.,  98 
“Pocket  battleship”  (German),  301,  31 1, 
667  (escape  to  sea),  683  (Graf  Spee) 
Poincare,  R.,  223,  288,  307 
Poland,  36,  37,  81,  86,  88,  98,  254,  278, 
388;  Peace  Conference,  1919,  270,  271, 
277;  boundary  disputes,  279,  388-9; 
Beck,  Josef,  654,  657;  minorities,  280, 
281;  Locarno  Pacts,  292-3;  French  al¬ 
liance,  1921,  284,  650;  Soviet  war,  1920- 
I,  388-9;  Romanian  alliance,  1921,  279, 
655;  suggested  Franco-Polish  interven¬ 
tion  in  Germany,  1933,  572;  non-ag¬ 
gression  pact  with  Germany,  1934,  572, 
647,  648  (denounced);  anti-Czech 

policy,  580,  634,  637,  641;  British  uni¬ 
lateral  guarantee,  .March  31,  1939,  646, 
647;  crisis,  1939,  647-58;  British-Polish 
alliance,  August  25,  1939,  650;  Fourth 
Partition,  657,  667-8  (September  28, 
'939),  7^)9;  World  War  II,  Govern¬ 
ment  in  exile,  769,  771,  772;  occupation, 
769-72;  Union  of  Polish  Patriots  (com- 
niunist),  770,  771,  818;  frontier,  776-7, 
779,  818;  settlement,  792,  794-5  (War¬ 
saw  revolt;  Committee  of  National 
Liberation) 

Poland  (postwar),  1026-7  (Gomulka, 
Ochab);  Repack!,  1104 
Polaris  nuclear  submarines,  879  (advan¬ 
tages  over  SAC),  966,  968  (first  launch¬ 
ing,  Jan.,  1954),  1002  (cost),  1089 
(operational),  1307,  1308 
Palis,  82,  410 

Polish  Coridor,  271,  277,  584,  643,  647 
Polish-Romanian  alliance,  March  1921, 

-79.  655 

Politburo  (presidium)  of  USSR,  392 

Polk,  G.,  528 

Pompidou,  G,.  528 

P opolo  d'  Italia,  243 

“Popular  Front,”  France,  1936,  555 

“Popular  Front”  tactic,  i93s-37,  295,  898, 
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Population  (changes),  4,  15-23,  40;  birth 
rates  and  death  rates,  183-4;  growth 
rates,  1109;  Ceylon,  20;  China,  178,  181, 
183-4,  186-7;  J^pan,  20,  198,  561-2; 

USSR,  393,  398 

Portsmouth,  Treaty  of,  1905,  206 
Portugal,  126,  135;  colonies,  216,  1176, 
1179 

Potsdam  Conference,  July  t7-Aug.  2, 
1945,  821-5,  897,  900-1,  gi)0 
Pound  sterling,  54,  55,  1299 
Powell,  E.,  1305 

Power  (nature  of),  33-7,  1092-3  (con¬ 
cealed  by  misconceptions),  1106,  1181- 
2;  changes,  1206-10,  1217;  see  State 
Preuss,  H.,  424 

Price  parities,  328,  329,  330-1,  362,  393-4, 
1145-6 

Prices,  see  also  Inflation;  Deflation;  Re¬ 
flation;  Recession;  Depression,  34,  44, 
47,  316,  341-2,  353,  360-1,  370-1,  417-18, 

503.  533.  546-50.  "45-6 

Profits,  26,  29,  44-7,  449-50,  503,  519 
Progressive  movement  (USA),  75,  76 
Projects  Lincoln,  Vista,  Charles,  East 
River,  984-5 

Proletariat  (workers),  41,  378-81,  383, 
466  (England),  611-14  (Austria),  645 
(Germany),  1241,  1243;  Iwnpen  prole¬ 
tariat,  1221,  1241;  see  also  under  names 
of  countries 

Propaganda,  261-4  (World  War  I) 
Propper  et  Cie,  520,  526 
Proust,  M.,  42 
Proximity  fuse,  847-8 
Prussia,  416,  436-7,  438,  445;  see  also 
Germany 
P’u-I,  H.,  190,  566 
Punic  empire,  6,  7 

Puritan  tradition  (17th  century),  832, 
833,  1183,  1184,  1236,  1239,  1252  (and 
despotism),  1253,  "54-5 
Pushtu,  1051 
Pyatakov,  G.,  403 

Quantum  theory  (Max  Planck),  848-9 
Quemoy  and  .Matsu,  see  Chiang  Kai-shek 
Quine,  W.,  843 
Quisling,  V.,  683 

Rabaul,  New  Britain,  808,  809 
Rabi,  I.,  962,  985 
Rabinowitch,  E.,  893 
Radar,  695-6,  783.  844-5;  see  Watson- 
Watt 

Radck,  K.,  40? 

Radford,  A.,  1000,  1001 
1045 


(on  jeS),  1003. 
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Radical  Right  (in  U.S.  politics),  882,  935, 
941  (on  Wallace  in  1948),  948,  949  (on 
loss  of  China),  950,  956,  ^7,  979-80 
(attitudes),  983;  attacks  on  Truman, 
986,  988  (Eisenhower  cooperation); 
pressure  on  Eisenhower,  989-91;  attack 
on  experts,  994-5;  1000  (against  spend¬ 
ing),  1243  (sind  pern'  bourgeoisie), 
1244  (middle-class  panic),  1248  (cap¬ 
ture  of  Republican  Party,  1964) 
Raeder,  E.,  618,  698,  699,  754  (replaced 
by  Donitz) 

Railroads,  93-4  (Russia);  155-6  (India); 

307  (Ruhr);  517  (France) 

Rand  Corporation,  842 
Randall,  J.,  845 

RapaUo,  280  (treaty  between  Italy  and 
Yugoslavia,  N'ov.  19203;  294  (treaty 
between  Germany  and  Soviet  Russia, 
April  1922) 

Rasputin,  loo-i,  102 
Rathenau,  W.,  6t,  233 
Rationalism  (rationalization),  835-40, 
842-3,  865,  1126-7,  >JJ7-8.  1238;  see 
Enlightenment 
RDX  (explosive),  845 
Rearmament,  348,  361-2,  366,  369,  549-50 
(economic  consequences) ;  Germany, 
455-6 

Recession  (economic,  see  also  Depres¬ 
sion),  316,  360 

Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation 
USA),  1932),  350 

Red  Sea,  opened  to  American  ships, 
April  1941,  719;  Stalin’s  demands,  897 
Reed,  P.,  952 
Rees,  G.,  1301 

Reflation,  see  also  Inflation,  316,  348,  360- 
9  (United  Kingdom);  USA,  350,  353 
Reichsbank,  508-9;  see  also  Germany, 
economic  history 

Reichstag,  254,  416,  422-3,  425,  429,  430, 
437,  438-9,  442 

Reinsurance  Treaty  (Germany-Russia, 
1887),  213 
Reischauer,  E.,  822 
Reischauer,  R.,  200  (quoted) 

Religion  (or  churches),  in  Western  cul¬ 
ture,  6J-83,  89,  101,  104,  441,  833-4, 
1229-31,  1233,  1266,  1271,  1308;  Latin 
America,  11 19-21,  1 123-4;  in  India, 

161-3;  in  USA,  1249  ((iatholic  educa¬ 
tion);  Pope  John  XXIII,  1123-4,  1308; 
Pope  Paul  Y’l,  1308;  see  “religion” 
under  names  of  countries 
Remilitarization  of  Rhineland,  March 
1936.  278 

Renner.  K.,  274,  895 

Reparations  (from  Germany),  World 


War  I,  271,  272,  273,  281-3,  288,  305-12, 
955;  VVorld  War  11,  823,  824,  900,  901, 
1006 

Republican  Party  (in  USA),  70,  73-4, 
283,  532.  533/707.  709-“.  7‘6,  720-1, 
736.  777  (endorse  UN),  924-5,  933-5, 
942-3.  945,  9<53.  9<57.  9^8-9.  970,  974- 
976-9,  981-2,  986-92,  993-4,  998-‘ooi, 
1244-6,  1247-8 
Reuther,  W.,  7 1 2 

Revelation,  in  Western  outlook,  1229-30 
Review  of  Reviews,  132 
Revolution,  French,  1789,  24,  48,  1223, 
1240,  1280;  changing  nature  of,  1142 
(in  Latin  America);  1167 
Reynaud,  P.,  586,  675,  682,  687,  688,  689, 
690  (resigned) 

Rhine  Pact,  1925;  see  Locarno  Pacts 
Rhine  River,  788,  789  (Remagcn  bridge¬ 
head) 

Rhineland,  armistice,  254;  Treaty  of  Ver¬ 
sailles,  272,  273,  283,  583;  separatist  agi¬ 
tation,  277-8,  284;  Locarno  Pacts,  292- 
5;  evacuation,  309-10;  remilitarization, 
278,  289,  392-3,  577-8,  584,  586 
Rhodes,  C.,  39,  130-2,  133,  135,  136-7,  143, 
148,  151 

Rhodes  scholarships  (Rhodes  Trust), 
131,  139,  149,  152,  581,  582,  583,  95°' 
95',  953 

Rhodesia,  136,  150 

Ribbentrop,  j.,  619,  620,  621,  631,  640, 
650-1  (to  Ciano:  “we  want  war”),  656 
(Soviet  non-aggression  pact,  Aug.  23, 
1939),  657,  703-4  (incompetence),  734 
Ricardo,  D.,  378 

Rice,  E.,  1251  (The  Adding  Machine) 
Richelieu,  Cardinal,  412 
Riga,  Treaty'  of  (March  1921),  279,  389 
Rio  Tinto  copper  mines,  215 
Rist,  C.,  324 
Robertson,  Sir  W.,  233 
Rockets,  785-6  (V-weapons),  845-6,  9"’ 
1089  (threaten  bombers),  968,  1098; 
shift  from  IRBM  to  ICBM,  1089,  1091 
Rohm,  Capt.  E.,  434,  435,  437,  442 
Rolland,  R.,  253 

Romania,  iii,  116,  643,  654;  Soviet-Ger¬ 
man  rivalry,  704;  agrarian  reform,  i><5; 

dynasty  (Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen), 

i’i6;  Balkan  War,  1913,  220;  interven¬ 
tion  in  World  War  I,  240-1;  Treaty 
of  Bucharest,  241,  254;  peace  settle¬ 
ment,  274,  278,  279;  Little  Entente, 
284;  minorities,  280;  German  threat, 
1939  and  British  guarantee,  647-8;  Ger¬ 
man  economic  deal,  647;  position,  i939> 
655-6;  1940,  697  (partition);  I*'*’'' 

Guard  revolt,  697;  German  occupy- 


INDEX 


tion,  698,  705;  Soviet  mission,  790; 
petroleum  supply,  805;  settlement,  792, 
793;  ro\al  abdication,  902;  Anna 
Pauker,  1025;  growing  neutralism, 
1092,  1093 

Romantic  movement  (nineteenth  cen¬ 
tury),  1222,  1223,  1240;  love  and  mar¬ 
riage,  1245-6 

Rome,  Italy,  6,  7,  8,  ii,  12,  83,  410-11,  763, 
764,  767-8  (liberated  June  1944);  “Pact 
of  Rome,”  April  1918,  243;  Treatv'  of 
Rome,  January  1924,  280;  “Rome  Pro¬ 
tocols,”  1934,  57b  616;  Rome-Berlin 
Axis,  580,  649  (“Pact  of  Steel”) 
Rommel,  E.,  702,  748  (in  Egvptian  at¬ 
tack),  749,  751,  766,  78^  (France),  787 
(suicide) 

Roosevelt,  .Mrs.  Eleanor,  882,  1243 
Roosevelt,  F.  D..  534,  693,  708-21  pjsshir, 

717-8.  732-7.  750.  772.  774.  775.  779; 

struggle  with  isolationism,  708-10;  re¬ 
armament,  711-17;  postwar  aims,  755-6, 
776,  791-3,  795-7;  France,  693,  750,  811 
(Pacific  strategy);  A-bomb,  820,  853, 
893;  Pearl  Harbor,  919,  820  (death) 
Roosevelt,  T.,  76,  1000 
Root,  E.,  53,  938,  952 
Romanticism,  24,  1254-61 
Rosebery,  Lord,  129,  135,  475 
Rosenberg,  A.,  441 

Rothschild  family,  51,  56,  60,  130,  131, 
■33.  135.  215,  246,  311,  500,  516,  517, 


Rougemont  D.  dc,  1255 
Round  Table  groups  (The  Round 
Table),  131,  132,  144,  147,  149,  150,  152, 
164-7.  170.  >74.  >75.  581-3,  621-2 
(quoted),  939,  950-6,  1049.  1301 
Rousseau,  J.,  24,  832  (Entile),  1253 
Rowe,  A.  P.,  844 
Rowntree,  B.,  376  (Poverty) 

Roy,  R.,  162 

Royal  Colonial  Institute,  129 
Royal  Dutch  Shell  Oil,  124,  275,  505,  522; 
see  Deterding 

Royal  Institute  of  International  Affairs 
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cisco,  April-June  1945,  796;  interna¬ 
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1253-4,  1-73;  literature,  1249-52;  family 
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rrade  policies,  890-1;  demobilization, 
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Far  East  exports  and  Institute  of  Pacific 
Relations,  935-56;  defense  forces  in 
politics,  893-5;  nuclear  debate,  959-70; 
no  bi-partisan  policy  in  Far  East,  974; 
treaties  with  Japan,  Australia,  and 
New  Zealand,  1951,  982,  1152;  see  also 
Truman;  Dulles;  Eisenhower;  Ken¬ 
nedy;  Johnson;  Latin  American  policy, 
1141-6 

U.S.  Air  Force,  842,  862,  863,  884  (and 
scientists),  930;  Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand  (SAC),  879,  914-15,  969,  985,  997; 
alliance  with  unilateralists,  886,  909; 
B-29’s,  959,  1002;  B-36’s,  910,  914;  B- 
47’s,  914,  1004,  1089;  B-52’s,  914,  1002, 
1089;  B-58’s,  1089;  nuclear  monopoly, 
961  (alliance  with  Teller),  967  (Liver¬ 
more  Laboratory),  983,  984,  997;  veto 
on  work  for  smaller  bomb,  961,  962, 
966,  1089-90;  attacks  on  Oppenheimer, 
968-9,  984,  996-8;  cut  by  Eisenhower, 

U.S.  Armed  Services,  Army,  910 
(U.MT),  915,  973  (crippled,  1950), 
1003,  1004;  Navy,  910,  91 1;  Air  Force; 
see  U.S.  Air  Force;  J.C.S.;  see  U.S. 
J.C.S.;  interservice  rivalries,  884,  889, 
909,  911-12,  966;  unification,  910-11,  913, 
914;  NSA;  see  U.S.  NSA;  “industrial 
complex,”  886,  909,  911-12;  Selective 
Service,  914,  915;  public  support,  998- 
9;  increasing  support,  998-9;  defense 
peaks,  late  1953  and  1963,  915,  985, 
1002-3;  officers  and  officials,  Bradley, 
O.,  789,  1003;  Campbell,  L.  H.,  912; 
Clay,  L.  D.,  888,  903,  912;  Collins,  J. 
L.,  976;  Denfeld,  L.,  914;  Eaker,  I.  C., 
912;  Finletter,  T.  K.,  914;  Forrestal, 
913-14;  Gardner,  T.,  1003;  Gavin,  J.  M., 
983,  992,  1004;  George,  H.  C.,  91:; 
Kenney,  G.,  914;  Le  May,  C.  E.,  914; 
McNarney,  J.  T.,  912;  Radford,  A.  W., 
1000,  loot,  1003,  1045;  Ridgway,  M., 
1003;  Smith,  W.  B.,  994;  Somervell, 
B.  B.,  912;  Vandenberg,  H.  S.,  976; 
Wedemever,  906,  949;  see  also  names 
of  officers  better  known  from  outside 
the  service,  such  as  Eisenhower;  Mar¬ 
shall;  etc. 
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U.S.  Central  Intelligence  Agency  (Cl.A), 
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945  (Thomas  Lamont),  946  (Corliss 
Lamont);  Republican  election,  1946, 
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141,  985-6;  NSC-162,  970,  loot 
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Verdun  (Battle,  1916),  229,  231,  255 

Vcrccniging,  Peace  of,  1902,  143 

V’’ernadsky,  V.  I.,  852 
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